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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU

BETWEEN

MFA No. /2026

MR. DARSHAN SRINIVAS & ANR .-.APPELLANTS

AND

SIRI PRODUCTIONS & Ors ....RESPONDENTS

SYNOPSIS

Date

Event / Particulars

09.06.2024

Crime No. 0250/2024 registered by Kamakshipalya Police
Station, Bengaluru, under Sections 302 and 201 IPC
against Appellant No.1 (arrayed as Accused No.2) and
others, in connection with the alleged murder of Sri.
Renukaswamy, a fan of Appellant No.1 who had allegedly
sent objectionable messages to Appellant No.2.

June 2024

Appellant No.1 arrested by the Kamakshipalya Police and
taken into custody. He has remained an undertrial
prisoner since.

19.06.2024

Ad-interim restraint granted in O.S. N0.4267/2024 (City
Civil  Court, Bengaluru) against publication of
unauthenticated / defamatory content relating to the
personal or family life of Appellant No.1, or the
investigation in Crime N0.0250/2024.

27.08.2024

Ex-parte ad-interim temporary injunction granted in 0.S.
No.6082/2024 (City Civil & Sessions Court, Bengaluru)
restraining airing / printing / publishing of statements on
the investigation, charge sheet, FSL reports, confessional
statements, and debates on the final report in FIR
No.0250/2024.

10.09.2024

Interim order in W.P. N0.24836/2024 (High Court of
Karnataka) restraining dissemination of charge-sheet
material; Ministry of I&B directed to act upon violations
of the Cable Television Network Rules, 1994.

11.11.2024

Ad-interim injunction granted in 0.S. No.7875/2024 (City
Civil Court, Bengaluru) restraining unverified statements
lowering the image of Appellant No.1 in print / TV /
internet / social media.

(Around
12024-2026)

Charge sheet filed; matter committed and registered as
C.C. No0.1319/2024 before the LVI Additional City Civil
and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru. Day-to-day trial
commenced and remains ongoing at a nascent stage.

16.01.2026

Appellant No.1 lodged complaint with the Ministry of I&B
/ MEITY regarding violations of the Programme Code by
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various media channels (su'tiject matter of W.P.
No.7473/2026).

09.03.2026

Respondents No.1 and 2 released the teaser of the
feature film "BOSS” on YouTube, X/Twitter, and
Facebook, bearing the explicit “Inspired by True Events”
declaration in its opening frame and reglicating 13 factual
parallels to C.C. N0.1319/2024. Press meet conducted
thereafter.

| 12.03.2026

Appellants caused a statutory notice to be issued to the
Regional Officer of the CBFC (Respondent No.3) under
Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952, calling upon
the CBFC to refuse certification of the film.

17.03.2026

Despite the statutory notice and five subsisting protective
orders, the CBFC granted Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-
BAN to the film "BOSS” — within five days of the notice
and eight days of the teaser — on the basis of a plot
summary falsely describing the protagonist as a “famous
cricket player.”

27.03.2026

Appellants instituted O.S. N0.2151/2026 before the XVII
Addl. City Civil & Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CCH-16).
On the same day, the Trial Court granted a
comprehensive ex-parte ad-interim injunction under
Order XXXIX Rules 1 & 2 r/w Section 151 CPC restraining
Respondents No.1 and 2 from producing, releasing,
exhibiting, streaming or dealing with the film “B0OSS” in
any medium. Return date fixed as 02.05.2026.

(After
27.03.2026)

Respondents No.1 and 2 continued promotion of the film
on digital platforms in defiance of the injunction. Before
receipt of summons, they moved an advancement
application and filed their written statement, adopted as
statement of objections to I.A. No.1.

30.04.2026

This Hon’ble Court (per the Hon’ble Mr. Justice Sachin
Shankar Magadum) allowed W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC:
2026:KHC:24468) in part, directing the Ministry of I&B
and MEITY to examine the impugned broadcasts and take
action under Sections 19 and 20 of the Cable Television
Networks (Regulation) Act, 1995; holding such conduct
to constitute prima facie contempt of court; with liberty
reserved to initiate contempt proceedings.

02.06.2026

The Ld. Trial Court (Smt. M. Anitha, XVII Addl. City Civil
& Sessions Judge) passed the Impugned Order dismissing
L.A. No.1 and vacating the ex-parte ad-interim injunction
of 27.03.2026, holding all three limbs of the tripartite test
against the Appellants.

14.06.2026

Certified copy of the Impugned Order obtained; the
present Miscellaneous First Appeal under Section 104 r/w
Order XLIIT Rule 1(r) CPC, together with I.A. for stay
under Order XLI Rule 5 r/w Section 151 CPC, filed before
this Hon’ble Court.
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19.06.2026 | The date of the proposed release of the movie BOSS in
Theaties all around Karnataka. !

|

CASE IN BRIEF:

1. Nature of the Appeal. This is a Miscellaneous First Anopeal under Section
104 read with Order XLIII Rule 1{r) of the Code of Civii Procedure, 1908,
assailing the Impugned Order dated 02.06.2026 passed by the XVII Additional
City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CCH-16) in L.A. No.1 in O.S.
N0.2151/2026. By the Impugned Order, the Ld. Trial Court vacated its own
comprehensive ex-parte ad-interim injunction dated 27.03.2026 and
dismissed the Appellants’ application under Order XXXIX Rules 1 & 7 r/w
Section 151 CPC, thereby leaving the Appellants without any protection

against the imminent release of the feature film “B0OSS.”

2. The Parties. Appellant No.1, Sri. Darshan Srinivas, is one of the most
celebrated actors and producers of the Kannada film industry, universally and
exclusively known by the monikers “Challenging Star Darshan,” “Boss,” and
"D Boss.” Appellant No.2 is his wife, who represents both Appellants as
Appellant No.1 is presently in judicial custody. Respondent No.1 (Siri
Productions) is the producer and Respondent No.2 (Sri. Lava V) the director
of the impugned film "BOSS.” Respondent No.3 is the CBFC; Respondent No.4
is the KFCC; Respondents No.5 to 7 are the digital intermediaries (Facebook,
X/Twitter, YouTube); and Respondents No.8 to 12 are media houses and
persons.

3. The Sub-Judice Criminal Trial. On 05.06.2024, Crime No. 0250/2024
was registered against Appellant No.1 under Sections 302 and 201 IPC in
connection with the alleged murder of one Sri. Renukaswamy, a fan who had
allegedly sent obscene messages to Appellant No.2. The prosecution alleges
that the victim was abducted, assaulted, and killed, and his body disposed of
near a drainage in Kamakshi Palya, Bengaluru, after he pleaded that he had
a pregnant wife and aged parents at home. The matter is now registered as
C.C. No0.1319/2024 before the LVI Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge,
Bengaluru, where day-to-day trial is ongoing at a nascent stage. Appellant
No.1, an undertrial prisoner, enjoys the full presumption of innocence under
Article 21 and has not been convicted of any offence.

4. The Chain of Protective Orders. To insulate the criminal trial from
media-driven adjudication, the Appellants secured a continuous chain of
protective orders — in 0.S. N0.4267/2024 (19.06.2024), 0.5. No.6082/2024
(27.08.2024), W.P. N0.24836/2024 (10.09.2024), 0O.S. No.7875/2024
(11.11.2024), and most significantly W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC:
2026:KHC:24468) dated 30.04.2026. In the last, this Hon'ble Court (per the
Hon’ble Mr. Justice Sachin Shankar Magadum) held that such media conduct
amounts to “prima facie contempt of court” and directed the Ministry of I&B
and MEITY to take immediate regulatory action under the Cable Television
Networks (Regulation) Act, 1995. ‘

3. The Film “"B0OSS.” In knowing defiance of these orders, Respondents No.1
and 2 produced the film "BOSS” and released its teaser on 09.03.2026,
bearing the explicit declaration “Inspired by True Events” in its opening frame.
The teaser replicates @ minimum of thirteen precise factual parallels to the
prosecution’s case in C.C. N0.1319/2024 — including the title/moniker “Boss,”
the killing of a fan who sent obscene messages to the protagonist’s wife, the
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victim’s verbatim dying plea, the body found near a drainage, the
protagonist’s wife named “Lakshmi,” the Bengaluru setting, and the celebrity’s
arrest and prosecution. The director publicly admitted that the film draws from
real events.

6. The CBFC Certification. Despite a statutory notice issued on 12.03.2026
under Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952, and despite the five
subsisting protective orders, the CBFC granted Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-
BAN on 17.03.2026 — within five days — on the basis of a plot summary that
falsely described the protagonist as a “famous cricket player,” a description
that finds no reflection whatsoever in the teaser.

7. The 27.03.2026 Injunction and Its Vacation. On 27.03.2026, the Ld.

Trial Court, after recording a prima facie case, granted a comprehensive ex-
parte ad-interim injunction restraining Respondents No.1 and 2 from
producing, releasing, exhibiting, streaming or dealing with the film in any
medium including theatres and OTT. By the Impugned Order dated
02.06.2026, however, the Ld. Trial Court vacated this injunction, holding all
three limbs of the tripartite test against the Appellants, despite no change in
material circumstances between the two dates.

8. Why the Impugned Order Is Perverse. The Impugned Order is vitiated
by manifest legal infirmities. The Ld. Trial Court: (i) dismissed the suit as
based on “wild guessing/imaginations” while ignoring the audio-visual
evidence of thirteen parallels and the “Inspired by True Events” declaration;
(ii) accepted, without any independent scrutiny, the Respondents’ paper
defence that the protagonist was a “cricketer,” though the teaser shows no
cricket; (iii) erroneously treated CBFC certification as an absolute shield,
contrary to Mushtaq Moosa Tarani v. Government of India (the “Black Friday”
case) which holds that certification does not bar judicial restraint where
exhibition would amount to contempt of court; (iv) held that the Appellants’
injury could be “suitably compensated,” contrary to Bloomberg Television v.
Zee Entertainment (2024 SCC OnLine SC 426) which holds that fundamental
rights cannot always be compensated monetarily; and (v) wholly failed to
apply or distinguish the binding order of this Hon’ble Court in W.P.
No0.7473/2026, rendered barely thirty-three days earlier, which had declared
the very same species of conduct to constitute prima facie contempt of court.

8. The Constitutional Question. The Appeal raises a fundamental
constitutional question: whether a civil court can permit the commercial
release of a feature film that dramatises, as “true,” the prosecution’s version
in a live and ongoing murder trial, thereby elevating the producer’s
commercial interest under Article 19(1)(a) above the accused’s non-derogable
right to a fair trial under Article 21. The Constitution Bench in Sahara India
Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI (2012) 10 SCC 603 has affirmed that courts
possess inherent jurisdiction to pass postponement orders to prevent a “real
and substantial risk of prejudice” to the administration of justice. The
Supreme Court in M.P. Lohia and Manu Sharma has consistently deprecated
“trial by media.” A full-length feature film is, a fortiori, far more prejudicial
than a news report.

10. Irreparable Injury and Relief Sought. Once the film is exhibited —
even for a single day in theatres or on an OTT platform — the contamination
of the evidentiary matrix, the erosion of the presumption of innocence, and
the destruction of the Appellants’ reputation will be complete and incapatle
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of being undone. Financial loss to the Respondents, by contrast, is quantifiable
and compensable; and in any event their investment was made in mala fide
defiance of subsisting court orders. The Appellants therefore pray that this
Hon’ble Court be pleased to set aside and quash the Impugned Order dated
02.06.2026, restore and continue the ex-parte ad-interim injunction dated
27.03.2026, and grant an immediate ad-interim stay restraining the release
of the film "BOSS” in any medium pending the hearing and disposal of this

Appeal. Hence this Appeal.

APPELLANTS

Place: Bengaluru
Date: 16.06.2026
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU

MFA No.

Arising out of the Impugned Order dated 02.06.2026 in O.S. No. 2151/2026
passed by the XVII Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CCH-16)

OF 2026 (CPC)

RANK OF THE PARTIES

IN TRIAL COURT II IN HIGH COURT

BETWEEN

1. SRI. DARSHAN SRINIVAS,
Aged 47 years, S/o Late Thoogudeepa
Srinivas,
#217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-Road,
Ideai Home Township,
Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengaluru,
Karnataka — 560 098.

2. SMT. VIJAYALAKSHMI DARSHAN,
Aged 43 years, W/o Darshan Srinivas,
#217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-Road,
Ideal Home Township,

Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengaluru,
Karnataka — 560 098.

AND
RESPONDENTS:

1. SIRI PRODUCTIONS
(Proprietorship Concern),

Represented by its Proprietor/Producer

Sri. Tanush S,
No.131, Sri Ranganatha Nilaya,

Dasanapura, Tumkur Road, Bengaluru -

562 162.

2. SRI.LAVAV
Director,
No.131, Sri Ranganatha Nilaya,

Dasanapura, Tumkur Road, Bengaluru -

562 162.

3. CENTRAL BOARD OF FILM
CERTIFICATION (CBFC),
(Union of India), Through its Regional
Officer, Shri Yashwant Shehnai,

Kendriya Sadan, ‘D’ Wing, 4th Floor, 17th

Main, Koramangala, Bengaluru - 560
034.

4. KARNATAKA FILM CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE (KFCQ),
Through its President, Sri. Jayapradha,

---PLAINTIFFS/APPELLANTS

&/
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28, 1st Main Road, Crescent Road, High
Grounds, Bengaluru — 560 001.

META PLATFORMS, INC.

(FACEBOOK),

Thirough its Authorized
Signatory/Grievance Officer,

India Office: 15th Floor, World Trade
Center, Brigade Gateway, Malleshwaram

West, Bengaluru - 560 055.

X CORP (formerly Twitter),

Through its Authorized
Signatory/Grievance Officer,

India Office: 9th Floor, World Trade
Center, Brigade Gateway, Malleshwaram
West, Bengaluru - 560 055.

GOOGLE LLC (YOUTUBE),
Through its Resident Grievance Officer
for YouTube, Suraj Rao,

Unit No.26, The Executive Centre, Level
8, DLF Centre, Sansad Marg, Connaught
Place, New Delhi — 110 001

NEW INDIAN EXPRESS,

Registered Corporate Office: Express
Garden, 29, 2nd Main Road, Ambattur
Industrial Area, Chennai — 600 058.
Bengaluru Office: No.1, Express Building,
Queens Road, Bengaluru - 560 001.
Represented by its Editor.

FILMIBEAT (Greynium Information

Technologies Pvt. Ltd.),

VRR Legacy No.2, 1st Main, 4th Fioor, 1st
Block Koramangala, Jakkasandra
Extension, Bengaluru - 560 034.

10. TV9 KANNADA,

TVS Karnataka Pvt Ltd
13/1 Rhenius Street,
Richmond Town,
Bengaluru 560 025

11. ZEE KANNADA NEWS,

5% floor, the Land Mark Buidling,
Next to Trinity Metrc Station,

MG Road, Yellappa Chetty Layout,
Bengaluru 560 042

12, SRI. ASHOK KUMAR, DEFENDANTS/RESPONDENTS

RESPONDENTS

{

2
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MEMORANDUM OF MISCELLANEQUS FIRST APPEALUNDER SECTION

104 READ WITH ORDER XLIII RULE 1(R) OF THE CODE OF CIVIL

PROCEDURE, 1908

The Appellants begs to submit as under:

L

bt
o

I11.

IV.

The address for service of the Appellants and their Counsel is as set
out in the cause title above.The addresses for service of the

Respondents are as set out in the cause title above.

It is submitted that the address of the Petitioner for the purpose of
issuing of summons, notice, etc., from this Hon'ble Court is as stated
in the cause title. They may also be served through his Counsel,
Pratham N, Alok GS & Vivek GB @ DHEE Inc, Advocates & Solicitors,
401 (south), Brigade Plaza, 4th floor, Anandh Rao Circle, Bengaluru
560 009, Email:prathamn15@gmail.com, Ph:+91 8397056064

The Appellants are aggrieved by the Impugned Order dated
02.06.2026 passed in I.A. No.1 in 0.S. No.2151/2026 by the Learned
XVII Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CCH-16)
(hereinafter referred to as ‘the Ld. Trial Court’), whereby the Ld. Trial
Court dismissed I.A. No.1 and vacated the comprehensive ex-parte
ad-interim injunction earlier granted on 27.03.2026. The Certified
Copy of the Impugned Order is produced herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE-A.

The Appellants have not filed any other appeal or petition in respect
of the subject matter of this appeal, and no such appeal or petition

is pending before this Hon’ble Court or any other Court.

FACTS IN BRIEF:

1. Appellant No.1 is one of the most celebrated and commercially

successful actors and film producers in the South Indian film industry,
specifically the Kannada film industry (Sandalwood). Over a career
spanning more than two decades, he has delivered a string of
blockbuster Kannada films, earning him an unparalleled fan following
that cuts across age, region, and social strata in Karnataka and beyond.
He is universally known, addressed, and identified by his distinctive

monikers “Challenging Star Darshan,” “Boss,” and “*D Boss” — the last

N
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of which has become so uniquely and exclusively identified with him that
the generai public, the media, the Karnataka film industry, and the
courts themselves use it interchangeably with his name. Appellant No.2,
smt. Vijayalakshmi Darshan, is the legally wedded wife of Appellant
No.1.

3. Appellant No.1 has, over the course of his career, acted in and produced a
film itselif titied "Boss” — further cementing the commercial, cuitural, and
reputationai identity of the title "Boss’ as being uniqueily and inseparabiy
associated with his persona. The moniker ‘D Boss’ was conferred upon him
by his fans as a mark of reverence and has been consistently used in media
publications, social media, fan clubs, and public discourse for well over a
decade. This distinctive persona and trade identity is a valuable property

right as recognised by courts across India.

4. On 09.06.2024, Crime No. 0250/2024 was registered by the
Kamakshipalya Police Station, Bengaluru, for offences punishable under
Sections 302 and 201 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860, against Appellant
No.1 (arrayed as Accused No.2) and others, in connection with the alleged

murder of one Sri. Renukaswamy, a fan of Appellant No.1.

5. The prosecution’s case, as set out in the FIR and the charge sheet, is that
Sri.  Renukaswamy had allegedly sent obscene, offensive, and
objectionable messages to Appellant No.2. It is alleged that upon the
instigation of Appellant No.1, Sri. Renukaswamy was abducted, assaulted,
and killed, and that his body was disposed of near a drainage in the area
of Kamakshi Palya, Bengaluru. It is further alleged in the prosecution’s
account that Sri. Renukaswamy pleaded for his life stating words to the

effect that he had a pregnant wife and aged parents at home.

6. Following investigation, a charge sheet was filed and the case is now
registered as S.C. N0.1319/2024 before the LVI Additional City Civil and
Sessions Judge, Bengaluru. The trial is currently at a nascent stage, with
day-to-day hearing ongoing. Appellant No.1 is an undertrial prisoner. The
presumption of innocence — a fundamental right under Article 21 as
recognised in a catena of Supreme Court decisions — operates fully in his

favour. He has not been convicted of any offence.

/\ ,/
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7. It is in this charged and highly pubiicised context that Respondents No.1
and 2, chocsing to capitalise on the public sensationalism surrounding the
sub-judice proceedings, embarked upon the production of the feature film
titled *"BOSS.”

The History of Medja Exploitation and the Protective Crders

8. From the very date of registration of Crime No.0250/2024, the print media,
television channels, and digital/social media platforms have been engaged
in what this Hon'ble Court has itself recently described in W.P.
No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026: KHC:24468) between Appellant No. herein and

UOI (ministry of telecommunications & broadcasting) as:

"a calculated media-driven adjudication, fostering a parallel
narrative and engendering prejudicial pre-trial publicity”

disseminating speculative narratives, selectively leaked charge
sheet material, and unverified allegations, thereby engineering

public perception and impairing the Appellants’ right to a fair trial.”

9. In order to protect the integrity of the ongoing criminal trial and io
safeguard their fundamental rights, the Appellants have secured =2
continuous chain of protective orders from Civil Courts and this Hon'ble

Court, as tabulated below:

Case No. Forum Date Relief Granted
0.S. No. City Civil 19.06.2024 | Ad-interim restraint
4267/2024 Court, against  publication  of
Bengaluru unauthenticated and

defamatory content in
relation to the personal or
family life of Appellant
No.1, or the investigation
in Crime No.0250/2024.

0.5. No. City Civil 27.08.2024 | Ex-parte  ad-interim TI
6082/2024 & Sessions restraining defendants
Court, from
Bengaluru airing/printing/publishing
statements on
investigation, charge

sheet, FSL reports,
confessional statements,
and debates on the final

report in FIR

No.0250/2024.
W.P. No. High Court | 10.09.2024 | Respondents 3 to 40
24836/2024 of restrained from
Karnataka disseminating charge

sheet material. Ministry of
I&B directed to act upon

[




Programme Code
violations (Cabie
Television Network Rules,
1994).
Ad-interim
restraining unverified
statements lowering the
image of Appellant No.1 in
print/TV/internet/social
media, and dissemination
of certified copies/extracts
of court records.
Comprehensive
ad-interim
restraining
No.1 and
producers,
agents and all
claiming through them,
from in any manner
producing, filming, editing,
promoting, marketing,
releasing, distributing,
exhibiting, telecasting,
streaming, selling,
licensing, leasing or
dealing with the film
'BOSS' or any content
based on the Appellants'
life, the pending criminal
proceedings, or their
personality rights, in any
medium including theatres
and OTT platforms.

Writ petition allowed in

0.5. No.
7875/2024

City Civil
Court,
Bengaluru

11.11.2024 injunction

0.S. No,
2151/2026

XVII Addl.
City Civil
& Sessions
Judge
(CCH-16),
Bengaluru

27.03.2026 ex-parte
injunction
Respondents
2 their
directors,
PErsons

W.P. No. High Court | 30.04.2026

7473/2026 (NC:
2026:KHC:24468)

of
Karnataka
(Hon'ble
Mr. Justice
Sachin
Shankar
Magadum)

part. Ministry of I&B and
MEITY directed to examine
impugned broadcasts and
take immediate action
under Sections 19 and 20
of the Cable Television
Networks (Reguiation) Act,
1995. Compliance report

within 12 weeks. Liberty
reserved to initiate
contempt proceedings.

10. The order

of this Hon'ble Court in W.P. No0.7473/2026 (NC:
2026:KHC:24468), pronounced on 30.04.2026 by the Hon’ble Mr. Justice
Sachin Shankar Magadum, made the following findings at paragraphs 19

to 21 of the said order:

"This Court cannot but observe that such conduct amounts to a
calculated media-driven adjudication, fostering a parallel narrative

and engendering prejudicial pre-trial publicity. The continued telecast

P

\ T

{ =
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of such content, in the teeth of subsisting injunction orders, reflects
a blatant disregard for judicial authority... Such broadcasts, which
border on trial by headlines, cannot be countenanced in a system
governed by the rule of law, particularly when they are aired in willful
disobedience of binding injunctions and in 2 manner that tends to
interfere with the administration of justice. The continued broadcast
in the teeth of civil court injunctions, orders of this Court and
statutory prohibitions amounts to subversion of due process, erosion
of adjudicatory neutrality, interference with administration of justice

and prima facie contempt of court.”

— W.P. N0.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468), paragraphs 19-21

11. The same order further held at paragraph 22 thereof that “the material
on record unmistakably discloses violations of Rule 6(1)(d), (e), () and (i)
of the Programme Code under the Cable Television Networks (Regulation)
Act, 1995. Such broadcasts are per se illegal and invite regulatory action
under Sections 19 and 20 of the Act. The acts further attract the mischief
of Section 2(c)(ii) and (iii) of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971.” Therefore,
the Appellants have always been diligent in protecting his fundamental
right to fair trail by securing the above stated Gag orders against media

channels and other individual persons.

The Production of the Film “"BOSS”

12. Inthis factual backdrop — with five protective orders operating in favour
of the Appellants including a High Court order — Respondents No.1 and 2
directed & produced the Kannada feature film titled “BOSS” between
November, 2024 to September, 2025 which is produced under the banner
of Respondent No.1 (Siri Productions) by Sri. Tanush S (who also plays the
lead role), and directed by Respondent No.2 (Sri. Lava V) which is totally
based on the alleged incident involving the Appellant No.1 & 2 which is
subjudice in SC No. 1319/2024 before the LVI Additional City Civil and

Sessions Judge, Bengaluru

13. On 09.03.2026, Respondents No.1 and 2 released the teaser of the film
on mass digital platforms — YouTube (Respondent No.7), X/Twitter
(Respondent No.6), and Facebook (Respondent No.5). The teaser bore, in
its very opening frame, the explicit declaration: “Inspired by Trus

Events.” The teaser was viewed by millions of persons within hours of its

N e
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release, creating an immediate and massive public association between the

film and the ongoing criminal trial against Appellant No.1.

14. A plain viewing of the teaser — as acknowledged even in the Impugned
Order of the Ld. Trial Court itself at paragraph 10 thereof — reveals a
minimum of thirteen (13) striking, deliberate, and unmistakable factual
parallels to the prosecution’s case in S.C. No.1319/2024, as tabulated

below:

Sl. | Element in Film "BOSS" (Teaser | Corresponding Fact in Sub-Judice

/ Promotions / CBFC Plot Matter (C.C. N0.1319/2024 /
Summary) Crime No.0250/2024)
1 | Title of the film: "BOSS" Appellant No.1 is publicly,

universally and exclusively known
as "D Boss" / "Challenging Star
Darshan". He has acted in a
blockbuster Kannada film itself
titled "Boss". The moniker is his
commercial identity.

2 | Protagonist / lead character|Appellant No.l's fans and the
repeatedly referred to as "Boss" | general public refer to him
by fans throughout the film exclusively as "D Boss" or "Boss"
— not as a generic title but as a
unigue identifier specific to him.

3 | Celebrity figure accused of being | The deceased, Renukaswamy, was
involved in the killing of a|a fan of Appellant No.1, who
fan/follower who sent obscene | allegedly sent objectionable and
messages and calls to the|obscene messages to Appellant
protagonist's wife/qgirlfriend No.2 (Vijayalakshmi Darshan), the
wife of Appellant No.1. This is the
precise foundation of Crime No.
0250/2024.

4 | Victim heard pleading in the|Verbatim mirror of the victim
audio: "Don't kill me, I have a | Renukaswamy's alleged iast words
pregnant wife at home and aged | / dying declaration as specifically
parents" set out in the FIR and the charge
sheet filed in Crime No.
0250/2024. No coincidence can
account for this exact replication.
5 | The body of the victim is shown | The body of Renukaswamy was, as
discovered next to a drainage | per the prosecution case in Crime
pipeline No.0250/2024, discovered near a
drainage in Kamakshi Palya,
Bengaluru. The replication is
precise.

6 | Celebrity protagonist is shown | Appellant No.1 was arrested by
being arrested and subjected to | Kamakshipalya Police in June 2024
police investigation and has been in custody since. He
is currently facing day-to-day trial
in C.C. No.1319/2024 before the
LVI Additional City Civil and
Sessions Judge, Bengaiuru.
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7 | Entire narrative, story, and|Crime No.0250/2024 and the trial
settings are Bengaluru-centric in C.C. N0.1319/2024 are entirely
situated in Bengaluru. The victim
; was found in Bengaluru; the
' accused resides in Bengaluru.

8 | The protagenist's wife/girlfriend | Appellant No.2's full legal name is

is named "Lakshmi" Vijayalakshmi Darshan —
"Lakshmi" is the direct,
unmistakable reference t

Appellant No.2.

9 | Explicit opening disclaimer in | This is a direct and deliberate link
the very first frame of the|to the real-life events forming the
teaser:  "Inspired by True |subject matter of the sub-judice
Events" criminal trial C.C. N0.1319/2024.
The disclaimer operates as a
confession of the film's evidentiary

foundation.
10 | Film carries two prominent | Reflects the real-life
female leads in the storyline circumstances involving Appellant

No.2 (wife) and the woman to
whom obscene messages were

sent — mirroring the factual|
matrix of the charge sheet,
11 | CBFC plot summary describes | This is a calculated

protagonist as a "famous cricket | misrepresentation by Respondents
player" — yet the teaser and all | No.1 and 2 to circumvent Section
promotional material show a|5B of the Cinematograph Act,
celebrity entertainer and no|1952. The CBFC certified based on
cricket connection is visible in | a false plot summary. The actual

the teaser teaser bears no cricket content
whatsoever.
12 | Victim in the film is named | Real victim: Sri. Renukaswamy —
"Shiva Swami" the name is superficially altered to
evade identification while retaining
the critical "Swami”  suffix,
maintaining the unmistakable
resonance.
13 | The crime scene in the film is | The actual crime scene: Kamakshi
referred to as "Palya" Palya, Bengaluru — the

geographic reference is retained
verbatim with only the qualifier
"Kamakshi" dropped.

15. The cumulative effect of these thirteen parallels — taken together with
the ‘Inspired by True Events’ opening declaration — is that the film
constitutes a dramatic, cinematic re-enactment of the prosecution’s version
in S.C. No0.1319/2024, presented to mass audiences as based on truth,

while the trial itself is still ongoing and no verdict has been rendered.

16. After the release of the teaser, Respondent No.2 (the director, Sri. Lava
V, who also claims to be a practising advocate) conducted a press

conference in which he made public admissions confirming that the film

¢
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draws from real events involving the Appeliants. The copy of videography
of the press conference where the Respondent No. 2 admits to the film
draws from real events involving the Appellants has been played and

produced on record before the Hon’ble Trial Court.

17. The Ld. Trial Court summarily ignored this admission, characterising it
as irrelevant. This constitutes a perverse appreciation of evidence, since
the director’s intent is directly probative of whether the film constitutes an

attempt to circumvent the existing protective orders.

The Statutory Notice to CBFC and the Precipitate Grant of Certification

18. 0On 12.03.2026 — just three days after the teaser was released — the
Appellants, through their Advocates, caused a statutory notice to be issued
to the Regional Officer of the CBFC (Respondent No.3) under Section 58 of
the Cinematograph Act, 1952, calling upon the CBFC to cease examination
of the film and to refuse certification on the grounds that: (a) the film
depicted the life of the Appellants and the incidents in S.C. No.1319/2024
without consent; (b) it would interfere with the administration of justice:

and (c) it violated the Programme Code and Section 5B guidelines.

19. Despite this statutory notice and the existence of five binding protective
court orders — all of which had been brought to the attention of the CBFC
— Respondent No.3 granted CBFC Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN on
17.03.2026 — a period of merely five days after the receipt of the notice,
and only eight days after the teaser was released. The CBFC's certification
was based on a plot summary provided by Respondents No.1 and 2, which
described the protagonist as a “famous cricket player” — a description that
finds no reflection in the teaser, the promotional materials, or any publicly
available version of the film. The CBFC failed to apply the mandatory
guidelines under Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952, which require
it to refuse certification to films that interfere with the administration of

justice.

Institution of 0.S. N0.2151/2026 and the Ex-Parte Injunction of 27.03.2026

20. 0On 27.03.2026, the Appellants instituted 0.S. N0.2151/2026 before the
XVII Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CC§—16), seeking _
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a permanent injunction restraining Respondents No.1 and 2 from in any
manner producing, filming, editing, promoting, marketing, releasing,
distributing, exhibiting, telecasting, streaming, selling, licensing, leasing,
or dealing with the film '‘BOSS’ or any similar content based on the
Appellants’ life, the pending criminal proceedings, or their personality
rights.

21. On the same day, after recording a prima facie case, the Ld. Trial Court
granted a comprehensive ex-parte ad-interim injunction under Order
XXXIX Rules 1 & 2 r/w Section 151 CPC. The operative portion of this

injunction restrains:

“Respondents No.1 and 2, their producers, directors, representatives,
associates, servants, agents, employees, men or anyone claiming through
or under them, from in any manner producing, filming, editing, promoting,
marketing, releasing, distributing, exhibiting, telecasting, streaming,
selling}, licensing, leasing, or dealing with the movie titled '"BOSS’ (or any
other movie/film/web-series/content by whatever name called) based on
or depicting the life of the Appellants, the incidents alleged in S..
No.1319/2024, or any elements directly or indirectly referring to or
associating with the Appellants’ private life, family, reputation, sub-judice
criminal proceedings, and from using the Appellants’ name, image,
likeness, personality rights, or any promotional material in any medium
including Theatres and/or Intermediary Streaming Platforms (OTT)

whatsoever.”

22. The foundational facts and the constitutional threat that led the Ld. Trial
Court to grant this comprehensive, detailed, and protective injunction on
27.03.2026 remained entirely and materially unchanged on 02.06.2026.
No new fact emerged; no legal development supervened; no change of

Circumstances of any kind was demonstrated by the Respondents.

Respondents’ Defiance of the Injunction

23. Even after the grant of the ex-parte injunction on 27.03.2026,
Respondents No.1 and 2, acting in concert with Respondents No.5
(Facebook), No.6 (X/Twitter), and No.7 (YouTube), continued the
promotion and publicity of the film '‘BOSS’ on digital platforms. Promotional
materials — including the teaser, posters, and press meet videos —

remained accessible to the public on mass digital platforms throughout the

' S
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period from 27.03.2026 to 02.06.2026, constituting a willful and

contumacious disregard of the subsisting injunction.

24. Before the receipt of summons and notice, Respondents No.1 and 2
moved an advancement application before the Ld. Trial Court and fiied their
written statement, which they adopted as their statement of objections to
ILA. No.1. The written statement was replete with untenable contentions
including: (a) that Appeiiant No.1 had not signed the plaint; (b) that the
protagonist in the film was a ‘cricketer” and not a ‘ceiebrity”; (c) that the
title ‘Boss’ was a ‘generic term’ with no exclusivity; (d) that the CBFC
certificate immunized the film from judicial interference; and (e) that the
balance of convenience lay in their favour because of heavy financial

investment.

The Impugned Order Dated 02.06.2026 and Its Legal Infirmities

25. By the Impugned Order dated 02.06.2026, the Learned XVII Additional
City Civil and Sessions Judge dismissed I.A. No.1 and held all three limbs
of the injunction tripartite test against the Appellants. The operative
findings of the Ld. Trial Court, as extracted from paragraphs 22 to 24 of
the Impugned Order, read as follows:

“based only on the teaser of the movie in question, the plaintiffs
contend that movie was based on the crime that the plaintiff No.1 is
currently under trial for... on this score alone it cannot be decided
with any degree of certainty that the matter involved in
SC.N0.1319/2024 and the one involved in the movie in question are
similar... the court cannot sit as a Super Censor Board once the movie
has been certified by the statutory authority... it appears that, in the
event of granting injunction, hardship is more to the defendants No. 1
and 2 rather than the plaintiffs... the balance of convenience tilts in

favour of defendants No.1 and 2.”

— Paragraphs 22-24 of the Impugned Order dated 02.06.2026

26. The Ld. Trial Court: (i) characterised the Appellants’ suit as based on
“wild guessing/imaginations”; (ii) accepted without any independent
scrutiny the Respondents’ paper defence that the protagonist was a
‘cricketer’ despite the teaser showing none; (iii) held that CBFC certification

was dispositive; (iv) weighed the Respondents’ commercial investments

c_—
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against the Appellants’ constitutional rights: and (v) held that any injury

to the Appellants could be compensated monetarily. Each of these findings

is legally untenable, perverse, and contrary to binding authority.

27. The Appellants having no other alternative or efficacious remedy except
to challenge the order of the Learned Trial Court before this Hon’ble Court,

the present appeal is filed.

GROUNDS OF APPEAL

GROUND A: PERVERSITY IN APPRECIATION OF THE PRIMA FACYE
CASE — FAILURE TO PIERCE THE CINEMATIC CAMOUFLAGE

28. The Ld. Trial Court’s finding that the suit rested on ‘wild
guessing/imaginations’ is ex-facie perverse. The Court accepted, without
independent scrutiny, the Respondents’ paper defence that the protagonist
was a ‘cricketer’ — a defence demolished by the teaser itself, which
contains no cricketing content, and by the director’s own press conference
admissions. The legal test for similarity in cases of this nature — where a
film admittedly draws from real events — is not whether there is a
character-for-character identity, but whether the substance and overall
impression of the film is based on the real events forming the subject

matter of the sub-judice proceedings.

29. The Division Bench of the Bombay High Court in Mushtaqg WMocsa
Tarani v. Government of India (2005 SCC OnLine Bom 385) (hereinafter
“the Black Friday case”), while granting injunction against a CBFC-certified
film that carried a disclaimer but was based on events forming the subject
matter of a pending criminal trial, held at paragraph 12 of the said
judgment as follows:

"The film is based on the real events which are the subject matter or
the pending trial...It is likely to have a prejudicial effect on the fair
administration of justice. It prejudices and, in any case, tends to
interfere with the due course of judicial proceeding. It also thereby
interferes and, in any case, tends to interfere with the administration
of justice...The film may cause prejudice to the accused in ihe
pending trial...amounting to criminal contempt under Section
2(c)(ii) & (iii) of the Contempt of Courts Act. Cinema is a
powerful medium capable of stirring emotions far more deeply than
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news reports, and even a trained judicial mind cannot be presumed
completely immune from its influence.”

— Mushtaq Moosa Tarani v. Government of India, (2005 SCC
OnLine Bom 385), paragraph 12 (Division Bench, Bombay High

Court)

The present case is on identical facts. The film '"BOSS’ bears an explicit
‘Inspired by True Events’ declaration, uses the moniker 'Boss’ which is
synonymous with Appellant No.1, and contains thirteen precise factual
parallels to the ongoing trial. The ratio in the Black Friday case squarely
applies and required the Ld. Trial Court to grant the injunction. The Ld,

Trial Court’s failure to apply or even acknowledge this binding persuasive

precedent — which was placed before it — is a fatal error of judicial
discipline.
A colourable device designed to circumvent legal restrictions cannot be

validated by superficial changes. Calling the protagonist a ‘cricketer’ on
paper while retaining thirteen precise factual parallels to the prosecution’s
Case cannot immunise the film. It is the overall impression and the rezal-
events foundation that determines whether a film relates to pending sub-
judice proceedings. The Ld. Trial Court’s failure to apply this principle is a

ground of perversity.

GROUND B: UNCONSTITUTIONAL ELEVATION OF ARTICLE 19(1)(A)
OVER ARTICLE 21 — FAILURE TO APPLY BINDING SUPREME COURT
PRECEDENTS

32

.« The Ld. Trial Court committed a grave constitutional error by treating
the Respondents’ right to cinematic expression under Article 19(1)(a) as
effectively superseding the Appellants’ non-derogable right to a fair trial
and privacy under Article 21. The Supreme Court’s Constitution Bench in
Sahara India Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI (2012) 10 SCC 603 held
at paragraphs 17 and 20 of the said judgment as follows:

"We hold that the High Courts and the Supreme Court have inherent
jurisdiction to pass postponement orders which are justiciable in the
form of posiponement/prohibitory orders against the mediz in
appropriate cases...Such a right flows from the inherent powers of
the superior courts and balancing of rights under Article 19(1)(a) on
one hand and Article 21 on the other. The postponement orders are
not prohibited under Article 19(2)...The postponement orders can be

/\
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passed by courts even in civil and criminal cases to prevent real and
substantial risk of prejudice to the proper administration of justice as
a last resort where such risk cannot be prevented by other reasonably
available means.”

— Sahara India Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBE (2012) 10 5CC
603, paragraphs 17 and 20 (Constitution Bench, Supreme Court of
India)

This Constitution Bench authority directly empowers the Ld. Trial Court
— and this Hon'ble Court-— to grant postponement orders against the film
'BOSS,” which poses a real and substantial risk of prejudice to the proper
administration of justice in C.C. No.1319/2024. The Ld. Trial Court’s failure
to apply this Constitution Bench judgment is a grave constitutional

infirmity.

34. The Supreme Court in M.P. Lohia v. State of West Bengal (2005) 2

SCC 686, at paragraph 5 of the said judgment, held as follows:

"We are clearly of the opinion that there should be 3 halt to this trial
by media when the matter is sub-judice. We have repeatedly pointed
out the harmful effects of such publications on the accused, the
witnesses and even the courts... We, therefore, strongly deprecate
such practice of trial by media when the matter is sub- judice. Such
publications would be regarded as interference  with the
administration of justice.”

— M.P. Lohia v. State of West Bengal, (2005) 2 SCC 686, paragraph
5 (Supreme Court of India)

35. A full-length feature film with an ‘Inspired by True Events’ declaration is

infinitely more prejudicial than a media report. If the Supreme Court has
deprecated even news media ‘trial by media,’ the Ld. Trial Court’s vacation
of the injunction against a commercially produced full-length film
dramatising the prosecution’s case is manifestly contrary to this binding

ratio.

36. The Supreme Court in Sidhartha Vashisht @ Manu Sharimz v. Scoce

(NCT of Delhi) (2010) 6 SCC 1, at paragraph 47 of the said judgment,

held as follows:

"Trial by media has been a matter of serious concern not only in India
but across the world. There is no doubt that the freedom of press
extends to the reporting of court proceedings, but at the same time,
any publication which tends to prejudice the fair trial of a criminal
case and interferes with the administration of Justice would amount
to contempt of court. It is very important for the judiciary to maintain

c—
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the balance between the freedom of the press and the right of the
accused to a fair trial.”

— Sidhartha Vashisht @ Manu Sharma v. State (NCT of Delhi),
(2010) 6 SCC 1, paragraph 47 (Supreme Court of India)

37. This ratio directly condemns the dramatised cinematic re-enactment of
the prosecution’s case in S.C. No0.1319/2024, while the trial is mid-stream,
as being prejudicial to the right of Appellant No.1 to a fair trial.

38. This Hon'ble Court itself, in W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468),
at paragraph 24 of the said order, held as follows:

"Freedom of speech is a cherished constitutional value; however,
when it degenerates into media-driven adjudication, it ceases to be
a safeguard of democracy and becomes a threat to it. The press js
a watchdog, but when it assumes the role of judge, jury arnd
executioner, the rule of law stands imperiled. Cosiirts cannoi
permit the course of justice to be overshadowed by the olzre
of studio lights.”

— W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468), paragraph 24 (High
Court of Karnataka, per the Hon’ble Mr. Justice Sachin Shankar

Magadum, 30.04.2026)

39. If television broadcasts amount to ‘media-driven adjudication’
warranting mandatory regulatory action, the production and release of a
Commercially distributed feature film dramatising the prosecution’s case —
with an ‘Inspired by True Events’ declaration — is a fortiori equally and in
fact more severely contemptuous of the pending proceedings. The Ld. Trial
Court’s Impugned Order, by permitting the film’s release, has directly

contradicted this coordinate High Court order.

GROUND C: ABDICATION OF EQUITABLE JURISDICTION -
ERRONEOUS IMMUNISATION OF CBFC CERTIFICATION

40. The Ld. Trial Court held at paragraph 23 of the Impugned Order that
"when the defendant No.3 authority issued certificate to the movie in
question, prima facie it can be construed that, the authority has taken into
account all the guidelines” and that “the court Cannot sit as a Super Censor

Board once the movie has been certified by the statutory authority.” This

N

reasoning is fundamentally erroneous.
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The Division Bench in the Black Friday case in Mushtaq Mocsa Tarari
(supra) expressly addressed the CBFC certification defence and rejected it

at paragraph 14 of the said judgment as follows:

"Merely because the film has been certified by the Board of Censors
does not mean that a court cannot restrain its public exhibition, if the
court comes to the conclusion that the exhibition of the film would
amount to contempt of the court... The Board of Censors is not a
Court. It cannot adjudicate on the question whether a publication
amounts to contempt of court or not.”

— Mushtaq Moosa Tarani v. Government of India, (2005 sCC
OnLine Bom 385), paragraph 14 (Division Bench, Bombay High
Court)

42. The Ld. Trial Court’s holding that it ‘cannot sit as a Super Censor Board’

misconstrues its role entirely. The question before it was not one of
censorship but one of whether the exhibition of the film would amount to
contempt of court and interference with the administration of justice — a

question exclusively within the domain of courts, not the CBFC.

43. The CBFC Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN was obtained ULy

44,

Respondents No.1 and 2 on the basis of a demonstrably false plot summary
describing the protagonist as a ‘cricket player,” when the teaser shows no
such thing. A certificate obtained by fraud, misrepresentation, or false
material placed before the statutory authority is void ab initio and confers
no legitimacy upon the film. The Ld. Trial Court ought to have gone behind

the certificate and examined this fundamental infirmity.

Section 5B(1) of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 mandates refusal of
certification to films that are against the public interest or that involve
contempt of court. A film explicitly declared as ‘Inspired by True Events’
replicating the prosecution’s version in an ongoing murder trial manifestly
falls within the prohibition of Section 5B. The CBFC’s failure to apply this

provision renders its certificate void ab initio.

GROUND D: CONDONATION OF CONTEMPT — THE FILM AS 4
VEHICLE TO EVADE BINDING ORDERS OF THIS HON’BLE COURT

45,

This Hon’ble Court in W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468) held

at paiagfaph 22 of the said orde das O”OWS:
/\ /
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"The material on record unmistakably discloses viola tions of Rule
6(1)(d), (e), (f) and (i) of the Programme Code under the Cable
Television Networks (Regulation) Act, 1995. Such broadcasts are per
se illegal and invite regulatory action under Sections 19 and 20 of the
Act. The acts further attract the mischief of Section 2( c)(ii) and (iii)
of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971. The digital amplification of such
content attracts Section 79(3)(b) of the Information Technology Act,
2000 read with Rule 3(7)(b) of the Intermediary Rules, 2021,

— W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468), paragraph 22 (High
Court of Karnataka, 30.04. 2026)

46. The film 'BOSS' is an escalation — on an exponentially larger commerciai
scale — of precisely the same conduct that this Hon'ble Court has declared
to attract the mischief of the Contempt of Courts Act. The Ld. Trial Court’s
vacation of the injunction has rendered the protective orders of this Hon'ble

Court and five other courts nugatory.

47. The Supreme Court in In Re: P.C. Sen (AIR 1970 SC 1821) held as

follows;

"It is a well established principle that any act done or writing
published which is calculated to bring a court or a judge into
contempt, or to lower his authority, or to interfere with the due
course of justice or the lawful process of the court is 3 contempt of
court...A publication which tends to interfere with the course of justice
IS @ contempt even if it is not intended to do so. The intention of the
publisher is immaterial and what has to be seen is its tendency and
the likely effect on the administration of justice.”

— In Re: P.C. Sen, AIR 1970 SC 1821 (Supreme Court of India)

48. The film ‘BOSS’ — by dramatising the prosecution’s case in a pending
murder trial as ‘Inspired by True Events’ and releasing it to mass audiences
— has a clear tendency to interfere with the course of justice in S.C.
No.1319/2024. The Ld. Trial Court’s failure to apply this principle is a grave

error of law.

49. The Supreme Court in In Re: Harijai Singh (1996) 6 SCC 466 held as

follows:

"Free press does not mean an unbridled or unregulated press. The
right conferred by Article 19(1)(a) is subject to the restrictions
imposed under Article 19(2). The courts of justice are entitled to

expect, and indeed to require, that their proceedings should be

i
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conducted without interference by third parties. Any publication
which tends to interfere with the due course of justice or with the

authority of the courts is a contempt of court.”

— In Re: Harijai Singh, (1996) 6 SCC 466 (Supreme Court of India)

50. The production and release of a commercially distributed feature film
dramatising the prosecution’s version of an ongoing murder trial, with an
‘Inspired by True Events’ declaration, squarely falls within this description

of interference with the due course of justice.

GROUND E: MISAPPROPRIATION OF PERSONALITY RIGHTS aAnb
INVASION OF PRIVACY UNDER ARTICLE 21 — ERRONECU
DISMISSAL OF ‘BOSS’ AS A GENERIC TERM

£

(

51. The Ld. Trial Court dismissed the title ‘Boss’ as a ‘generic term used
widely in the film industry and in general usage’ and held that ‘no monopoly
can be claimed over such a generic title.” This reasoning is erroneous in
law and on facts. The question is not whether the word ‘Boss’ is g dictionary
word, but whether — in the specific context of Kannada cinems and public

discourse in Karnataka — the title '‘BOSS’ exclusively and unmistakably
identifies Appellant No.1.

52. The Nine-Judge Constitution Bench of the Supreme Court in Justice
K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India (2017) 10 scc 1, at
paragraph 297 of the said judgment, held as follows:

“Privacy is a constitutionally protected right which emerges primarily
from the guarantee of life and personal liberty in Article 21 of the
Constitution. Privacy includes at its core the preservation of personal
intimacies, the sanctity of family life, marriage, procreation, the
home and sexual orientation. Privacy also connotes 3 right to be left
alone. Privacy safeqguards individual autonomy and recognises the
ability of the individual to control vital aspects of her or his life.
Personal choices governing a way of life are intrinsic to privacy.”

— Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India, (2017) 10

SCC 1, paragraph 297 (Nine-Judge Constitution Bench, Supreme

Court of India)
53. The commercial exploitation of Appellant No.1's public persona, family
circumstances, and the facts of his ongoing criminal trial — without his
consent — in a mass-produced and commercially distributed feature film,
strikes at the core of this constitutionally protected right to privacy and

personal autonomy.
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54. The Supreme Court in R.N. Rajagopal v. State of Tamil Nadu (1994)
6 SCC 632 held as follows:
“The right to privacy is implicit in the right to life ang liberty
guaranteed to the citizens of this country by Article 21. It is a ‘right
to be let alone.’ A citizen has a right to safeguard the privacy of his
own, his family, marriage, procreation, motherhood, child-bearing
and education, among other matters. None can publish anything
concerning the above matters without his consent whether truthful

or otherwise and whether laudatory or Critical...Any violation of this
right gives rise to an action for damages.”

— R.N. Rajagopal v. State of Tamil Nadu, (1994) 6 SCC 632

(Supreme Court of India)

55. The film ‘BOSS’ constitutes a direct violation of Appellant No.1's right to
privacy under Article 21 as articulated in R.N, Rajagopal. His family
Circumstances, the allegations against him, and the facts of the pending
criminal trial have been commercially exploited without his consent to
produce a mass-audience feature film declared as ‘Inspired by True
Events.’

56. The Karnataka High Court in Sonakka Gopalagowda Shanthaveri and
others v. U.R. Anantha Murthy and others (1987 SCC Online Kar 367 = AIR
1988 Kar 255) held that the right to reputation and good name is an
inseparable component of personal liberty under Article 21, and that courts
have the power and the duty to protect this right from being undermined
by publications that directly relate to the subject matter of pending civil
and criminal proceedings. The Ld. Trial Court’s failure to engage with and
apply this coordinate High Court judgment is an additional ground of

perversity in the Impugned Order.

GROUND F: FATALLY FLAWED BALANCE OF CONVERIENCE —
COMMERCIAL INVESTMENT IN BAD FAITH CANNOT OVERRIDE
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

57. The Ld. Trial Court held at paragraph 24 of the Impugned Order: “it
appears that, in the event of granting injunction, hardship is more to the
defendants No.1 and 2 rather than the plaintiffs. In the event, the plaintiffs
able to establish at trial, that the movie in question is based on the plaintiff

No.1 and the same would cause serious injury to the reputation of the
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plaintiffs, they can be suitably compensated.” This reasoning is incerrect in

law.

60. The Supreme Court in Bloomberg Television Producticn Serviczacs
India Pvt. Ltd. v. Zee Entertainment Enterprises Ltd. (2024 SCC
OnLine SC 426), the most recent Supreme Court pronouncement on the

tripartite test in media injunction suits, held as follows:

“Irreparable injury is one of the most important factors to be
considered while granting or refusing the injunction..In cases
involving infringement of fundamental rights, the court should
carefully consider whether monetary compensation after trial would
be an adequate remedy. Fundamental rights, by their very nature,
cannot always be adequately compensated by a monetary award. In
such cases, the balance of convenience would generally il in
favour of protecting the fundamental right, irrespective of the

commercial interesis of the other party.”
— Bloomberg Television Production Services India Pvt. Ltd. v. Zee
Entertainment Enterprises Ltd., (2024 SCC OnLine 5C 426)
(Supreme Court of India)

58. The Ld. Trial Court’s finding that the Appellants ‘can be suitably
compensated’ if they succeed at trial is directly contrary to this Supreme
Court holding. The contamination of the evidentiary pool, the prejudice to
witnesses, the erosion of the presumption of innocence, and the
irreversible damage to the Appellants’ reputation once a mass-audience
film is exhibited — all constitute irreparable injury of the kind that cannot

be compensated monetarily.

59. Itis a fundamental principle of equity that a party who approaches the
court with unclean hands — having proceeded with commercial activity in
knowing defiance of a subsisting court order — cannot claim equitable
sympathy for financial losses arising from the enforcement of that order.
The Respondents were made aware of the protective orders as early as the
date of service of the statutory notice on 12.03.2026. Their financial
investment was made in mala fide defiance of the Appellants’ rights. Such

commercial risk cannot form the basis for vacating a legitimate protective
injunction. '

GROUND G: ARBITRARY VACATION OF THE EX-PARTE INJUNCTICN

— NO CHANGE IN MATERIAL CIRCUMSTANCES
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60. The Ld. Trial Court granted the comprehensive ex-parte injunction on
27.03.2026 upon recording a prima facie case. The foundational material
facts that informed that prima facie finding — the 13 factual parallels, the
‘Inspired by True Events’ declaration, the director’s admissions, the CBFC
notice, the five protective orders, and the sub-judice status of C.C.
No0.1319/2024 — remained completely, materially, and unalterably the

" same on 02.06.2026. The Respondents did not place any new fact on

record that either contradicted these parallels or demonstrated

£

supervening change in circumstances that would justify vacation of the

injunction.

61. The only new development between 27.03.2026 and 02.06.2026 was
the Respondents’ filing of a written statement — a self-serving pleading —
and financial claims of investments made. Written statements, by their
Very nature, are one-sided pleadings; they cannot, standing alone and
without any independent verification or trial, form the basis for vacating a

court order that was granted on the basis of positive prima facie material.

62. The Ld. Trial Court’s complete reversal of its own considered order of
27.03.2026 — based solely on the Respondents’ uncorroborated financial
claims and their bald paper defence of the ‘cricketer’ protagonist — without
any trial, without any cross-examination, and without any materiz change
in circumstances — constitutes a failure to exercise equitable jurisdiction

and is an independent ground of appeal.

GROUND H: VIOLATION OF SECTION 5B OF THE CINEMATOGRALH
ACT, 1952 — CERTIFICATION OBTAINED BY MISREPRESENTATIC | is
VOID AB INITIO

63. Section 5B(1) of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 mandates that a film
shall not be certified if any part of it is “against the public interest” or is
against the “interest of decency or morality” or involves “contempt of
court.” The Guidelines issued by the Central Government under Section 58
specifically prohibit certification of films that “contain visuals or words
which reflect on the character of an individual in a way as to lower his

dignity” or that tend to incite the commission of any offence.

./‘ T



64. A film that replicates the prosecution’s case against an undertrial
accused who enjoys the presumption of innocence, in an ongeing murder
trial, declaring itself ‘Inspired by True Events,’ manifestly interferes with
the administration of justice and involves contempt of court within the
meaning of Section 5B. The CBFC could only have granted the certificate

because Respondents No.1 and 2 presented a false plot summary

describing the protagonist as a ‘cricket player’ that concealed the film's
true basis. A certificate obtained through mate

Wweugn material misrepresentation is void

ab initio under the general law.

65. The Ld. Trial Court’s failure to examine or inguire into this statutory
infirmity — despite it being raised before the Court — is an additional and

independent ground for setting aside the Impugned Order.

GROUND I: VIOLATION OF BINDING ORDERS OF THIS HON'BLE

COURT — INTERNATIONAL COMPARATIVE JURISPRUDENIE )
PREJUDICIAL PUBLICITY

66. The dangers of prejudicial pre-trial publicity through the powerful
medium of cinema have been addressed by courts worldwide. This Hon’ble
Court in W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468) at paragraph 15 of

the said order specifically cited and adopted the following international
authorities:

67. The United States Supreme Court in Sheppard v. Maxwell, 384 U.S.

333 (1966), cited at paragraph 15 of W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC:
2026:KHC:24468), held as follows:

"Due process requires that the accused receive a trial by an impartial
Jury free from outside influences. Given the pervasiveness of modern
communications and the difficulty of effacing prejudicial publicity
from the minds of the jurors, the trial courts must take strong
measures to ensure that the balance is never weighed against the
accused...A responsible press has always been regarded as the
handmaiden of effective judicial administration, especially in the
criminal field..But the Court has also shown, that it will nof
tolerate actual or threatened mob violence or indec:d anv
conduct that creates the appearance of a trial by mobH rathzr
than by law.”
— Sheppard v. Maxwell, 384 U.S. 333 (1966), as cited at paragrapli
15 of W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468)

—




68. A feature film commercially exhibited to mass audiences in theatres and
on OTT platforms creates precisely the ‘carnival atmosphere’ around
pending criminal proceedings that Sheppard v. Maxwell deprecated. The
td. Trial Court’s Impugned Order enavies precisely such a carnival to
surround C.C. N0.1319/2024.

69. The European Court of Human Rights in Allenet de Ribemont v.
France, (1995) 20 EHRR 557, cited at paragraph 16 of W.P. No.7473/2026
(NC: 2026:KHC:24468), held as follows:

"The Court notes that the right to the presumption of innocence will
be violated if, without the accused’s having first been proved guilty
according to law and, notably, without his having had the opportunity
of exercising his rights of defence, a judicial decision concerning him
reflects an opinion that he s quilty... The authorities’ incitement to the
public to consider him as guilty could not but be understood by the
public concerned as an official declaration of the guilt of a person who
had not yet been tried, and inevitably encouraged the public to
believe him guilty.”

— Allenet de Ribemont v. France, (1995) 20 EHRR 557, as cited at
paragraph 16 of W.P. No0.7473/2026 (NC: 2026:KHC:24468)

70. The film ‘BOSS,’ by dramatising the prosecution’s case as ‘Inspired by
True Events’ while simultaneously projecting the protagonist’s guilt
through its narrative, violates the presumption of innocence of Appellant
No.1 in the eyes of the mass audiences who will view the film — including

potential witnesses and persons connected to the trial.

71.. The above appeal is valued under of schedule of The
Karnataka Court Fees and Suits Valuation Act, hence court fee of Rs.

/- is paid.

PRAYER

In the premises aforesaid, it is most humbly prayed that this Hon'ble Court
may be pleased to:

(a). CALL FOR THE RECORDS of O.S. N0.2151/2026 from the Court of the
XVII Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CCH-16), and

i
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examine the legality, propriety, and correctness of the Impugned Order
dated 02.06.2026 in I.A. No.1;

(b). SET ASIDE AND QUASH the Impugned Order dated 02.06.2026 passed
in LLA. No.1in O.5. N0.2151/2026 (ANNEXURE A) as being contrary to law,
perverse on facts, violative of the Appellants’ fundamental rights under
Articles 14, 19, and 21 of the Constitution of India, and contrary to the
binding orders of this Hon'ble Court in W.P. No.7473/2026 (NC:
2026:KHC:24468);

(d). PASS SUCH OTHER AND FURTHER ORDERS as this Hon'ble Court may
deem fit and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case, in the
interests of justice, equity, and the preservation of the purity of the judicial
process in C.C. No.1319/2024.

Place: Bengaluru

Date: 16.06.2026

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE:
Pratham N, Alok G S & Vivek G B,

DHEE INC., ADVOCATE & SOLICITORS,
#401 (south wing), Brigade Plaza,
Anandh Rao Circe,

Bangalore 560 009.
prathamn15@gmail.com
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BANGALORE

No. /2026

Between

DARSHAN S & ANR ...Petitioners/Appellant
And

SIRI PRODUCTIONS AND ORS ..Respondents

VERIFYING AFFIDAVIT

I, DARSHAN SRINIVAS, SON OF LATE S/0 LATE TOOGUDEEPA SRINIVAS,

R/0 217 TOOGUDEEPA NILAYA, F ROAD, IDEAL HoOME TOWNSHIP,
RAJARAJESHWARINAGAR, BENGALURU, DO HEREBY SOLEMNLY SWEAR AND
STATE ON OATH AS FOLLOWS:

1. I am the Petitioner/Appellant No.1 and am aware of the
facts and circumstances of the present case and 1 am
authorised to swear this affidavit on behalf of the Petitioner/
Appeliant No.2,

2. The averments contained in paragraphs 1 to __ of the

Caveat Petition are true to the best of my knowledge,

information and beljef.

rue copies of the originals =
= Mt/“"' h
4 PONENT
“‘emnly sworn to before me on U TPND ?glﬁlf
day of J UNG

at Bangalore, by }‘he -
aforesaid DARSHAN SRINIVAS. Bef@re mae

| NOTARY

" Asst, ﬁupériﬁi‘endeﬁi '

Central Prison
A BENGALURU =

SWORHN TO BEFORE &k !

G. DAYANANDA j
Advoczic & Watary .

s S s Ll
Govi, of lnuis

i Floor, 7ih Cross




SN O P
5%4&5&3@@—%%@ el Vo, ol

e Ny i, \ ()
At (s /& / o F C;C ?(?ﬁ_w

e

ANNEXURE - \

Order Sheet

In the Court of PRL CITY CIVIL AND SESSIONS JUDGE ., | \ -
FR No. :0.5/2111/2026 (S 20 2h
Registration No. : 0.5./2151/2026 e

Plaintiff Vs Defendent

1) DARSHAN SRINIVAS = 1) SIRI PRODUCTIONS

2) VIJAYALAKSHMI DARSHAN ' 2) LAVAV
3) CENTRAL BOARD OF FILM
CERTIFICATION CBFC
4) KARNATAKA FILM CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE KFCC : ’
5) META PLATFORMS INC FACEBOOK
6) X CORP FORMERLY TWITTER
7) GOOGLE LLC
8) NEW INDIAN EXPRESS °
9) FILMI BEAT

10) TV 9 KANNADA :
11) ZEE KANNADA NEWS :
Nature of Case : - INJUNCTION SUIT ' P’ f
Provision of Law : lOrder_ 7 Rule 1 R/W section 26 CPC ,
Advocate for Plaintiff Sri./Smt. - ABHISHEER PRATHAN N |
Date of Filing: - 25-03-2026
Date of Registration : " 25-03-2026

Relief : ; : 3

PRAYS T0O PASS A JUDGMENT AND DECREE TOQ GRANTING PERPETUAL PROHIBITOR
INJUNCTION RESTRAINING THE DEFENDANT NO.1 AND 2 ITS PROBUCERS, DIRECTORS,
LAVA V LEAD ACTOR TANUSH S, THEIR REPRESENTATIVES ASSOCIATES, ;SERVANTS,
AGENTS, EMPLOYEES MEN, OR ANYONE CLAIMING THROUGH OR UNDER THEM FROM IN ANY
MANNER PRODUCING FILING EDITING, PROMOTING, MARKETING, RELEASING, AND AS
PRAYED IN THE PLAINT.

Date of Cause of action - U _ 17-03-2026

Receipt No. i . :
Purpose Mode Bank Name : Amount,

Date ‘ ‘

81821/2025-2026

25-03-2026 Process Fee Cash

81821/2025-2026
25-03-2026 Court Fee on Rlaint Cgsh

1) IA 1/2026 - U/O XXXIX RULE 1 AND .2 R/%W SEC 151 1



CAQ/CMO

Registered and made over this case to CCH- ‘ B "
court for disposal according to law.

No_Guel- TN
| PRL CHTY CIVIL AND SESSIONS JUDGE

BENGALURU
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Perused I[.A.No.I filed by the plaintiffs under Order XXXIX

Rules 1 and 2 R/w Sec.94(d) and Sec.151 of CPC in the
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0.8.No.2151,/2026

The relief sougﬁt under LANol is to grant an order of
exparte ad-interim témporaly injunction directing the Defefldant
No.1 and Defendant No.2, its prod\ilcers, direcltors, their
representative_s, associates, servants, agents, employees, m_en or
anyone claiming through or under them, from in any ménner
producing, fﬂming, editing, promoting, marketing, releasing,
distributing, exhibiting, teiecabfmg streammg, selling, hcensmg,
leasing, or dealing with the movie titled "BOSS" (or any other
movie / ﬁlm / web-series / content by whatever name célled)
based on or depicts the life of the Plaintiffs, the 1nc1dents a{leged
in the criminal case pending in C.C.No.1319/2024 before the LVI
Addl. City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru, or any eiements
directly or indirectly referring to or associating with the Pi@intiffs
private life, family, reputatigbn,[ sub-judice crirﬁina.l Frocee&ings or
any other similar incidents, and from using the Pllamtlffs name,
image, hkeneés personality nghts Or any promotional rnatenal
(postgrs teasers, trailers, press meets, }nterv1ews, etc.) m any
medium mcludmg Theatres and/ or Intermediary: Stz‘éearning

Platforms (OT’I‘) whatsoever by appointing a recei\fer for
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2. In her’ éupport’ive affidavit to the application, the pl%u'ntiff
No.2 stated that the defendant No.1 banner has producezd the
movie title “lBOSS” by Thanush Shivanna, Directed by Defeiidant
No.2 Lava V with Thanush Shivanna playing lead role. Th.;at the
teaser of the movie released én 09.03.2026 refers to killing of a
pérson, the éudio of a person. requesting not to kill him as lje has
a ﬁregnant wife at home and aged parents, the body being ifound
next to a drainage pipeline, arrest of a celebrity, investigation
regarding the killings, the movie having two female leads, and the
fans of the leéd actor in the movie referring to him as"‘BOéSS", the

incident in the movie occurring in Bengaluru, etc., all of which are

similar to the crime that the Plaintiff No.1 is currelhtly unéder trial
before the LVI Addl. City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengéaluru in
C.ENu.1319/202%. The Plaintiff‘_No.l is a movie actor, ;é)roducer
and is kn_own for playing as lead 1r1 numerous successful Ié{annada
movies and Plaintiff No.2 is the wife of Plaintiff No.1. D\ie to the
fact that plaintiff No.1 is a celebrity with huge fan fé)llowing,
numefous attemptsd have been made by media, channeéls, third

parties and other people within and outside the industry ;tr'ying to

ations and the Case filed aga:inst the
«

Yo
eer.
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3 Further it is stated in the affidavit that the Defendant No.l &
2 have with the intention of using the popularity that the Plaintiff
No.1 and the curiosity that the public has regarding the case filed
against the Plaintiff Ne.T has made movie tifle "BDSS", .Theéy have
editedr th}e‘ teaser in suclh a manner that it has crea‘;ed ::a buzz
among public and journalists that the movi'e is similar éto the
Plaintiffs life. The teaser and other promotional maté_rialéar‘e in
violation of the proltection granted by the Hon'ble High Cgurt of
Karnataka and Hon"blé District and Sessions Coufts. ’éI‘hey
préducedl the movie ﬁ.thout obtaining any prior permissiﬂgn or
providing any intimat:i-bn or information to neither the Plail;tiffs
nor any other party /éuthorities despite being aware that the icase
is sub-judice. Defendant No.2 claims to be an advocate and%_also
explicitly states that the he is aware that the case égainsti the
Plaintiffs is sﬁb-judice but conveniently makes a movie baseﬂ on
Plaintiff No.l by making few minor changes in an attem}‘%)t to
circumvent from legal consequénces. Defendant No.1 has ign?ored

the épurt orders, which have provided protection to the reputétion

and privacy of the Plaintiff and his family members by direéting
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distributing any unverified news,lstatements, clairrllsetc.é, which
may tarnish the imége‘of the Plaintiff. The title "BOSS" 1s one of
the movie in which the Plaintiff No.1 has acted in lead role. The
| :
teaser showing the cleéfh of a fan, the prot‘agonist 1n thfe movie
being referred to as "BOSS" which is similar to how the iplaintiff
No. 1'is referred tg) by his fans as "D-Boss" the protagonisz't in the
movie being involvea ih killing of his fan, all of Which: are n_;ot co-
iﬁcidenées or inspiféd by any other events as clgirned,__b;y the
Defendant No.1 and2 These similarities prima facie shova that
the said movie ._is_b_ased on the Plaintiff's life and the peénding
criminal proceedings @hich is clearly in violation of their rights to

privacy.

4. Besides .it is stated in the affidavit that the Plaintiffs through
their advocates had gotte_ﬁ a statutory notice issuéd to
Shri.Yashwant Shehnai, the Regional Officer of the Def@ndant
No.3 under Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act readj with
Cinematograph Rules seeking to forthwith cease

examination/refusal of certification. Despite, the Defendanf No.3

authority has p

Defendant No.1, the certificaﬁe ‘which
c |
<

1Y Ciy,
Il 4¢ )
RIC e movie in public by screening it in
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theaters, releasing it on televisions or distribute them in phyéical
form in CDs or DVDs. The Defendants No.1 & 2 pl'ovided
summary to the Defendant No.3 authority for certxﬁcatlon of the
said movie. The plot ‘summary of the film is that "The f11ms
protagonist, a famous cricket player, has made a name for hirﬁself
in the cricket “world. Onelday a man repeatedly sends obséelle

messages and calls to his girlfriend. Angered by this, Jeevan who
works at her ﬁouse and his friends find the man and beat h1n.‘1 up
mercﬂesély. The incident| then takes many turns andrevolx%es
arouﬁd the lprqtagonist.

; 1
5. From.the-a-bove.plo’.c summary it can be clearly seen t}_;lat
except for the protagonist being a "famous cricket player" téhe
entire story line remains similar to the crime that has been alleéed
against the Pléintiff No.1. The Defendant No.1 and Defendf;:mt
No.2 have been blatantly lying before the media, public and e;{ny
persoﬁ who has raised questionsl regarding the movie in orderE to
01rcumvent the protection to the reputation and privacy granted to

the Pla1r1t1ffs and their family members It is well settled_prmcipal

n
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family have been struggling both mentally and emotionallyi‘ due to
I-the sonduct of e Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.3 té 7 who
have been telecastinglthe promotional material of the movie
contiﬁuously violating the ' fundamental right of a citizen. The
movie "BOSS" has already received certiﬁcation; frc;m' the
Defendant No.3 authority and in the event the movié BOSS is
permitted to be exhi.biged in cinema halls, multiplexes or th%caters
or on any of the OTT or any other platform, it would écause
immediate, widespreéd and irreparable harm to thie Plaintiffs’
reputation, brivacy an_dr right to fair trial. Wherefore, if the pr;esent
application is not allowed and notice to the defendants is oridered
at the first instance, the delay provide the Defendant Noé.l an
opprotunity to release the movie and make the presené suit
infructuous, and it would resuit in miscarriage of justice. Plaéintiffs
have good case on merits and fair chances of success. They; have

made out a prima facie case for grant of injunction and the

balance of convenience lies in their favor. Wherefore, prayed to

allow the application.

. In support of their said grievance, the Plaintiffs placefﬂf\before
3 o b
the coméw-@l ts. The court scrutinized the application
o 2 A N ‘*94\\\ <

»\,{;ﬁ ‘\u\ |
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and the documents produced itl support of the seunfe. Frmf’n that
scrutiny it Is noticed that the Honble High 'Coﬁrt in
W.P.N0.24836 /2024, a repetition filed by the Plaintiff No.1 éherein
against Pretthatn N and other 40 'respondents passed an order
restraining theé respondents therein from publishing, préinting,
airing and disseminating confidential information contau’rled‘f in the
charge eheet in relatibn to crime No0.0250/2024 registered by the
Kamakshipalya Police Station. Further it is noticed that tlile Xth
Addl.City Civil Iaﬂd Sessions Judge in 0.8.No.6082/2024 ﬁled by
the Plaintiff No.2 fllerein against the print and electronicémedia
persons granted an order of interim injunction restraining the

defendants therein from airing or printing, publishing- unVeriﬁed

statements unauthentlcated mformatlon or opinion which 1owe1 S

the 1mage of the P]a1nt1ff therein in any print media, newepaper
television channels, |[local cable operated channels or
internet/websites and electronic and social media. Similéarly in
0.5.No.4267/2024 the Xth Addl. City Civil and Sessions Judge
passed interim order of 1111_]unct10n in favour of Plaintiff No i herem

and against media persons from printing, publishing, telecaeting

e
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publishing or telecasting any unauthenticated
information/dpinion in connection with the investigation m Crime

No.250/2024 conducted by Kamakshipalya Police Station.

T So f;"om _:"che afore quoted interim orders passed by thé courts
of law, prima facie it appears to the court that already pr;:)tection
is provided to the rep‘utation and privacy of the Plaintiffs a_nd their
family members. In this contexi, be it noted that the plot éstory of
the movie titled as “BOSS” prima facie tally with the alleged
incident imvolved dn Critre No 250 /2024 of Kamakshilpaly-é Police
Station and culminated in C.C.N0.1319/2024. This is prifna facie
evident from the videos and articles related to the promotio:n of the
movie “BOSS’;, its teaser, press meet etc. Overtly :'the %trial n

'C.C.N0.1319/2024 is under progress.

8. At this juncture, e%s rightly contended b}'r the learned %counsel
z i | :

for Plaintiffs one of the guidelines enumerated under Sec.SB of the
Cinematograph Act, 1952 is that “A film shall not be cerfiﬁ_ed for

public exhibition if,, in| the opinion of the authority CQmpetéent to

grant the cer_tiﬁcate,r the film or any part of it is against the

interest of the soverersmg,

; TY Cifrgy ™
9 "

G '
A61: e vy

d intc::grity of India the security of the

states, public order, decency or
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morality, or involves defamation or contempt of court or is iikely to

incite the commission of any offence”.

9. It is the grievance of Plaintiff that though their advocate ;ﬁad
issued statutory notice to Defendant No.3 — Central Board o‘f Ei*‘ilm
Certification under said Sec.5B Vof the said Act ;to irefuse
certification of the Film in the movie in question, has pré_ﬁ@ﬁded
Defendant No.1 the Certificat¢, which enable Defenda%nts No,él and

2 two exhibit the movie by screening it in various plat’forms.?

10. Therefore, under afore:—;aid mentioned facts and
circumétances of the case, if notice is issu'ed, in the interm;ittent,
the Defendantsi No.l1 and 2 mav telecast/exhibit the rnoévie in
question in various platforms as alleged by the Plaintiffs and in
that event, the object! behind the institution of this suit vyill be
defeated. The interim relief provided under Order XXXIX Réules 1
and 2 of CPC 1s a ;i)reventive remedy to protect the rights gof the
parties from being defeated. Wherefore, it is necessary to pa‘iss the

interim orders. However as prayed under 1.A.No.l, receiver cannot

be appointed for enforcement of order at this premature sfage of
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The Defendants No.1 and 2, its producers, .
directors, their representatives, associates,
servaﬁts, agents, emﬁloyees, men or anyone
claiming through or uncier .them, from in
any manner produ:ting, filming, editinig,
promoting, marlketing, releasing,
distributing, exhibiting, telecasting,
streaming, selling, H:':ehsing, leasing, or
dealing with the movie titled "BOSS" (or any
other:movie / ilm / web-series / content by
whatever name called) based on or depicts
the life of the Plaintiffs, the incidents alleged
n =the criminal  case pending in
C.C¢N0.1§19/2024 before the LVI Addl. City
Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru, or any
elements directly or indirectly referring to or
associating with the Plaintiffs private life,
family, repﬁtation, sub—judice criminal

- proceedings o1 any other similar incidents,
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likeness, personality 'rights, or any

i pro’rn'otional- - material (posters, teasers,
trailers, press meets, interviews, etc.) in any
medium including  Theatres and/or
Intermediary Streaming Platforms (OTT)
whatsoever till the next date of heafing.

Plaintiff shall cémp‘i‘y the order as -
provided under Order XXXIX Rule 3A of
CPe.

Issue summons and notice about the
order to the Defendarits. |

R/by 02.05.2026. P

| |
(Dictated to the Stenographer-Iil, . frarscribed by her, cofrected and then
pronounced by me in the open court, un this the 27* day of Match, 2026).

Cole 0 | }/ %
0pmpgharet aH: douunl (M. Anitha), :

XVII Addl. City Civil & Seséions

! b :
pv}‘&f o 28 ;ggl Judge, Bengaluru.
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‘F:LU}L & QP{)UL&U@V) ' Case advanced.

s ¢ ol vt Sri. K.N.S.R, Advocate filed

el b, P vakalath for defendants No.1 and 2

Stolinauns ¥ Fyulty, M0 along with written statement and

5 VoakodobA memo stating that they adopt the

et d"w“a:/\’lo ’ written statement as objections to

sd Ol topiih fe G\“O W 1A No.l. Also filed another memo

Ej_/;'LL ‘ 7{,,{ Hoe g 9nd Thad - along(;mtb Cetrtaig d(:jilgments.l -
, wing to the ency pleade

TP R Vakalarz, W ls Cosed heard the grguments of C(i)ull?lsel for
ol abipes s T4 ro.| Ce defendants No.1 and 2 on L.A No.1.

: e To hear further arguments of °
e

Counsel for defendants No.l and 2
4 wo-l- +on LA No.1 by 17-04-2026..

Db wup o fevind el C1dy
4 ; | XVIA.C.C & SJ B'luru.
4 a2 ' |

l
{
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Counsel for defencialjts No.1
and 2 present. :

Plaintiff abser;lt. No
representation. ' 3
Case called out again at 3.00
£ B
Both the counsels present.
Counsel for plaintiff prays
time.
Plaintiff side arguments on [.A
No.1 finally by 23-04-2026.,

o{(—’v\%

Xvi A.C.Cl & S.J., B'luru.

Counsel for defendants No.I
and 2 filed written notes of
arguments along with rulings.

- Plaintiff absent.: No
representation.

Case called out again at 11.40
a.m. ;
Counsel for plaintiff present.
Case called out again at 12.40
p.rmi.
' Counsel for defendants filed
memo along with certain documents
and one Pen Drive.

Plaintiff absent. | No
representation.

Case called out again at 4.00
p.m. i
Heard the arguments  of
Counsel for plaintiff on I.A No.1 and
reply arguments by the Qp:.msel for
defendants No.1 and 2.

Counsel for plaintiff filed
memo along with riilings. |

For orders by hearing date i.e.
02-05-2026. -‘
N\

XVII A.C.C & S.J., Blury,
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As the court engaged in the
ifspos;al of direction m-atfers and
the court passed ordFrs in number
of matters which stand posted for
orders, the dictation on IA No.1l in
the present case is not completed.
Today is the last working day as
from tomorrow there is Summer
Vacation till the end of this month.
Therefore, orders on I.A;‘_No.l 18
deferred and adjourned to
02.06.2026 and till then'- interim

%’ 'u] f\
M. Anitha),
XVII Addl. C1ty Civil & Sessions

Judge, Bengalur%u.

- order i1s extended.

frt. B.5.D, AdvocE%e filed
- vakalath for defendant No.4.
Sri. M.P.K|, Advocate filed
vakalath for defendant: No.7.
Call on 02-06-2026.

A

4.C.C & S.J., Bluru.
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(Order pronounced in the open Court
vide separate Order)

ORDER

LANo.1 filed by the plaintiff
under order AAXIX Rule 1 and 2 r/w
Sec.94(d) and Sec.151 of C.P.C is
dismissed. :

Nn arder ac to coct

1.6

(/\

XVII Addl. Ci Civﬂ;&s Sessions
Judge, Bengalurc.

PR K. Aavocaic fiiea
VarKauatiy sws saavaviaudlll I\lp.\:.).
Summons to deferidants No.5
and 6 returned unsdrved with
remarks “no such persons”.

Summons L"o defendant N08

coerad o : s o

______ s a e e

defendants No. 10 and 11 served on
person. Called out absent. Servi~~

held sufficient and thus placed ex-
oarte.

mmssue SS aud nouce on LA

fresh steps agaunst d\,fe _dants No.5
and 6 by 21-07-2026.

X!

XVII A.C.C & S.J., B'luru.
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 of YBoss” Movie 0
I : - W
e . Dooannes 1 NO0.2 ~ Thic Teax— Ul "Bosg”
i Movie produced in Pen Drive. J A
i s o i s = =l =
&, | Document Mo.3 — Videos of the Press
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thanush Shivanna and Der>ndant No.2 e §
| Plrector Lava V and other promotional ?
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/ | Zocument Ne.4 - Copies of the article
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| regarding the “Boss” movie published in 9812\3 ’
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| print media 1
B, E ocument No.5 — Copy of the Notice 9 |
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13. A Mo.1/2026 — Application under Order
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BEFORE THE HON'BELE PRINCIPAL CITY CIVIL & SESSIONS
JUDGE AT BENGALURU

0.5, No. / 2026

BETWEEN:

L. SRI.DARSHAN SRINIVAS,
Aged 49 years,

5/0 Thoogu Deepa
Srinivas,

R/at #217, Thoogu

iDeepa Nilaya, F-Road,

Ideal Home
Township,Rajarajeshwri
Nagar, Bengaluru,
Karnataka - 560098,

S EMT VIJAYALAKSHMEI
DARSHAN,
Aged 43 years, W/o
Darshan Srinivas, R/at
#217, Thoogu Deepa
Nilava, F-Road, Ideal
Home
Township,Rajarajeshwri
Nagar, Bengaluru,
Karnataka — 560098.

5

That since Plaintiff No. 1
iz in Judicial custody,
Flaintiff No.2 being wife
s representing both the
Pigintiffs

PLAINMTIFFS

ToEsd Foa
SR

. 51IRIT
PROOUCTIONS (A
Partnership
Firm/Proprietorship
Concern),
Represented by
Producer Tanush S
office at No. [Specific
Mo, Unknown],
Bengaluru,
Karnataka—- 560001
(GST No.: .-
29AIDPV1 155E1Z78)

W

Lava W _ | _ j/{—\/&,\,

Major &
R T e



Having office at No.
[Specific No.
unknown]

Bengaluru, Karnataka

CENTRAL BOARD
OF FILM
CERTIFICATION
LCBFC)Y (Union of
India), Through its
Regional Officer, Shri
Yashwant Shehnai,
Kendriva Sadan, ‘D'
Wing, 4th Floor, 17th
Main, Koramangala,
Hono luru — 560034.

. KARMATAKA FILM

CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE (KFCC)
Through its President,
Sri. Jayapradha,28,
Lst Main Road,
Crescent Road, High
Grounds, Bengaluru —
560001.

. META PLATFORMS,

INC. (FACEBOOK)
Through its
Authorized Signatory,
1 Hacker Way, Menlo
Park, CA 94025, USA
(India Office: 15th
Floor, World Trade
Center, Brigade
Gateway,
Malleshwaram West,
Bengaluru — 560055).

- A CORP (formerly

Twitter) Through its
/\uLhou ized Signatory,
55 Market Street,

Suit@ 900, San
Francisco, CA 94103,
US/\
Incha Office: 9th
i[“‘roe;r “World Trade -

i Center Brigade
‘ GBLF‘\Ndy

Malleshwaram West,

- Berjgaluru — 560055

)
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GOOGLE LLC
(YOUTUBE) Google
LILC, D/B/A YouTube
901 Cherry Ave

San Bruno, CA 94066
USA

Indian Local Address
& Grievance officer
Suraj Rao

Resident Grievance
Officer for YouTube

. Google LLC - India

Liatson Office

Unit No. 26

ihe Executive Center,
Level 8, DLFCentre,
Sansad Marg,
Connaught Place,
New Delhi — 110001
E-Mail: snsftees-
R -

Having Registered
Corporate office at
cxpress Garden,
29, 2™ Main Road,
Ambattur Industrial
Area, Chennai-
500058,

Tamil Nadu.

Bergaluru Office at
NOo.1, Express
Building,

Opposite Institute of
Engineers, Queens
Road, -
Bengaluru-560001
Represented by its

sditor

. Filmibeat

Greynium .
Information
Technologies -Pvt Led.
VRR Legacy No.2.

15t Main, 40 Floor, 15t
Jlock Koramangala,

e (3

@.

o




Jaldcacandra
Extension
Bengaluru- S60034
Represented by its
Editor

TvS Kannada

Tv9 Karnataka. Pvt Ltd
13/1Rhenius street
Richmond Town
Bengaluru - 560025

Zee Kannada News
5th Floor, The
Landmark Building,
Next to Trinity Metro
Station, Mahatma
Gandhi Road,
Ylnilappa Chetty
l.ayout, Bengaluru
560042

MAsnak Kumar

DEFENMDANTS
-F
II“ RANDUM OF PLAINT UNDER ORDER VIl RULF 1 2500

FE T ﬂ-’l SECTION 26 OF THE CODE.OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, 1968

The Piamtifrs mMost respectfully submtts as follows,

1

N

I’hat the address of the Plaintiffs for the purposes of issuance of
->ummons notice, etc., from this Hon‘ble Court is as stated in the
ciause tile. The Plaintiffs may also be served through their
(i,ounsels Sri.Pratham N, Sri.Abhishek Ramesh, Sri. Gandwvalapu
<rtshna Revanth, Vivek G B & Alok GS, Advocates, Office at No.

49, 4t Floor, ASVNV B8havan, Kempegowda Road, Bengaluiu-
'_f»E:OO 09.[Email: VTR IO el e

u*]

.ThaL the addresses of the Defendant for similar purposes of

IS.»UE:WF‘JCQ of summons, notice, etc., fr om this Hon'ble court is as.

b;tatec in the cause title:
i .

i

| T A\~
N\
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3. Tt ic submitted that the Plaintiff No.1 is a movie actor, producer

%]

and is known for playing as lead in numerous successful Kannada
movies and the Plaintiff No.2 is the wife of Plaintiff No.1. That
the Plaintiff No.1 has established his own identity, fame and
name in the society, through his dedication and hard work and
Is recognised as one of the prominent members of the South

Indian Cinema Industry.

. It is submitted that the Plaintiff No.1 has not only been an actor

but has contributed to the other crafts and art forms. It is
necessary to understand the hard work that the Plaintiff No.1
has put to reach the position he currently holds, he has workez
&5 a projectionist, raising to the ranks as assistant cameramaean,
Miaying minor roles in Television, working as dubbing artist for
animations, working in advertising etc., as a conseduence of his
nard work and challenges faced by him during his journey in th=
maovie industry. The Plaintiff No.1 has attained his stardom aad
nas often been referred to as to as ‘Challenging Star Darshan’,
Boss & 'D Boss’ etc., by his fans and admirers. It is pertinent to
note that the aforementioned names have been used

synonymously with the Plaintiff No.1 name.

- Itis submitted that during October-November 2025, it had come

to the knowledge of the Plaintiffs through her family and well-
wishers that @ movie was being produced by the Defendant No.1
represented by producer, Tanush S, who is also the lead actor
The said movie is based on the life of the Plaintiffs including the
allegations of crime for which ®laintiff No.i s currently
undergoing trial and is in Judicial Custody. As there was no
substantial material to show that such movie was being

produced, the Plaintiffs ighored the news as rumours.

. Subsequently, the promotional materials such as the postels

advertisements on television news and articles of a movie, -

’Leaser_prod uced -by the Defenclant No.1 were releasing-ona after

another and these promotional material have b{—"_Eﬂ fuelling puohc

speculatlon that the movie was based on the c.tme thaL the

W
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Plaintiff No.1 is currently under trial for and that the movie is
based on the Plaintiff No.1 himse!f, The premotional material of

the movie is herewith produced as DOCUMENT NO.1

- It is submitted that the Plaintiffs aggrieved by the said movie

currently under production titled “Boss” produced by the
Defendant No.1 banner by Tanush S, Directed by Defendant No.2
- Lava V with Tanush S playing lead has approached this Hon'ble

Court through the present suit.

. It is submitted that on 09.03.2026 the Defendant No.1 released

the teaser of the movie and after the release of the teaser, the
Defendant No.2 Director and Defendant No.1 Tanush S, main
lead and producer of the movie conducted a press meet wilh
various Journalists. It is submitted that both the teaser and the
press conference have been uploaded on varicus channels on
Facebook, Instagram, Twitter and YouTube i.e., Defendént No.4
to 6. The teaser of the movie is produced as DOTUMENT MNo.2
and the press meet, other promotional videos and interviews
have been collectively produced as DOCUMENT No.=2 in the Pen

Lrive produced herewith.

That the audio and visuals of teaser of the movie are portrayed
in such a manner that any normal viewer would associate the
teaser to the life of the Plaintiffs and criminal case filed against
the Plaintiff No.1.

F

- It is submitted that on plain viewing of the trailer of the said

movie, it can been seen that the premise of the movie is referring
to killing of a person, the audio of a person reguesting not to kill
him as he has a pregnant wife at home and aged parents, the

body being found next to a dramage plpeime drrest of a
celebrity, investigation regarding the killings, the movie having

two female leads, and the fans of the lead actor in t‘*ro movie

referr mg Lo him as “boss”, the incident in fthe movie occurrmg in

oengaluru etc., all. of which are blrmiar to the mmdents th at have

occur red as per the allegations made against the Piamt; ffs and

Ao
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14,

i

in the zalleged chargesheet which is now pending before the
Hon'ble Sessions Court Bangaiore. The movie portraying al!
these incidents and showing them in the very first promotional
video itself is not mere coincidence but a strategic plan to make
money using the Plaintiffs’ private life and reputation as a public

personality.

- Itis also pertinent to note that the very first frame of the teaser

clearly shows that the movie is inspired by true events and
Proceeds as stated supra to show lead actor being referred Lo as

“Bass”,

. Itis further submitted that the PlaintiffsNo.1 has himself the lead

actor in the movie titled “Boss” released in the year 2011. It is
important to note that the same name has been used for the
Present movie sought for injunction. The movie devoives around
the plots and narration of the alleged incidents in the alleger
hargesheet. The movie has been used for public expioitation of
a private life of a Celebrity who is well known across Che
geographies.

. It is pertinent to note that the criminal case against the

PlaintiffsNo. 1 regarding the incidents referenced in the Teaser
and the movie is Currently pending before the LVI Additional City
Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru in 5.C No.1319 of 2024.
Despite being aware of that the case is sub judice, the
Respondent No.1 along with the Defendant No.2 have been
p{'oducing a movie based on Plaintiffs’ life and the alleged murder
w?ithout ‘obtaining any prior permission or providing any
intimation or information to neither the Plaintiffs nor any other

p.fa rty/authorities.

Iti is imperative. to note that.aside from the publicly available

ncws and mforma-t;on regarding the criminal case fited agamsL

‘Lhe Plaintiff, there are g lot or misinformation, rurnours and

statements that are being made to tarnish the image of, the

i ' ‘Lr/
i :
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Plaintiffs and hig family members, in alldikelihood, a movie based
on these sources would not cnly impact the on-going trial before
the Hon'ble Sessions Court 5.C No.1319 of 2024 but will impact

the image and reputation of the Plaintiffs and his Family

members.

15,1t is submitted that the Defendant No0.2 has been giving
interviews on numerous print and electronic media including the
channels, website and pages of Defendant No. 8 to 11. The links
with respect to the to the said teaser, press meet, interviews and

ather articles have been provided below for the reference of this
Hon'ble Court:

| 8L Title of the Name of the Link
| Mo. | Article/Video Platform Published

f on

by ‘Dms Teaser 44 Youtube

i | (Tanush Studios)

_“_ | Boss Movie film Youtube

! teaser launch (Chitralahari

| lpress press meet Mokshendra K.S) s
P TIrR* T Bexs Gy Youtube.

i P DR D03 st (C;ytrafahan e

: : Mokshendra K.S) g e 7 MR,
K)Q)Ejn) ) ESJ—:)C:%ESJ :'“_.'-'_-u;_;':::'__"; . t

B8 A9 Twd e

‘ e marb & 0808

4. ' Boss Teaser Gorar Instagram
! 988 wdnser &g | (Filmibeat Kannada)

i 2ot | 2edd

! | X - 3 : 3 i.-. ."' “ "
; &rf)ajmrd..? : Wt e R
Juk N —BOSS Kannada Youtube

| Movie: (TV9 Kannada)

|

! Seenzamy,d  Beed
Ber ®redd NG

i ;’a"am“ TG
& EBOSS" Kannada| Facebook.

I shivanna | ~an
o :
TBre” DR dTe

B [ PR
P

|
| 1
- Movie | Thanush| (Zee Kannada News)
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Renuka swamy
et wRie
RDedTTEral

aim&@em wert P

Instagram

(Southwood Talkies)

~ BOSS Movie
Director: zyas*

r%ri‘najmcjeg
Gcaub‘aamda‘b we)
ua@@ Bred Bext
T Qo3 G’éO"SuD“

ICTv

Instagram
(TV9 Kannada)

Poss-2026

Filmibeats.com

“"Boss” first look
unveilad

BangaloreMirror

spariks
Renukaswamy
case debate;
director
dismisses
connection

The New Indian
Express

The copies of the

digital media. regarding the movie is

POCUMENT No.4.

Movie have made dire

crime alleged against the Plaintiff, the Defendant No.»

interviews/articles published on print and

herewith produced as

It is submitted that all the articles and videos regarding the

Ct comparison to the similarities with the

[,

Director of the movie has denied any similarities.

It is further submitted that, the
- Commerce i.e., Defendant No.4, which

Karnéf:aka Film Cl%ambc—:r' of

is the apex body

representing producers, directors and exhibitors has failed to

enforce its code of conduct despite the actions of Defend

ant Ne-1

gy



violating the established provisions of law by making filings
regarding the case currently under trial and violation of privacy

of

one of its own members. The Plaintiffs through the:r
Advocates have issued a Notice to Defendant No.4 dated
18.03.2026 regarding the movie produced by the Defendant
NG.1. The Defendant No.4 in their reply dated 21.03.2026, have
stated that the Defendant No.1 banner is NoL registered with
them and the producer of the movie does not have membership
with their organisation. The Office copy of the notice issued to
Defendant No.4 and the reply sent by the Defendant No.4 is
herewith produced as DOCUMERNT No.S and 6.

-1t is pertinent to bring to the notice of this Hon’ble Court, the
Plaintiffs No.1 in the present case being a prominent personality,
has approached the Hon'ble District courts and the Hon'ble High
Court of Karnataka seeking to protect the reputation and privacy
of himself and his family members, during the course of the Tria;

1 the criminal case. The details of the suits filed by the Plaintiffs

are as listed below:

T i) Case/Writ Relief Granted | Date of
Fetition No. Grant of
the said
relief
[ =
| 1 0.5 Interim order restraining | 15.06.2024

wi

N0.4267/2024 unauthenticated/dgfamatory
content with respect to
personal or ‘Famlly life of

Mr.Darshan Srinivas or
investigation | in
CriNe.250/2024 |
0.S Ex-parte écl interim { 27.08.2024
No.6082/2024 {injunction mstrammg

awmg/prmng/publlshmg
‘statements on iﬂ\IEbi_lgathﬂ
| charge
sheet/FSL/conmssions
debates or predicmons on

- - | merits -
WP Interim order .ﬁestraining 10.09.2024
No.24836/2024 | dissemination of
I _ | chargesheet/confidential : \ T

N



; information; Ministry of |
Information & Broadcasting
directed to act on violation of
Cable Television Networks

N

=]

— Rules, 1954 «
4, s Ad-interim injunction | 11.11.2024 '
No.7875/2024 | restraining unverified :
statements lowering image '

in print/TV/internet/social

media, certified copies/
] relevant extracts. |
5. W. P Filed against the Ministry of i
| No.7473/2025 |Information & Broadcasting !
e o | i
19.1t is submitted that based on the aforementioned suits and Writ

cetition filed by the Plaintiffs herein, the Hon'‘ble Courts wera
pleased to provide protection to the reputation and privacy of
the Plaintiffs and his family members, by directing the media and
any other third party from publishing, telecasting, distributing
any unverified news, statements, claims etc., which may tarnish
the image of the Plaintiff. The true copies of the Orders of the
Hlon'bie Court in aforementioned suits and Writ Petition have

been collectively produced as DOCUMENT MNOQ.7

It is submitted that despite taking all the necessary steps to

protect the reputation and privacy of the Plaintiffs No.1 and his
famity, the movie “Boss” being produced by the Defendant No. 1
ancl Directed by Defendant No.2 not only violates the privacy of
the Plaintiffs No.1 but also of his wife and other family members
and in all fikelihood have impact on the on-going trial before the

Sessions Court in S.C No.1319/2024.

It is submitted that under the guise of mere denial that the

movie is not related to the Plaintiffs or the alleged crime, the

Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2 have violated the

_Fu*wdamemal right to Privacy and personal liberty granted under

Article 21 of the Constltutlon of Incha and the Deﬁendan* No. '3'

orgﬂmsatmn has enabled the vmiabon by prowdmg ceercataon

to the movie. _ * f ///_&&w«/
- I
\




A, |

N

Ul

gﬁ@

t s submitted that the Defendant No.1 have been publishing the
pnosters, marketing material on print and other media, teaser,
press meets, interviews to print and news media and malking
statements using the Plaintiffs name and fame to garner interes’
towards the film.

LIt is submitted that the Defendant No.2 has deliberatelv plarned

and edited the teaser to Create a buzz among the public therahy
izading to violation of Privacy of Plaintiffs and his farmiiy
members. As stated supra, the alleged criminal case referred to
in the teaser is currently pending before the Hon'ble Sessions
court, Bengaluru, making films, docurnentaries or any media for
wider public consumption would greatly impacts the pubiic
perception regarding the trial, the reputation of the Plaintiffs and

consequently, the trial pending before the Sescions Court,

At is an established principle of law that "A good reputation is an

element of personal security and is protected by the Constitution
equally with the right to the enjoyment of life, liberty and
property"”, hence the Fundamental Rights aof the Plaintiffs
required to be protected. It is- further submitted that every
person has a right to defend his reputation from being tarnished.
Itis submitted that the Piaintiffs have already being continuously
targeted by the trolls, media and people trying to use the current
situation to enrich themselves and gain limelight. It is submitted
that in the current situation if the aforementioned movie s

eleased, the same will cause irr eparable damage to his priva: cy,

Ris reputation, his image and leads to multiplicity of proceedings.

It is submitted that as 5 public personality and an actor,

reputation and public perception are two of the rhost importaﬂt

factors that constitute the Plaintiffs No.1's professional standing

~and livelihood. In film industry,” an . individual's: career -is.

mcxtr-ic;:.bfy linked to thqr Jrand \za!ue.and goodwill they have in

puhhc Reputat:on for any mdlwdual is built over years of

_profess:onaf careet but is fragile. Once reputation ViS damaged

CAN=~

:W‘DM
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due to misinformation, incomplete information, the resulting

o
i

o

damage is irreversible.

. That the unauthorized Use of Plaintiff No.1's personality, stardom

to create content and sensationalize their own movie, not only
causes personal distress but also results in irreparable damage
which cannot be compensated monetarily. The Balance of
convenience lies in favor of protecting the right to privacy and

reputation of the Plaintiffs.

tis further submitted that as per the information made availabie

N FilmiBeat” handle, the Defendant No.2 has already obtained
certification and is scheduled for release on 14.04.2026. The
Defendant No.1 in all likelihood will release the movie in theatie
and might sell, license or lease the rights of the movie to any
other producer, production company or individual. Hence the
Maintiffs have filed the present petition against unknown
dafendants impleaded as “Ashok Kumar” who may releases,
pdblish, distribute or telecast the movie for or on behalf of the
Defendant No. 1.

It is submitted that the Plaintiffs have also issued a Statutory

Motice under Section 10 of CPC on 13.03.2026 to Shri. Yashwant
Shehnai, the Regional Officer of the Defendant No.3 under
Sec!;ion 5B of the Cinematograph Act read with Cinematogra
Fules seeking to forthwith cease examination/refusal of
certification. The office copy of the notice and the copy of the
SP/\D receipt are herewith produced as DOCUMEMT MNo.8 and
DOCUMF:.NT MoO.G.

U is submitted despite the aforementioned statutory notice,

ugoon verifying the Website of the Defendant No.2 authority it
h s come o the attention of the Plaintiffs that the authority has -
Hkgaily and arbitrarily granted certificate to the movie of the

Defendam No.1 “Boss on 17.03.2026 with certificate be aring

No.DIL/7/33/2026-BAN. It is partinent to note that the foliox-—v{ng

.t

N
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summary has been mentioned along with the certified which is

reproduced for ease of reference of this Hon’'ble Court:

Piot Summary

“The films protagonist, a famous criciet player, has made
a name for himself in the cricket world. One day & man
repeatedly sends obscene messages and calls to his
girifriend. Angered by this Jeevan who works af her hotise
and his friends find the man and beat him up mercilessly.
The incident then takes many turns and revolves around
the protagonist.”

The copy of the details mentioned in the website of the
Defendant No.3 with respect to the certification provided to
movie “Boss” by the Defendant No.3 authority is herewith
froduced as DOCUMENT Mo.10.

1.1t is submitted that the grant of the aforesaid certificate DY

Defendant No.3 is in complete disregard of the Plaintiffs’
statutory notice, the prior protective orders passed by this
flon'ble Court and the Hon'ble High Court of Karnatala
(p:c,ducea as Document No.5), and the fact that the film is based
gm the private life of the Plaintiffs and the specific incidents
forming the subject-matter of the ongoing trial in S.C.
5-10.3_319/2024 which is now pending before the Sessions Court,
Bangalore. The certification has been granted without
rﬁonsi:zlering the gross violation of the Plaintiffs’ fundamental
rights under Article 21 of the Constitution of India, the principles
of decency, morality, public order, and the prohibition against
mterrer(_nce with pending judicial proceedmgs as mandated

uncjer Section 5B of the \_mematograph Act, 1952

I
i
.

IL is submitted that the Certificate No.DIL/7/33/2026-BAN dated

_ 17 03.2026 is wholly ilfegal arbitrary, mala fide, and without

.:_]l HSdJCtIOﬂ The said certificate has Heen ;ssued in violation of

the mcmdatoryﬁ guidelines framed under Section SB of the
Cm@matograph Act, 1952, which expressly prohibit certificarion

of any film that is likely to affect public order, decency, morafity,



W
(€9)]

34.

L}

O3]

or involves defamation or contempt of Court or is likely to
interfere with the administration of justice in a pending criminal
trial. The certification, therefore, deserves to be declared as rul

and void ab initio and cancelled by a decree of this Hon‘ble Court.

It is submitted that the grant of the aforesaid illegal certificate

constitutes a fresh and continuing cause of action in favour of
the Plaintiffs. The Plaintiffs are now entitled not only to the
permanent injunctions pra yed for but also to a decree of
declaration that the Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN dated
17.03.2026 is illegal, null and void and a consequential decree
for cancellation/revocation of the said 'certiﬁcate, thereby
preventing any public exhibition, release, distribution ar

streaming of the movie "Boss” in any form whatsoever.

It is pertinent to note that, the Defendant No.2 has himself
Accepted that the said movie has relevance to the subject-matter
contained in S.C. No0.1319/2024 when asked by one of the
journalists in the press meet aired on Zee Kannada News. The

video is produced as one of the videos in DOCUMENT NO.3

It is submitted that in the event the movie "BOSS” is permitted

to be exhibited in cinema halls, multiplexes or theatres, it would
Cause immediate, widespread and irreparable harm to the
P—faintiffs' reputation, privacy and right to fair on-going trial. The
Plaintiffs are therefore entitled to a decree of permanent
p:ombltory injunction against all cinema halls, exhibitors and
theatre owners from screening or exhibiting the said movie, so

&5 to prevent any public exhibition pending final decision in the
suit. - -

.IL is submitted that as the movie has already received the

Let‘uﬁcatlon from the Defendant No.3 authority, Defendant No. 1

L?_nd No.2 in all {ikelihood will release the movie in theatre, there

I:Sl a possibility that the Defendant No.1 mlght rEIGdSL, sell,

icence or lease the rights of the movie to any other producer,
, —\J\

= ,/,-4 et




yroduction company or individual. Hence the Plaintiflfs has filed
the present petition against unknow defendants impleaded as

Ashok Kumar who may refease, publish, distribute or telecasr

the movie for or on behalf of the Defendant No.1.

/.The cause of action arose during the month of October 2025
when the Defendant No.1 announced that they are producing a
movie based on the incidents that had taken place in Piaiﬂtiﬂ*si
fife and continues as the Defendant has published marketing
material such as posters, promotional interviews and teaser, the
Cause of action arose within the territorial jurisdiction of this
Hon'ble Court and the Plaintiffs reside within the jurisdiction of
this Hon'ble Court as such this Hon'ble Court has the jurisdicticn

to entertain the present proceedings.

8.1t is submitted that the right to privacy is a fundarmentai Hobk

L
[ER)]

auaranteed under Article 21 of the Constitution of india, wiich

Cludes within its ambit the right to informationai privacy
protection of personal and family life, and the right to bz left
alone from unwarranted commercial exploitation and pubiic
Crutiny. The movie titled “Boss” and its promotional materials,
ay deliberately incorporatinq elements that unmista-l-cal:>ly MTror
the private life of the Plaintiffs, the specific incidents alleged in
the panding criminal case, and the Ffamily circumstances of the

Flaintiffs

» constitute a gross invasion of this fundamearntal rignt fo

privacy and personal liberty without the consent or icnowledge

of the Plaintiffs.

At is submiittéed rhat every person, including a public figure, is
srditied o protect hisfher personality rights, wiich SNCOMPASs
the exciusive right to control the commearcial use of his/her
sf-fame, image, likeness, voice, persona, and any oither atinbure
‘;hat is r‘xriu%lveiy m‘enUhed with him/her by the ,)an_ Tha
Defandants have unauthorisedly ppropriated the. Plaingifs
personality, the moniker “Boss’ " {which is I;a“mg retevance with

1;-"15‘\;'rs.t:i'.*‘.*" NO.1's private tife)




A2

[ E
|

arrasted, and other distinctive elaments associated with Plamntiff
Ma.l, solely for the purpese of commercial gain and sensationas
oromaotion of the film. Such misappropriation causes irrgparahie

injury to the goodwill, brand value, and professional reputation

af the Plaintiffs.

It is submitted that the production, promotion, and intended
release of the film while the criminal case bearing S.C.
MNo.1319/2024 is still pending and sub-judice before the ivi
Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru, amounts Lo
a direct interference with the administration of justice and
violates the Plaintiffs’ fundamental right to a fair triai unc!;er
Article 21 of the Constitution. Any dramatized depiction or
roferenca to the very allegations under trial is bound to prejudice
ublic perception, create a real risk of influencing the coursa of
the on-going trial, and cause grave miscarriage of justice, which

cannot be remedied after the film is released or exh%bited.

s submitted that even if the Defendants No.1 & 2 ciaim the
riim to be a work of fiction, the unmistakable references to thea
Plaintiffs’ life, the specific facts of the pending crirminat case, and
tha portrayal of events in a manner that places the Piaintiffs in &
false and defamatory light before the general public, conslitute
actionable civil wrong and any prudent persons can come to a
conclusion that the said teaser of the movie depicts the parsonal

iife of the Plaintiffs. The teaser, press meet, and prémotim]a!

2rviews have already triggered widespread sg‘JCﬁcjui%&tir_‘aa". afwr_i
comparison  with  the Plaintiffs® life, thereby lowafri ng the
Fanybaltion of the Plaintiffs in the eyes of the society and xzausihg
continuous ‘and irreparable harm to their dignity and Standingl

L
H

‘.It is submitted that while !roedum of :DLC(‘1" and e \’{31'(_;:_31 i ig &

cherished constitutional value, the same is not. abs omt(, and'is

subject to reasonable restrictions in theé ll‘lLL.l’L.‘:E of . d ;c_nrv

defarnation, and contempt of court. In the present case, the

i
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Delfendants’ commercial venlure, which seeks to exploit the
RPlaintiffs” ongoing personail fragedy and sub-iudice trial for
iaust enrichment, profit and publicity, cannot be parmitted to
override the Plaintiffs’ fundamental rights to privacy, reputation,
and fair trial. The balance tilts decisively in favour of granting
protection to the Plaintiffs, as any post-release remedy would be

inadequate and the damage would be irreversible.

L is submitted that the cause of action to institute the present

cult

e
]

irst arose in the month of October 2025, when the Plaintiffs
came to know through reliable sources, family members, and
wzll-wishers that Defendant No.1 was producing a n“1c:3ﬁr3 under
the title “"BOSS” based on the life events of the Plaintiffs,
miclhuding the specific incidents forming the subject matter of the
sub-judice criminal case in S.C. N0.1319/2024 pendiné] before
the LVT Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengalhrt.x. The
chuss of action further accrued and crystallized o 09. "3 20206

upen the reiease of the teaser of the said movie by Daferndant

Mol which openly proclaimed that the film was “inspired by
true events” and contained audio-visual elements unmistakably
referring to the Plaintiffs” privace life, farmily circumstances, the
alieged crime, arrest of a celebrity, and other distinctive facts
associated with Plaintiff No.l. The cause of action further arsse

nen the Plaintiffs sent a statutory Nolice u/s 10 of CPC o CBiEt.
cr 13.03.2026 seeking non-clearance/registration of the title
"Boss”. The cause of action further arose when the -t:értif"icare
was issued by the CBFC on 17.03.2026 and declaring the date
of release to be 14.04.2026. The cause of aclion is comtiinumg in
nature, as Defendant Mo.1 has continued o promote th;e movie
mrough posters, advertisernents on  telavision ;';mfd Naws
channels, press meets, . interviews by the Deﬁendaz'mt N5.2, and
diszernination of the teaser, trailer and related prootiona
materials on the digitai- platicrms of Ueferidants. NG.5 to.7
(Facebook/Instagram, X Corp, and YouTube), ail of which are
wccessible and cause fresh Rarm within the territorial Jurisdiction

of this Hon'ble Court on 2 dai lv hasis ' B g
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The fact that the certificate has already beer issued oy the CEES
snd the imminent threat of theatrical reigase, streamirg,

distribution, or transfer of rights to third parties (including
unknown persons like Defendant No. 12) further perpetuate the
causz of action. The Plaintiffs reside within the jurisdiction of this
Hon'ie Court, the impugned acts (including -publication,
promoltion, and potential exhibition of the film) have taken place
and continue to take place within Bengaluru, and the harm to
the Plaintiffs’ reputation, privacy, and right tc fair omgéing tria!
s felt and materiatized here. Accardingly, this Hon'ble Court has
the territorial and pecuniary jurisdiction to enterktain and Ly e
present suit.

At is further submitted that no part of the cause of action is

barred by limitation, as the acts complained of are racent,
JIntinuing,  and  fresh  instances of invasian  of BrivEey,
misappropriation of personality rights, ang interference with
sun-judice proceedings are occurring even as of the date of filing
of this suit. The Plaintiffs have been vigilantly protecting their
rights through prior proceedings (as detailed in paragraph 18
supra), and the present suil is filed promptly upon the CBFC
issuing certificate, discovery of the teaser release and

wromotionai activities that directly violate those protections.

e Plaintiffs seek leave of this Hon'ble Court to bring on record

the relevant information, documents, array necessary parties

and amend the plaint, if necessary, after filing tha above suit and
eserves the right to do the needful. The suit is valued as per the
valuation slip annexed to the Plaint and the same has been paid

i1 terms of the provisions of the Karnataka Court Feas & Suit

Vaivation Act, 1958,
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crefore, it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Court be

sed to pass judgment and decree,

Granting  perpetual prohibitor  injunction rastraining  the
Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2, its producers, directors,
lLava V, lead ac{or-Taﬂush 5, their representatives, associates,
servants, agents, employees, men or anyone claiming through
or under them, from in any manner producing, filming, editing,
pramoting, marketing, releasing, distributing, exhibiting,
telecasting, streaming, seiling, licensing, leasing, or dealing with
the movie titled “B0SS” (or any other movie / film / web-seri=as
/ content by whatever name called) based on or depicts the life
of the Plaintiffs, the incidents alleged in the criminal case
paending in S.C. No.1319 of 2024 before the VI Additional City
Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru, or any elements directiy or
mdirectly referring to or associating with the Plaintiffs’ private
fife, family, reputation, the 'sub—judice criminal proceedings or
any other similar incidents, and from using the Plaintiffs’ namse,
image, likeness, personality rights, or any promotional material
(posters, teasers, trailers, press meets, interviews, etc.) in any

medium whatsoever.,

. Declare that the Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN dated
17.03.2026 issued by Defendant No.3 {Central Board of Film
Certification) in favour of the movie “B0OS55” is illegal, arbitraiy,
mala fide, null and void ab initio and contrary to the provisions
of Section 58 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 and the
fundamental rights of the Plaintiffs under Article 21 of the

Constitution of India.

Cancelling/revoking of the Certificate No.DIL/7/33/2026-BAN
dated 17.03.2026 and directing Defendant No.3 (CBFC) to

forthwith withdraw, cancel and recall the said certificate and not

ko permit any public exhibition, release, distribution, streaming

or exhibition of the movie “Boss” in any form whatsoaver \
Y /F’—) -v\%\'}
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- Directing Defendant No.3 (Central Board of Film Certification) to

forthwith cease and desist from examining, processing or
granting any further certification (or re-certification) to the
movie titled “Boss” or any such movie/content as described in
prayer (a) above and to refuse certification in exercise of poweirs
under Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 read with the

Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 2024,

- Granting perpetual prohibitory injunction restraining ihe

Pefendants No.5 to 7 (Faceboolk, Instagram, Twiiler/X, Youlube
and  their affiliates) * from uploading, hosting, streaming,
promoting, sharing, or in any manner allowing circulation of the
leaser, trailer, press meet videos, posters, promotional
interviews, or any other material related to the said movie
"BOSS” that depicts or refers to the Plaintiffs’ life or the sub-
Judice criminal case, and directing them to immediately remove

/ block all such existing content from their platforms.

Grant perpetual prohibitory injunction restraining the Defendant
No.8 to 11 herein or anybody claiming under him/them from
broadcasting/ telecastihg/ transmitting ) publishing/
distributing/ shéring any material in permanent/ transient/ audio
format in any print media/ newspaper/ television channels/ local
cable operated channels/ internet/ website, uploading, hosting,
streaming, promoting, sharing, or in any manner allowing
circulation of the teaser, trailer, press meet videos, posters,
promotional interviews, or any other material related to the saidl
movie "BOSS” that depicts or refers to the Plaintiffs’ life or the
sub-judice criminal case, and directing them to immediately

rermove / block all such existing content from their platforms.

. Grarnting: persjet-uai' prohibitory injunction againét the unknown

Defendants (impleaded as Defendant No.12 Ashok Kumar )
including but not limited to cinema halls, multiplexes, theatres,

exhibitors, distributors, owners, managers, agents, servants,

/’"7 ‘;bkob‘vd
e P
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employeas or any nerson(s) claiming through or under then,
from in any manner exhibiting, screening, showing or permilkling
the pubiic exhibition of the movie titled *BOSS" in any thealbre,
cinema hall, multiplex or public place whatscever within the
jurisdiction of this Hon‘ble Court or throughout the territory of
India, pending final adjudication or until further orders. Erom
releasing, publishing, rdis.trib.utmg, telecasting, streamiing,
selling, licensing, leasing, exhibiting, or dealing with the movic
"BOSS" orits rights in any manner or in any medium whatsoever
on behalf of or for the benefit of Defendant No.1 or any other
person.

h. Direct the Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2 to pay to the
Plaintiffs for violating the Plaintiffs right to privacy and personal
iberty, infringement of his personality rights, mental agony,
trauma, distress caused to the Plaintiffe and their family
members due to the unauthorized and sensational portrayal i

promotional material of their movie “Boss”
I. Award cost of the suit and all incidental costs to the Plaintiffs

i. Grant such other reliefs as this Hon’ble Court may deem fit and

proper in the facts and circumstances of the present case.

QN«‘(, S

~Havocate for Plaintiffs Lﬁﬁ‘?q{m‘

: Bengaluru
i2ate: 25.03.2026

VERIFICATION

I, the deponent herein, do hereby declare that what is stated above
Plaint at paragraph no.1 to 46 are true and correct to the best of my

lknowledge, information, and belief.

Flace: Benga aturyu S e .
i o : T n-ti O
Data: 25.03.2026 ﬁomw‘”’/
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ZEFORE THE HOM'BLE PRINCIPAL CITV CIVIL & SESSIONG
JUDGE AT BENGALURU

0.5, No. / 2026
BETWEEM:
Uarshan Srinivas & Anr ... Plaintiffs
R0
Siri Productions & Ors ...Defendants

STATEMENT OF TRUTH

. Smt.Vijayalakshmi Darshan, W/o. Mr.Darshan Srinivas Aged about

43 Years, having address at: #217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-Road,

ideal Home Township, Rajarajeshwri Nagar, Bengaluru, Karnataka —

560098, do hereby solemnly affirm and state on oath as follows:

I am the Plaintiff No.2 in the above Suit and I am the wife of
Plaintiff No.1, Since the Plaintiff No.1 is in judicial custody, I am
competent to swear this Affidavit for myself and on behalf of the
Plaintiff No. 1.

I asm sufficiently conversant with the facts of the case and have
2iso examined all the relevant documents and records in relation

thereto.

I say that the statements made in paragraphs No.01 to 34 are

el

true to my knowledge, and statements made in paragraphs No.35
to 46 are based on legal advice.

4. 1 say that there is no false statement or concealment of any

material fact, document or record and I have included information

that is according to me relevant for the present suit.

=. I say that ali the documents in my power, possession, gontrol or
custody, pertaining to the facts and circumstances of the

proceedings initiated by me have been 'disc'iosed- and copies

- theréof annexed with the P!aint, and that I do not have any other

documents in my power, possession, control or custody.

| ~7¢,L5>wiew¢
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gay that the above-mentioned ple

29 pages,.cach of which has been dulv signed by me.

eading comprises of a tctai of

4
b3

“. 1 state that the Document No.1, 4, 8 and 10 are printouts of

onfing material, Document No.5, 6, 7, 8, 9 are true copies of

original and Documents No.2 & 3 are copies of the videos

downloaded and produced in pen drive have been referred to and

relied upon by the Plaintiff.

that for any false statement or

“. 1 say that 1 am aware
concealment, T shall be liable for action taken against me under

the iaw for the time being in force.

H Berlgal_f_l ru u_, " /( Botn-
Date: 25.03.2026 “J”’“m

VERIFICATION

I, the deponent herein, do hereby declare that the statements mace
bove are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, beliel

Lexrain a

2an7 information.

%- o

Flace: Bengaluru
Loy 25903.2026
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SESSIONS JUDGE, BANGALORE
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TRODUCTIONS & Ors

LIST OF DOCUMENTS

/2026

ceen PLAIMTI
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. DEFENDANTS

PARTICULARS

PAGE MNo.

| Pocument No.1 — Promotional Material
of "Boss” Movie

| Document NO.2 — The Teaser of “Boss”
Movie produced in Pen Drive.

[ Doocument MNo.3 Videos of the Press
{ meet held by the Defendant No.1 producer
| Thanush Shivanna and Defendant No.2
Director Lava V and other promotional

Rocument No.4 -~ Copies of the article

-

| regarding the “Boss” movie published in

|

I

f material and interviews in Pen Drive
1

[}

i

L print media

Pocument No.5 — Copy of the Notice
sent to Defendant No.4

Blocument No.6 -Copy of reply sent by
the Defendant No.4

| Document No.7 True Copies of the
‘orders of the Hon‘ble High Court of
IKarnataka and Hon’ble District and
Sessions Judge, Bengalury

Document No.8 Office copy of the
statutory notice issued to Defendant No.3

No.3

Document No.9 ~ Speed Post receipts for
issuance of Statutory Notice to Defendant |

Document No.10 -Details of the
| certification issued to “Boss” movie by
Defendant No.3
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3 Lava V, who is also an
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advocate by profession, denies any direct

1€ case is currently being tried. However, wl
! The placernent, the Joc

ations — everything in our film is
he says, ac lding that he is prepared for scrutiny. “Let the C

Al the film and decide. T have applie
remarikes for gl

Siisor

d, and waiting to lknow their
ie film. If required, T am prepared to appeal”

s that the similarities viewers aje

pointing out are purely
- According to him, Boss draws from a range of incidents that
society between 2024 and 2025 and buiids

a fictional crime
Her around 1 hem,

Pinow that making a film dua:tly about a case under trial can amount to
, of court. We did not want to take that risk, and we have not touched
2 case. Butin a crime thriller, certain situations can resemble

:11Cidents that have happened somewhere,” he argues.

a1 real-lifn
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& 21 fhe i"'_l #0955, which many believe carries its own
WYs the choiee

associations, Lava
3 was purely creative, ¢

In the film, the actor plays a celebrity
is pepularly called ‘Bosg? It’s an attractive title

, and we felt it suited the
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Hm’s mus 5 composed by Davy Suresh, with cinemato
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Tovino Thomas-starrer Paifichattambi gets a new
release date, teaser-on the way

CEfeatures - 14 hours ago

‘Every character moves the-narrative in Super Hit'

A Sharadhaa - 26 Feb 2026

= -Pleas against 'The Kerala Story 2' premature,
=4 misconceived: Producer to Kerala HG

PTl - 25Feh 2026

i Shine Sharsh Shetty turns producer
: with Shankarabharana

A Sharadhaa - 17 Feb 2026
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ADVOCATES & SOLICITORS k

e

BY REGISTERED POST A.D. / SPEED POST WITH
.»'31.?;‘1’-.}‘!DU\FLEDGEMENT DUE (AND BY ELECTRONIC MALTL
WHEREVER OFFICIAL EMATL IS J-\VAILABLE)

Date: 17 March 2026

1y

SMT. IAYAMALA

The Hon'ble Fresident & Secretary,

Farnataka Film Chamber of Cdmmerce,

No. 28, 1st Main, Crescent Road,

Next to Gururaja Kalyana Mantapa & Shivananda Circle,
tigh Grounds, Bengaluru, Karnataka — 560 001.

i

UE3ECT: Humble Requisition and Detailed Representation
seeking (i) non-clearance / refusal of the title “"BOSS” (ii) non-
Ssuance or non-processing of any distribution licence, exhibition
permission or allied approvals under the Karnataka Cinemas
{Regulation) Act, 1964 and Rules thereunder, and (iit) a kind
direction to the producers to forthwith surrender and submit o
Your esteemed Chamber the complete teaser, all banners, posters,
trailers, stills and €very piece of promotional material already
Crealed or released, pending fina!l consideration - in respect of the
Proposed Kannada feature film "BOSS” (Siri Productions, Director:
V. Lava, Lead: Tanush Shivanna) - on grounds of sensitivity to
ongoing sub judice proceedings, protection of fair trial rights,
privacy under Article 21, and larger interests of the Kanrnada film
fraternity.,

Most Respected Madaim,

We act for and on behalf of our client, Mr. Darshan Srinivas (also
known as Darshan Thoogudeepa Srinivas, "Challenging Star
Darshan” or “p Boss”), aged about 47 years, son of lLate
_T-hoogudeep-a Srinivas, residing at #217, Thoogu Deepa nilaya, F-
Road, Ideal Home Township, Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengajuru -
>60 098 (heréinafter “our Client). N '

e




Al the outset, we place on racord our Client's profound respect,
gratitude and emotional attachment to the Kannada film industry
and your esteemed Chamber. Qur Client’s late father, Thoogudeepa
Srinivas — o veleran aclor, who served the Kannada Industry for
nearly three decades. Our Client himself has carried forward this
legacy since the early 2000s, having starred in over 50 films as a
leading actor and producer, earning the affection of millions of fans
and the respect of peers across generations. Together, father and
son have been part of this fraternity for well over 50 vears, always
upholding the values of discipline, camaraderie and contribution to
IKeannada cinema. It is with immense reluctance, a heavy heart, and
deep personal anguish that our Client approaches your good offices
today. We repose comglete faith in your Chamber's wisdom,
fairness, and time-honoured tradition of safeguarding the interests
of artistes, especially in times of personal distress and legal
sensilivity.

1. Ongoing Sub Judice Criminal Trial - Detailed Background Qur
Client stands arraigned as Accused No. 2 in Crime No.
0250/2624 (commonly referred to as the Renukaswamy
murder case), registered cn 09.06.2024 at Kamakshipalya
Police Station, Bengaluru, initially under Sections 302 and 201
of the Indian Penal Code (now corresponding provisions of the
Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita). The charge-sheet was filed on or
before 04.09.2024, charges were formally framed on or about
03.11.2024, and the trial is actively proceeding on a day-to-
day basis before the competent Sessions Court, Bengaluru.
IKey stages include ongoing evidence recording, with
depositions from the victim’s parents having taken place in
December 2025 and further proceedings continuing as of
March 2026. The matter involves grave and sensitive
allegations, yet the presumption of innocence remains
sacrosanct under law, and the trial demands an atmosphere
free from external prejudice or sensationalism.

2. Protective Judicial Orders Already in Place- Recognizing the
potential for media trial and invasion of privacy, multiple
courts have granted restraining orders to safeguard our
Client’'s fundamental rights under Article .21 (right to life, .
dignity, privacy and fair triaf): .

- 0.5. No. 4267/2024 (filed by Clieat's wife): Interim =
order dated 19.06.2024 restraining unauthenticated or

o
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defamatory content related to personal/family life or the
investigation.

0.5, Ne. 6082/2024: E£x-parte ad-interimi injunction
dated 27.08.2024 fcommunicated 28.08.2024)
prohibiting publication of statements on In vestigation
details, charge-sheecl, FSL reports, confessions, debates
or predictions on merits.

e W.P. No. 24836/2024 (High Court of Karnataka): Interim
order dated 10.09.2024 restraining dissemination of
charge-sheet or confidential information, with directions
to the Ministry of Information & Sroadcasting.

» 0.5, No. 7875/2024: Ad-interim iniunction dated
- 11.11.2024 restraining unverified statements iowering
image across print, TV, internet and social media.
W.P. No. 7473/2025 against the Ministry of Information
& Broadcasting. Certified copies / relevant extracts are
enclosed as Annexure-A series for your kind perusal.

3. Details of the Proposed Film “BGSS” and Promotional Content

Our Client’s family has recently become aware, through public
sources end media reperts, of a forthcoming Kannada feature
fiim titled “BOSS"” under the Siri Productions banner
(produced by Anil Gudigekere, written and directed by V. Lava
- a qualified advocate ~ with lead actor Tanush Shivanna, and
supporting roles by Payal Chengappa and Vandita). The teaser
was publicly unveiled/launched around 09.03.2026 amid a
press meet, with a tentative theatrical release proposed for
14.04.2026. The teaser (approximately 2-3 minutes in
duration) and associated promotional materials (banners,
posters, interviews, press footage) include the following
striking elements:

o A central celebrity figure nicknamed “Boss” (with fans
addressing him as such) depicted in a narrative involving
the killing of a fan/follower.

o Visual and thematic similarities in the portrayal of the
victim and circumstances leading to the incident.

o Scenes of arrest, police mv«,sUgat«Oﬂ mterrogatlon, and

claxms of innocence, all sot agalnst a Bengalufu
backdrop. )

o An explicit opening disciaimer stating “Inspired by true
events”, Public discourse - including media articles,

N
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social media reactions, viewer comments and trending
discussicns post-teaser release - has widely interpreted
the film as drawing direct inspiration from, or canitalizing
on, the facts and publicity surrounding Crime No.
0250/2024. Director V. Lava has publicly acknowledged
in interviews (March 2026) that the storyline draws from
real societal events of 2024-2025 and the ongoing trial,
while expressing willingness to defend any legal
challenge. Relevant teaser video (4K format), press-
meet excerpts, promotionai articles/interviews and
sample public reactions are enclosed as Annexure-5
series for vyour esteemed Chamber's careful
examination.

4. Role of Your Esteemed Chamber and Link to Statutory

Framework Your Chamber has long been the apex recognised
industry body for title registration, clearance and dispute
resolution in the Kannada film sector. Producers recutinely seek
and obtain title clearance / No Objection from KFCC before
proceeding to production, distribution or exhibition. It is
pertinent to state that similar requisition has been made to
the Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru seeking the relief not to
issue License for film exhibition. Proceeding with ciearance or
facilitation in the face of these grave sensitivities could
inadvertently contravene free and fair trial, public policy,
iudicial restraints, and the larger interest of maintaining
decorum in the industry.

5. Humble Requisition - Grounds and Prayer: In light of the
above - particularly the ongoing day-to-day trial, multiple
protective court orders, potential for prejudice to fair trial
rights, invasion of privacy/dignity under Article 21, and the
emotional toll on our Client’s family - we most respectfully
implore your esteemed -Chamber to extend its benevolent
intervention.

WHEREFORE our Client humbly and earnestly prays that vour
" esteemed Chamber may be pleased to: .

a. Kindly grant non-clearance / refuse registration or
clearance of the fitle “BOSS” and’ reject any pending or -
forthcoming application in that regard;

b. Kindly refrain from issuing, processing or facilitati ng any
distribution licence, exhibition permission, theatre booking

o
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approval or ailied sanction under the Kamamka g

(Regulation) Ack, 1864 of otherwise T rgSpECF S" S:hi
propased film «g0ss”, pending full and final consideratio
of this requisition;
c. Kindly direct the producers of the film “BOSS” (Siri
productions / Anil Gudigekere / V. Lava and 3l associated
entities) O forthwith surrender and submit to your
ecteemed Chamber — in physical or digital form as
appropriate - the complete teaser, all banners, posters,
trailers, stills and every piece of promotional saterial
already created or released (including any variants o©r
addidonal content), pending final consideration and
decision on this requisition, so as to enable your Chamber
ro independently examine the content, assess Iils
implications, and arrive at an informed and equitable view
in the best interests of justice, fraternity and public
sensitivity.
Ve are fully confident that your Chamber - which has steadfastly
nrotected the dignity of artistes, resolved disputes with equity, and
upheld the cultural sanctity of Kannada cinema for decades - will
extend its compassionate and judicious hand in this matter of
i;g;ﬁ:;gﬁ:;?orflaitiizrjzf,fifﬁga\l\,éijziifzce to our CHent.rY‘o-ur
e seen as an act of true

guard.zanship and would earn the everlasting gratitude of our Client
and his family.

Ihis requisition is submitted with the deepest respect and without

pr.ejgdice to our Client’s rights and contentions in the pending
criminal and civil proceedings.

We g i if
e hall be most obliged if you could kindly acknowledge receipt
and communicate the action taken at the earliest convenience

Yours most respectfully and gratefully,

7.‘/‘ 2 ?ﬁ \//
PrHAM N
Advocate,

For. DHEE Inc. Advocates & Solicitors

Enciosures:



7 (@D @

»  Annexure - A Series: Certified copies/extracts of protective court
orders,

Annexure - B Series: Teaser (DVD/USB/4K link), promotional
materials, press meet video, articles/interviews (March 2026).

Annexure — C: FIR in Crime No. 0250/2024.
Annexure - D: FIR No. 69/2025,

Copy Lo:

SHRI. JAGADEESHA G, 1AS,

Hon'ble Deputy Commissioner & District Magistrate
Bengaluru Urban District,

IKempegowda Road,

Behind Kandaya Bhavana,

Bengaluru - 560 009, Karnataka.

I
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Mnsied o HOk- Lasl Data of Aclion: 11/03/2026 Lasl Action Taken:

SiNo faditioner Address Shrlo Respondent

! = AGED ABOUT 47 YEARS, S/0. i UMNION OF

DAGRSIAL LATE THOOGUDEERA SRINIVAS INDIA
SRIFIVAS 217, THOOGU DEEPA NILAYA, F

ROAD, IDEAL HOME TOWNSHIP,

RAGARAESHWARI NAGAR,

DENGALURU, KARN

KARNATAIKA-560 008,

Advocate: PRATHAM N

9183XXXX60

praX KOO X @gmail com

2 THE

SECRETARY,

Vasponciond Doz Vo

Address

MINISTRY OF IMFORRAAT
AMD BROADCASTING, RCMA
NO, 655, A- WING, SHAST U
BHAWANM, NEW DELTH-110 003
REPRESEMTED BY 175
SECRETARY

Advocale: ICUMAR B K
GA4BXKKXLT

Feann XA FOUONO R E grnatil oo

MINISTRY OF ELECTRCIMCS
AND INFORMATION
TECHMOLOGY (MEITY],
ELECTRONICS MIKETAN. O

TGO COMPLEX, LODHI FOAL,

NEW DELHI-119003
Advocalé: E{Uf\vllf‘!-“—:
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IN THE HIGH *“@dﬂ:LT DF A uuéﬁm.ﬂkm a\'f Lgauh.m&&_liﬁm_f
[MR-DARSHAN SRINIVAS VS. UNTON OF INDIA KND ANOT HGR}

10.09.2024
(VIDEQ CONFERENCING /" PEYSICAL i HEARING)
CORAM:  HON'BLE MR JUSTICE HEMANT “i/\NDANGOU DAR

Learned counsel for the petitioner files & memo seeling
impleadiment of news channels/media houses/electronic media
@nd other social platforms as co-respondents wino are alle egedly
airing, orirting and publishing the contents of the charge sheet
i rélation " to  Crime No, 0250/2024 registered: by ~the
Kamalkshipalya Police Station.

he memo is placed on record. Petitioner is permitited to
Imiplead the proposed respondents as respondents 3 o 40 and
fle the amended cause title,

St Prabhilinga  Navadgi,  learned Senior  Counse|
eprasenting the petitioner's counsel submits that the Bombay
High Court 'in the case of "Nileshh Navalaldha & ors, -y G
rion of lf_mha - (2021) SCC OnlLine Bom S6 has restrained
the press/media from prmtmg/d:splaymg any news item aﬂcl/or

initiating any chscusston/debaLe/mLuVICW of the nature, as
indicated hereunder:

"a. In relation to death by suicide, depicting the
decezsed as one having a weak character ar
intruding in any  manner” on the privacy of the

ducc@scd,
TR b.. That , causes prejudice - to. .an  ongoing 7
3 "V jl[ juiry/investigation: . ] ol




S :
G

i) Refefring to. the charact 1 of ‘the  Zcgy
and creating an atmosphée of prejud icé” for -

i) Helding interviews with tha victim, the witnesses
and/or any of their famity imembers and displaying it-
on screen; r

iii) Analyzing versions of witnesses, whose evidence
could be vital at the stage of trial;

iv) Publishing a confession aliegedly made to a police

offer by an accused an trviiig Lo make the public

halieve that the same is a pieca of evidence which is

admissible before a Court and there is no reason for

e Court not Lo act upen it, without letting Fhe
" public know the nitty-gritty of the Evidence Act,
1872 '

V) Printing photographs of an accused and thereby
Facilitating his identification; )

vi) Criticizing the investigative agency based on halt-

Laiced information without property research;

vil) Pronouncing cn the merits of the case, inciuding
re-judaing the guilt or innccence qua an accused or

en individual not yet wanted in 2 cmse, as the case

may be;
viif) Recreating/reconstructing a criime scene and
_~depicting how the accused committed the crime;

(ix) Predicting the proposed/future course of action
including steps that ought to be taken in a particular
direction fo complete the investigation; and

x) Leaking sensitive anc confidential infermation
fram materials collected by the investigating agency;

‘c. Acting in any manper s0 as to violate the
provisions of the programme Code as prescribad
m under section 5 of the CTVN Act read with rule 6 of
G the CTVN Rules and thereby inviting contémpt of

L thege

= "
N - 3 = 2 . -
J SR < e aw 3 BN




d. Indu]ging in éHaracter assassination of any ‘.\;///
individual  and  thereby mar his reputation.™
However, .the Electronic Madia contrary to the guidetines
re oadcasimg on their respective channels prejudice to the
case of the pet;Lioner - accused in Crime No.0250/2024. He
further submits that in an {dentical circumstances, the Delhi
High Court in the case State of NCT Delhli ~vs- Union of fndia
and ors. - (WP (Crl.) 12090/2022 has directed the
respondent No.1-Union of India to pass appropriate orders to
media agencies” flrom ‘publishing, printing and ™ disseminating
confidential information contained in the charge sheet and lhe
other such material collect during the course of information in
relation te the case FIR No.659/2022 and shall ensure that

Jnidetines such issued be complied with.

Leamed senior Counsel further submits that the wile _:oF \,/
ihe betitionc—:r had filed a suit in 0.5.N0.6082/2024 for
permanent injunction against the media channels and the
jrlrisdictio.nal Civil Court by order dated 27.08.2024 restrained :
the defendants therein by way of - ex-parte ad-interim
temporary injunction order, from airing, printing, publishing any
staternent in relation o the invéstigation being undertaken by
Kamalkshipalya Police Station against Sri. Darshan Srinivas,
who is arraigned as accused No.2 and from airing, printing, /
publishing ‘any statement about the final reports, confessional
statements and hoi'ding debate/discussion/interview on the Tinal
report pertaining to FIR N0.0250/2024 pending adjudicalion
o liio\i, the XXI1V ACMM Court, Bengaluru, Despite the ex- pa Le__

& 1 r e S
c.d\u\ ?'\’f{‘ order qrdnted thf\ med|a mannelb contmwe to (&H‘ =
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E prife, - publish. and disseminate the confidentiai infar'rrjati_d'h;.

corntained in the charge sheet in ralation to the said crime-

in the case of Sidharth: —

Manu Sharma vs, Stafe (NCT of Delhi) -

The Hon'ble Supreme Court

“Washisht Alias
(2010) & SCC 1, has ruled that despite the 5|qmﬂcancc of the
print and electronic media in the present dav, it is not only

desirable but least that is expected of the persons at the heim

of affairs in the field, to ensure that trial by media does not

haper fair investigation by the investigating agency and mgre

importantly does not prejudice the right of defence of the

accused in any manner whatsoevar and it will amount %o

travesly of justice if either of this causas HTTDPCHIH(\HLS in the

accepted judicious and fair investigation and trial.
- Clause (5) of the Cable Television Networks aulation)

Act, 1895 states that no person chall transmit or re-transmit

My

service any programme unless such

cribed programine

through a cable

programrae is-in conformity wilihy the pres

cade,

Rule 6 of the Cable Television Networks Rules, 1994
narrates the program code and it state$ thal, no programme

should be carried in the cable sarvice which:

(8) X0 _ , -
(b} = R

fe] soooomx




: Flythlllg 7 ‘obacrane s defamat@r ¥,
{als@ and 5‘]99@5“\/(. [dnuendoes and

haif £ rums
(&) xsccess

(f) Contains anything amounting to contempt of
court;

() xxxxxxx

(h)  sooono

(1) Criticises, maligns or slanders any individual in
pPerson or certain groups, segments .Of _social,
public and moral life of the country :

(i XIHXXHXK

(k) xsooom

(H YCEXX

(M) oo

! T SV

{n) 3000000

(0)  eoeoxx
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Following the order of the Division Bench of this Court in

W.P.No. /0?6/7071 the Government of Kamataka Nas issued g

Circular dated 11.08.2021, whereby the following directions

have been issued to the police personnel of Karnataka whao

have been entrusted with the tasic of investigation of any crime:

a) No police personnel shail brief and disclose (o
the print, electronic and social media about the

nature of the inves stigation unc der progress, the

'cr{ai&. co!iected durmg the investigation, hefore

N
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comnletion of the entiré investigation -and before
accaptance of final report of the investigation by

the competant _]'urisdict-:i'onai cowts.

b) No police personnei shali. disclose and share the
icdentity of the compiainant and the accused in
connection with the crime under investigation, to

the print, electrenic and socal media until the

completion of the investigation and before

acceptance of final report of the investigation by

1

Lhe competent jurlsdictional cotirts.

<) All pelice personnel in the State should strictly
adhere to the guidelines issued- through this
Circutar, in addition to -the Circulars instructions
that have been already issued by the DGR&IGP has

refarrad above.

d} Any lapses in this regard by any police
personnel will be viewed sericusly. and it would
attract immediate disciplinary action against such
police personnel by the concerned disciplinary

" authority.

e) Any lapses in thic regard will he considered as a
serious misconduct on the part of concerned
officer and in addition to.disciplinary action against
such officer, if warranted, criminal action may also

be initiated against such officers.
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f) However, the information Jelatmg to registration
of FIR can be disseminated as per the direction of
Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in WP.(CP\L)‘
No.68/2016 and. in the light of section 41C of the -
CrPC. Except for the compliance of section 41iC
and directions of Hon'ble Supreme Court of India
N WP.(CRL) N0.68/2016, the instructions /

directions issued in the present Circular would be

c,pphcable in full force and strict sense.’

o

"f-bu ;\mvmd Kamath learned Acfdztienal So!ncﬂol General

for the eaponduwt No.1 submits that if complaint &, ﬂled, an

appropriate action will be taken in accordance with law.

Fetitioner has established a prima facie case to grant.an

ZX-parte interim order.

Accordingly, I pass the following:

'_(J}‘_" Respondents 3 o }{O are hereby restrained
'h"c'ym publishing, printing, airing and disseminating
.‘corn’:id(éntial information contained in the charge
sneet in relation to Crime No.: 0250/2024 registered
by the Kamakshipalya Pgl'ic_e'_mﬁ'catiOIi, till thé next

date of hearing.

(ii\ Reanondent No.1 Lc commmlcate ths orcler to
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PELGITY CIVIL AND SESSTONS JUDGE . M Q)@

3
(59

v v Caaed OF 1 COH26 X ADDL, CITY CI\’ILJ\\H) SESSIONS JUDGE
A Nminber  KABCG102200320624

e Maber - 0.5./0006082/2024

Tadie 2 TEAE-2024

AR M DARSHAN Versus INDIAN EXPRESS

Daily Status

Busiiiess

Next
Purpose

T -.

. 1

Xz 41-.1_11«. ] anrl 2 of Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 to restrain the defendants
iy, printing, publishing any statement in relation to the investigation being
ten by Kamekshipalya police station against Sri. Darshan Srinivas wha is
fas accused o2 in FIR No.0250/2024 and {rom making any statement from
inting, publishing any statement about the final report inter alia FSL
ricesional statements and holding debate/ discussion/ interview on the
ending adjudication of the matter before XXIV.ACMM Court,
*. Heard fearned Senior counsel appearing for the plaintiff on LA, No:l.
: pleadings and the copies of the documents placed on record. 3. 1t is
v leerned Senior counsel that on the guise of fair journalisni, the
mnt media honses are telecasting/ publishiing news claiming to have recéived
arformation from the officers of the investigating team. [Lis the
cisien of the plaintiff that the investigating team 1s submitting final report
wdefendants who are active in the process of securing the confidential
ity and sensitive aspects of the final report, may telecast the same in a
- and defamatory way in order to increase their TRP and thercby are
schin trinds and are violating the right of fair trial to the acecused enshrined
. . 21 of the Constitution. It is further submitted that under the guise of
t'_?e'-eiss‘ Jli= i the defendants are exposing probable ¢vidence and are discussing the
: ith the public which could be examined only by the m\;csngwung
H,e compealent courts, during the course of tr ial and the maner mn
- are airing the issue amounts to media trials and sought Lo restraia the
¢ by way of exparte ad-tnterim: temporary injunction order. 4. Learned
el 'IIJIJ("'!H:IEJ for the plaintiffl has relied upon the judgment of the
1y nel of the Hoo\"ble High Court of Bombay in Nilesh Navalalcha and
it repurted in 2021 SCC Online Bombay 56 whereiu the Hon\"ble High Counrt
By dering the interest of the accused and the victim has hield that no report/
i/ debale shouid be presented by the press/ media which could harm-the
of the accused being invesligated or a witnsss and has also 1ssued various
5 10 press media to refrain from printing/ displaying any news of the
seal aature! 5. Learned sentor rounscl has also brought to the notice of the Count !
howt e sircular issued by the Government of IKardaiaka in No. HD'S9SST 2021
Hiated 13 ,i- 2021, where in instruclions are given 1o prohibit disclosure of

ey cur Hon'ble High COLU{ i) W..No.7026/2021/PLL dated: 15-06-2021. 1t is the
apprchension of the plaintiff that the investigation officer is submitting the charge
iaheet snd the media/pregs may secure the confidential information and sensitive.

| sof the final report and telocast the same and 1t wouid prejudice the plaintiff,

nes of the news articles placed on JL(,Old shows the dcfu\danls are

e gnnaGon re nu(imﬂ delails of cases under investigation, based:on the order passed:

DER ON [A. NO.1 This LA. No.1 is filed by the plaintiff under Order|
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casting/ publishing news about the ongoing invesiigation, which 1s an utler
Eiiglesacd to the guidelines issued by Hon’ble FHigh Courts. Hence i arder (o avord
o “mnedia from holding media trials which would prejudice both the accused
tim, it is considered just and necessary lo meet out the apprehengion

v the plaintiff. Thus, this Court is of opinion that the plaintiff has mades out

 prima fasie case and the balance of convenience lies in favour of the plaintiff and

420 the Gvdor of temperary injunction is not granted right of fair trial to the accused
Drined under Article 21 of the Constitution will be violated. Hence, this Court

to pass following : ORDER The defendants are hereby restrained by way
suarte ad-interim TI order, from airing, printing, publishing any statement in

fation @ the investigation being under laken by [Camalshipalya Police against Sri.

w3 srivnivas who is arrayed as accused No.2 and from airing, printing,

ihlishaan any statement about the final report inter alia FSL reports, confessional

Hemenls 4 nd holding debate/ discussion/ intervisw on the final report pertaining to

e 5250/2024 pending adjudication before XXIV ACMM Court, Bengaluru.

wv shall remain in force till next date of hearing. Issue temporary injunction

T same is complicd under Order 39 Rule 3{A) of C.P.C. Issue temporary
weitan order, suitsummons and notice on ILA. No.[ (o defendants No.l to 38. - g
1.2024
d ol

Purpose




0.5.No. 7875/2024

QRDER

The plaintiff has filed thig suit seeking

perpetual prohibitory - injunction relief.. . ‘He has



0.5.No. 7875/2024

aiso ﬂled I A. No i under Order YOXKIK Rules 1 and 2

r/w/s 151 ')fth Code of Ca\ni Proce dure praying ar

ad-interim o:‘der of temnos'ary m}unction agamst

the defendc.nts No.1 to 7 restraining them from

airing or pr lntmc punnshmg unverified stau-n.ml

any heaway statement, any un(_ormbowlorl

statement, any such statements LhaL ara fcn_umllu
incorrect or untrue against the plaintiff, his wile

and son and hig family members in any print

media, newspaper, television channels, local cable

operated channeis, ar internet / websites and
electronic and personal social media handies, etc,

of the defendant Ne.1 and other defendants.

Heard. Perused the plaint averments,

[.LA.No.I, affidavit and the documents preduced on

record. The dowuments ie. thc copies of the.
complaint, FIR and the screen shots of the
statements of the defendant No.T on efectronic

media and social madia shows that, the plaintiff

has prima facie case.

cl



0.5.No. 7875/2024

AL this stage, the plaintiff has made out
prima facie case for grant of interim order of
injunction. In the event if notice is issued to the
defendants No.1 to 7,. very purpose of the suit
would  be defeated, ___Hepce,_”_‘___;jotic__gm_ te the
defendants No.1 to 7 on LANo.1 is dispensed and

I proceed to pass the following:

ORDER

Issue ad-Interim order of tempaorary
injunction by temporarily restraining
defendants No.T to 7 from airing or
printing; publishing unverified
statement, unauthenticated information
or opinion which lowers’ the image of
the plaintiff in any print media,
newspaper, elevision channels, local
cable operated channels, or internet /
websites and electronic and social media

till the next date of hearing.
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0.S.No. 7875/2024

 The plaintiff shall com_p_ly O_:ﬂder
SXXIX Rule 3(a) of the C.P.C.

Issue suit suramons and expaite T.L

order to the defendants No.1 L0 7/

returnable by 11.12.2024.

in the event sufficient process fae,
plaint and LA. copies are not furnished
within three working days from the date
of this order, the interim order stands
automatically vacated without —any

further orders.

(ICSRIVIDYA),
LI A.C.C. & S.J., Bengaiuru.
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IN THE COURT OF THE X ADDL. CITY CIVIL &
SESSIONS JUDGE, BENGALURY (CCH-286)

Dated this the 19* day of June, 2024

Present

Sni. Vijaya Kumar Rai, B.Com., LL.B_,
X Addl. City Civil & Sessions Judge,
Bengaiury,

0.5. No.4267/2024

Plaingiff: Smt.Vijayalakshmi Darshan
w/o Sri Darshan Srinivas
aged about 43 years
tfat #217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya™
F Road, Ideal Home Township
Rajarajeshwari Nagar
Bengaluru-560 098 -

. Y&

Zelandants: Indian Express
502, Devatha Plaza, 5" Floor
131, Residency Road ’
Bengaluru-560 025
Rep. By Editor in f‘hief

and 37 others

LA, No.l
Applicant : Smt.Vijayalakshmi Darshan -  Plaintiff
. - V/u
Quponents : 'ndsan [:X]'}IF’S‘S & others = - Defendants

UIO XXXEX f"‘ 1&2
CEC

Intertm exparte T
18.06.2024
LA.No.|

Provision under which the applicaiion is filed

Redie! sought for

The date on which the application is filed

Number of the applicalion

The date on which the objections are ﬁled-by
diffe: ‘ent opponents - - . .. e Bt g B

he date on which the ordus wcrm passed on _
ihe said application - - - 19.06.2024.



H\ TERIV ORLGER ON LA, No.d

.A.No.| is filed by i.'he p!air‘,ti:“f to restrain the defendants from
nrinting, publishing or telecasting defamatory statements against

her, her husband and family members in relation to te

investigation being Lmor\r{aln, by Kamakshipalya Police Station

against her husband who is arraved as accused No.2 in Crime
M0.250/2024, pending adjudicalion before the 24™ Addl. Chiel
Metropoiitan Magistrate, Bengaluni.

2. It is stated thal husband of the plainliff -is arrayed as

an accused along with cthers in 'onnertlon of c:oa?h of a persen

ard therefore the husband of the piaintilf is in custody of the Foiice

allegedly being losponsulc for the murder in connection with the

case registered by Kamakshipalva Police, Bengaluru and though

lhe investigalion is underway lhe dafendants Media is nmknu;

charges against the plaintiff's husband and gone {o the sxtent ol

calling him as a murderer (hough ihe mvr-\-:.ltg Lfon is al @

prefiminary stage. It is also stated that the defendants- eleclronic

media are triggering debales which nas fanu:d (he plaintiff and

her family. [tis further stated [hat (he defendants are fabricating the
news and lrying o show in the madia that plaintiff and her husba: il
are heading lowards separation and the plaintill's husband arid
“plainlilt d '4;'0{- have d healthy ‘felationship as hu’:é'b';-;{rfc'.i“ andt wife
7 . deeply

and iherefore cuch uncorrobarated  slatements have



impacied the family bonding of the p#a,_intiff's family. Itis also stated
hal plaintiff's son was deeply..hurt- from suéh false and fabricaled
slatzments and plaintiff's son has evern e.xpressed his dismay and
disbelief over the statements made in the social media. It is also
stated that the defen;:ia-nts are also airing an alleged telephonic
conversion between two police officers disbussing about the acis
said to be committed by the plaintiff's husband and it is nothing but
Pure media trial which cannot be done for the purpose of tarnishing
the image and reputation of the plaintiffl and her family. It is aiso
stated thal the applications and news has affected the right of free
alr and investigation of the trial and therefore an order of exparte
lemporary injunction Js required o prevenl the del‘endanls'ﬁ'tﬁ
printing, telecasling and publishing the defamalory statements

against the plaintiff and her family.

2. Heard the learned Senior Counsel S Prabhuling
Navadagi appearing on behalf of the plaintiff.

4. The point for determination of the Court is-

" Whether the plainiiff has made out grounds lo
grant an exparte temporary injunction order?”

5. The finding of this Court on the above point is in the

aitirrmalive for the following:-
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G. Ao per the m;ﬁr\ra!f availabie on record, lhe
: I

Kamalkshipalya Police have regisiered a case aga mut lhe hushand

of lhe' plaintiff and bfher; for the offence of murder and olher
conrected offences. The husband of the plaintiff happens to be a
film actor. The materials produced "Jy the piaihtiff at this siage
,Jnm: facie refiects thal the pub! ications and telecasts made 50 far
by the defendénts not Oiﬂ_\r‘.\."\-‘.ﬂ.h regard © the details of the
|'m:fes[igaiion a.:onduc‘ted by -thé: Poiice but  also :lhe' family

refationship of the plaintiff with her husband.

7. The specific contention O!' the plaintiff is thal lhe
r:iefr.;r;d:;n’mtg are fabricating false and defamalcry stalements that
the plaintif and her husband are heading towards marital
separation and they do :"IO.{ share any heaith-y felationship as
nushand and wife. 1L is further centended that such L.mcorrcbo{'aied
and false slalements have deeply impacled the family bonging of
e piaintff with her husband and also Lheir sou. There is prima-

{acie malerials lo that effect.

8. Neadless ta mention that family relationship of the

plainliil and her husband are pergonal matters of the plaintifi and

‘har husghand and theérefore the cm—:’r‘mlani cénno‘t debate on that

and make defamalory-stalemnents. in- the- decxsmn “of our-FHon'ble

i-ligh Court rendered in case of A, Subbaiah V/o N. C: ruddchm-
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L 1987 Page 100 KarnateﬁkaH our‘ Hon'ble High Court has held
ihat the reputation is most. valuable ‘:to any person and il is much
more valuable (han any amount of mone-y or anything else in the
world. The Honble High Court has further held that merely
because the law-recognfzes the truth or juslification as a deflence, it
toee nol give the media the right to speak anything that fikes. In
the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court rendered i the
case of Omprakash Chautala v/s Kanwar Bhan and others (2014)5

SCC 417 the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held (hat when
repulation is hurt, a man is haif-dead. Therefore the defendants are
reduired to consider the right of reputation of the plaintiff and her
family v.rhile'té!ecas[ing or publishing the ﬁews in connection to lhe

affenices in which her husband said to be involved.

9. lLearned Senior Counsel has also brought to the nolice
of the Courl the Circular issued by the Govt. of l(ar'nataka_in
No.HD-59/88T/2021 dated 11.08.2021 pursuant to the direclion of
Hon'ble High Court passed in a Public Interest Litigation in WP
Mo.7026/2021/PIL wherein the Hon'ble High Court has made it
clear lhat before completion of the investigation the Police Officers
shall nol divﬁlge the néture of {he investigation and.prohibited from

disclosing -(‘he-ide‘n'{ity'of the complainant and accused. The Govt

has apccmcaﬂy d|rec{ed that. ho! pcha, oﬂlcers shall buof and'

" disclose to the print and ek,cifom(, or Su(‘ial media aboul the nature



ey

S’

of the investigation under progress and also the materials coliected

during the investigation except rJisseminating the information

lk,lallnq lo the registration of the ,—ER It is conlended th’lt inspite of

this, the defendants are illegally puhhshmg mcorrcct mfom ticn

which is nothing but media triai wfrﬂcimg frec and fair investigation.

t this stage, [here is sulficient force on the bub'm%lon made oy

lhe learned Senior Counsel. do doubt the criminals can be

exposed and o{(t,ncos cannol be vu:wrad hghﬂy, bul m the guisz ol
exposing the offences, the personal life, fiberty and reputation of a

person cannot be marred. It shall be noted that the investigation

has not been completed and therefere il is too premature to the
dafandants to express any opinion about the guilt or othenwise of
the hushand of the plaintifi. 1t is well seilled faw that the cdoubte
how s0 ever high il will not substitute the proof. Hence il is o0
premature fo the dcmnda‘wic to exprass any opinipn aboitl the guilt

or olberwise of her husband in lhe alleged crime. [t is highly

2 C

imprapar to publish or telecast the information and news as if he

¥

has committed the guilt. Having regard lo these aspecis, an ordar

(
h 2

exparle lemporary injunclion is very much necessary. If notice is
issted il lakes time and in the inlerregnum pericd there wili be
further publicalions and telecasting of the news which would
r-:amage the feputalriqrrl _of the pi_ain,tif_f"_anc:i her husbqnd. _'I'herr—:{_qrj.e_ i

notice is.issued, the very objecl of granting an order of exparle



temporary injunction would be defeated by delay. Hence, lhe
above point is answered in the alfirmative and {he following order

Is passeq:-
ORDER

The defendants lheir reporlers, anchors or any
olther persons claiming on behéff of them are
restrained from printing, publishing, telecasting the
news or any other ih'fbrmaii&_wmiomhiﬁg the personal™ "
and family life of.' the plaintiff, her husband Darshan
Srinivas  or publishing  or lelecasting  any
unauthenticaled information/opinion in connection
with  the investigation in Crime  No.250/2024
conducted by Kamakshipalya Police Station.

(Dictated o the Senior  Sheristedar through .-
Diclaphone recorded by me, lranscribed by him on
Computer, carried out corrections, taken print out and

then then pronounced in the Open Court on this the
19" day of June, 2024).

3 (Vijaya Kumar Rai)
X Add!, Clty Civil & Séssions Judge
' Bengalturu.
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WAGNATARA STATE POLICE

HRST INFORMATION REPORT
(Under Section 154 Cr.PC)
Refara the Honourablg Court of 24th Addl. CMM Court,Nrupalunya

Bangalore City

Ruoad,

i sl Uengaluy City Circle/Sub Division : Vijayanagar Sub-Divig

W

P& Kamakshipaee =5
Criine No 0250/2024

FIR Date : 09/06/2024

20 At Saciion - IPC 1860 (Urs-302,20 1)

Ly Orewenc of Oflence Day : Sunday From Data:  09/06/2024 To Date ;
From Time: 08:00:00

Ssimation received al he PS8 : 09/06/2024 OS:‘IO.’OO'

09/06/2024
Te Tirne : 08:30:00
Wrilten/Oral ; Wrillen

Fiveasang for Dela

v in reporting by the Complainant/ Informiant

tedd £ g
RS B 2 i
i : =

wal Diany reference Entry No. & Tima : 1 » 09:16G:00

H s of oesurence with full address
s ide Rajakalive, Near S

atva Anugraha Apariment, Summanahalfi,Bengaluru

ity Kornalaka, £60078
i sines from PS - Towards Wesel 2 KMs from PS
CEVERG D SALARPUR Beal Name :  3rd BEAT
A SATTVA ' ' '
ARPPARTIMIE
N
SJUNCTION

Wil he ploca belengs {0 another jurisdiction,PS. Name :
(sl

3 Domnlain

vnllinforman:

o Meval Ram Doy Father's/Husband's Nama : - Jayabahaddur Doyji
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sy T Gt Hems
() roeE i S Empioyed in priveie Sim
() Casle

ig) Emaii

(et Religion

(17 Fax

i Phone Mo, 9148064220 6y Nafionality : India

{4y Fasseorl No. Date of issua :

foldrass Securily Officer In ) Sex: Ve

G
Salva Anugraha
Apartment,
Sumrnan_haili
Bengéh..:ru.;ﬂ‘\-esid_e

- nl-atHouse No.

nill, Near Indian
Pelrel Buni, Ullat,
Bengaluru Cily ..

_iKarnalaka

(a3 W hellar complainant has ssen the ocourence of meraly heard of it

cporate sheet if nEIRSTENY;

(&

etz of Fpowideuspecied/uniinown accusad with full pariiculars(Allach

" f amne ! Fathor Namo / Type | Person Type | Sex . | Ao Soeupaticn |
| SLdo. : : = < 45 - :
‘ : Casto [ Address |
D ,ﬁ.;i SHETEY SR, b = e s e s x
H | i
i il Unknown i |
1 . | i
oges | | Ak e

Sotnils of Victims wilh full particutars

s o | R e e e e [ e S S S R ' i
‘ i ) ; ] l i o
| sl | irlama Addross Injury Typo Sax A | Duaupaite
i 1 B
i | [ L o _— o
| | = - 1
! | ;
1] i , o 5 i
|1 | Unknown Bengaluru Cily Falal Mala 35 ‘ i
i i i
i Karnalaka i V“’Jr"»____]_‘___w___ )

sepiouters of Properly stolen/involved with value(Atiach scparate sheet if Necessary)

LEseE e =i = =3 -

i g il Erroperty Type ! Jtr doseriplion
: ——

’ i

; | -

Total Valua of tho proparly Stolan / Involved :

.21 Repori/U.D. Case No. if any :



FLFELE Cantonts (Allach saparale shest if nocessary)
i 02 09/06/2024 505 SCIEETIToNT L)t TN MITF GR6GT 8 T50 2e0T S.a0s RToTDInT
ik TLEINCT D, F50,00 L2I57 eh f02 ESVpIAL el otatw il Daﬁoé‘: 09/06/2024
LEITMET ol 36 ZFSE; moD FTREELIGUL, T3 BmmLrhols’ ICUDNG
DALRE, NI, SBEncs woimA, ®id a3, oaeh Ty
52,30 U500 25,05, 0 3 USRS SeERICDUNT,T
U LTIES, SedT = TiT0s 10O, TOBID TEATITVT, T3 DT et oY
SENIOTE,, D33 Tara 3N S35, 340 ULIB0RINTLms ERE R A TSR IRt e
LR TRTCMN STSRaLEs,, SZ,BTRICTOY, ITEeeE. T

U i FE. UG S0T DESTY LI WihSiitos Sati,; Ut KEnh

ToolahAovion {aleon - Investigation

(s ic ihe F.1.1 read over and explained in hister language to the complainant and
A Eopy Given to the complainant free of cost?: Yes
e i-olice Oificer does not proceed o the spot for investigation or if he dedines lo
et
Lt 187 e provision {a)or (b) 7 176 Bharatiya Nagarilc Suraksha Sanhita (BNSS) the
feEvung there of should be mentioned :
Froceed
it ihumb impression of the complainant
e

Mgy

ve and ime of dispatch o the Court : 09/06/2024 09:50:00

5f BORIC who carried the FIK {0 the Courl : RATHISH R , HC 9816

Raead Over and Found to be correct

Fanc Time © 09/06/2024 09:20:00

Signature of the SHO

£1
ST A




 Name: GIRISH NAK - P

superintendent <f Police/Commissionar of Fotice
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1) %

Sri P:‘abhuﬁmga Navadgi, learmeq Senior Coungel representing the pelilioner's counsel SUbMIts Mt e e

s

High Court in the case of Niesh Navalalkha & grs. ~¥5- Union of India - (2021)sCC Online o 5 R S

Uie pressimedia from prinléng/displaying any news ilem and/or inilialing any discussionidelie:
talure, as indicated hereunder:

“a. In relalion to dealn by Suicide, depicling the deceased as one having a weal character or wrucing in -
Manner on (he privacy of the dece—ased;

b. Thal causes peejudice to an ongaing inquiry/navesiigaiian:
i} Ro{emng lo the character of the accusedfviclim ang crealing an almosphere of prejudice ior bay,:

i) Holding inerviews with the viclim, (e wilnesses andfor any of lheir lamily membears A displaues -
Sereen:

iif} Analyzing versions of wilnesses, whose evitence could be vilal af he slage of lrial;

iv) Pubiishing a confession allegedly made g & police offer by an accused an lrying o makes he EUDE 5de oy
hal the some jg a piece of evidence which isg admissible hefore 4 Courl and there IS no reason for e Cowt ey i
act upon i, withgy lelling the public know the nilly-grilty of the Evidence Act, 1872;

v) Printing pholographs of an accused ang theraby facﬂilah‘ng his identification:

vi) Crm::iz:‘ng the invesligative agency based on half-baked information without property research:

vii) F‘n'unr)m'xcinﬁ 01 ihe merits of tha case, inchuding Bre-judging the Guill or innocance QU AN Dotuned o oae

ndividuzi ot Yelwanled in g case, as lhe case may hg;
viii) Fla.%c‘rr,a:n:fng!racrms1mf:fing a crime scone and da:picling how [he accused commitled the crire:

ix) i“s‘:—.-dac;fng the broposed/fulure Caurse of aclior inciuding $ieps thal ough jo be laken in 4 padticular dirogtie: o,
Camplele the il'l\fcziligaEfon; and

) Leaking sensitive ang conlidential information from Malerials collesleg by lhe investigaling agenry:

€. Acling in any manner 5o as |o violate the provisions of ihe Programme Code a4 prescribed under seeon &
ihe CTYN A reag With rtile G of the CTVN Rulgs and thereby inviling conlempl of court: ang

L Inculging i Character assassination of any individual ane thereby mar his feptitalion.”
-“if_n-‘.'c_“.ft-.‘n', e Electronic Media contrary lo lhe quidelings are L)roadcasling on {heir fespeclive channply nrajuei, .

0 the rase of he  petitioner . accused in Crime No.0250/2024. He Tudher submis hat i a0 e
circ:umsl;mces, the Dolhi High Court in (ke Case Slale of NCT Dethi -vs- Union of India and ore. - (W (i

108012025 has direcied the responcden| No.T-Union of India (o Pass appropriate orders o mediz agencies
publishing, printing and disseminaling Coniidenliaj infarmation Conlained in he charge shoet ang ihe gihar e
naterial colleg) during the course of iniormation in relation lo the case FIR No.859/2022 andi sy Brisure tha
AHILIEINGS such ssupd b complied wills, : '

Learned Senior Counsel furher submils thal g wife of the Pelitioner had fileg a suit in O;S,Né.(if)a.?fzﬁz-'-i for ”

permanon; injur!cu'on-agaz'ns[ lhe media channels ang Ihe jurisdictional Civit Courf by order dalod 27.08 M2y
restained (he defendants lheréin by way of ex-parle ad-inlesim lemporary injunclion order, from ainng. Wil
publisihing any slalamen| jn relation 0 the l'nvéslig;!lion- being underlaken by Kamal:shin;-ﬂyn Police Sty
Adamisl Sri Darshan Stinivas, who is arraigned ag accused Nu.2 angd from airing, printing,: publishing iy
Staiermanl apgy e linal reporls, confessionz stalemants ang hoiding (febaIe/fiiscussinnfin(ervicw On tha igal
FRIEE perla nng o FIR No.0250/2024 penting adjudicalion befare the XXIV ACMN Courl, Bengaliry, Despile [y

{55

Pele adumlarim oreler granied. the media chanaels continue loair, print, publish ang disscnnaie e



v sttt mormhon contancd n ihe charge sheelin retalion 10 108 A grme. ﬁé

\
e cobie Sepreme Court in the case of Sidnarlha Va spisht Alias Manu Sharma ve. Slae NCT ol Delluy -
i) 6 06 10 has ruled ihal despite the signilicance af the print and electronic media in the present day. i

Lt oty dasirable Hut least hal 1s expacied of {he persons al the helm of allairs in the fieid, lo ensure thal triat by
e e do

= not hamper [air investigation by e investigating agency and more imparlanty ¢oes nol prejudice the

v Gl defence of the accused in any manner whalsoever and it will amount 10 ravesty ol justice i gither of s

o Inneiuncnts in the accepted judicious and fair invasligation and triak
Gause () of the Cable Television Nelworks (Regulation} Acl, 1005 stales that no person shall franstit or 1

ol through a caple service any programme uniess such programme is i conformily with e preserinest
ST HTING code.

e G oof the Cable Television petworks Rules, 1994 parrates he program code and il stales fihat, no progranine
ol b carried i the cable service which:

L Gontains anihing obscene, defamalory, defberate, false and suggestive innuendos and half ruths:

(1Y sonlams anything amounting lo contempl ol courl,

(:3) ¥

(i) RHRRAXA

(1) Criicses,

maliyns or slanders any individual in person of cerlain groups, segments of suiial, pubh Spmd o
fie of the counlry |

)y R

(€3] mKCAERR

Feliowing the order of the Division pench of this Court in W.P.No_?O?.GIZGZ"n. lhe Govarnment ol Karnalaka

issuad a Circule dated 11.08.2021, wherchy ihe following directions have been issued 10 e police pet

iaraalaka who have been entrusted wilh the tash of investigation of any crime’

4 Mo police personnel shatll brief and disclose o the print, etectronic and social media atyoul ihe peivre of 1t

inuastigation under progress, the malerials collacted during the investigalion, before compielion ol th o

investigation and before acceplance ol final report of the investigation by the competent ]urisdi-.‘.iimna! couts

st s

b) No police persmmel ghall disclose and share he identity of the compiainant and the accused in conneehen i

the crimwe under imvestigation, o the print, elegtronic and social media until the completion af the nveshuiis
pelfure acCepiance of final report of Ihe investigation by the competent jurisd'\cl‘tonal courts.

¢y All police personnel in the Slale should strictly adhere lo the guidelines issued through this Girculin; W
10 he Cirgulars inetruciions Ihat have beeu alfcady issued by the DG&IGP has relerred above.

d) Aoy 1apses in this regarg by any police prrsonnel will be viewed seriqusty and il woild AUFaEt Hiasis



upied

HF

e} Any lapses in lhis regard wilt he considered

¢ concermned disciplinary aulhoriiy,

addilion (o disciplinary action against such olficer, if waranled, criminal aclion may also be ini

ollicers.

) However, the information refating

Supreme Caurl of Inclia in WR(ORL
cumpliance of seclion 41C and direct
instruclions / direclions issued in the present Circular would be applicable in full force and

lo registration of FIR ca

) NB.ERI2046 ana in the Jight of
ions of Hon'ble Supreme Couy

Sri Aravind [Kamalh, leairmed Additional Sciicitor General for ih

anappropriate aclion will be laken in

Pelilioner has eslablished a prima facie case o arant

Accordingly, | pass the following:

ORDER

accordance wilh faw,

(i} Respondan(s 3 to 40 are hereby reslrained [raom pubiish,

infermalion conlained in the charge sheet in relalion to Crim

Falce Station, i (he nex{ dale of hearing,

(i Respondent Mo, 1 lo communicaie

n be clissemina((;cl A8 Por the dirceion o

@ respondent No. i submile lhat if

an ex-parte inlerim order,

ing, prinling, airing and dissomy
€ No. 0250/2024 registerad by 4

this order (q respondenls 3 (o 40.

Neadlioss o state that responden( No.1 o lalke appropriale a

prink, air o publish Any slatements in violation ol lhe

wEIe amargent nolice (o respondents 3 1o 40,

Last Updated Cn: 2024-09-10 14:00:

o

NHOSPHRE HEMANT Ci'l:’f\l'\J'D/-\NGOUD/—\R

clion agains! respondents 3 1y 40, -if ey 1
Cable Television Networks Rules, 1 994,

Slricl seqs:

as a serious misconducl or the parl of concer 00 Gl g0l i

EH R Te e

1

seclion 41C of |he CrPC. Exeait i
L of lndia in \f\"i:’.(CHL) Ma.a:

Sotnplant i o -

‘talfn:; e

e f(;;‘}rﬂ-’_];\:‘-ii:"




el Adddionat Governmenl Advocale accepts nulice lor ihe respondent Mo 2.

i Grablulinga Mavadgi, learned Senior Couns

| 1epreacaling the pelilioner's counsel submils that the oo
High Court i tha case of Milesh Navalakha & ors. -vs- Union of India = (2021) SCC OnLine Bom 56 has laid doan

itz {allorosng

clines;

el o veath by suicide, depicting he deceased as one having a wealk character Of G aei
sniner o e prvacy of (he deceased:

5 That cases prejudics to an ongeing inquiryfinvestigation:

i [eferring to the characler of the acousediviclim and crating an almosphere of prejutice (o7 Botk;

i) i loiding interviews with the vicum, the wilnesses andfor any of their family members and dispiagsng d o
aorean;

i) Anaiing v

ens of withesses, whose evidence could be vital ol the stage of trial;

iv) Publishing 2 confession allegedly made {0 @ police uffer by an accused an byving 1o malke the pubhc tiecee
faat e same is A piece of evidence which is admissible belore a Court and there is no reason for the Counrt not o
Aol apan it without lelling the public know the nitty-grilly of the Evidence Act, 1872,

v} Printng pholographs ol an accused and thergby facililaling his icentification;

vip Gitlicizing the invesligative agency hased on half-baked information withoul property reeaearch;

vin Bronauncing on the merils of the case, including pre-judging the guill of INNOCENEe qua an ac
individual nol yel wanted in a case, as the case may be:

Wiy Recreatingireconstrucling a crime scene and depicting how (he accused commilled he crinm::

i) frcdieting the proposedflulure course of aclion including steps thal ought to be laken in a parlicutar direei e
sompicle the investigation; and

¥ Liiing sensitiva and conflidential information from malerials collected by (he invesligaling agency.

o, fcding in any manner 50 as lo violale \ne provisions of the programme Code as prescribed under section L !
e CTVA Act read wilh cule 6 of the CTVN Rules and Whereby inviling conlempl ol coury; and

¢ Indulging in characler assassination of any individual and thereby mar his repulation.”

Flowevern, tha Clectronic Media contrary 1o the guidelings are broadeasting on their respeclive channels advire i
T pequdice o the case of the petitioner - aceused in Crime No.0250/2024. He furthes submits thal i an idenlic

creumstances, he Dethi High Courl in the case Slale of NCT Delhi -vs- Union of India and ors. - (Wi {C

20279 has direcled the respondent Na.1-Union of India lo pass appropriaie orders o media agencies {rem

LA

nullishing. printing and disseminaling confidential informaltion contained in the charye sheel and the othe: =urh
aienial callecl during lhe course of informalion in relation to he case FIR Mo.659/2022 and shall ersure it

guidelines such issued be complied wilh.

o4 aravind Kamalh, learmed Additional Saolicilor General {or the respondent No. sul:mils ihat it cempinns e
A appropriale action will be laken in accordance wilh law.

I e absence of complainirepresentalion. a direclion as sought for by he pelilioner cannol be g !
Linton 10.4.2024.

Last Updated On: 2024-09-10 10:15:26
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iN THE COURT OF THE X ADDL. CITY CiviL &
SESSIONS JUDGE, BENGALURU (CCH—ZG)
Dated this the 19t day of June, 2024
Present

Sri. Vijaya Kumar Rai, B.Com., LLB.,
X Addl. City Civil & Sessions Judge,
Bengalury.

0.5. No.4267/2024

AR smt.Vijayalakshmi Darshan
w/o Sri Darshan Srinivas
aged about 43 years
rlat #217, Thoogu Deepa Nifaya
F Road, Ideat Home Township
Rajarajeshwari Nagar
Bengaluru-560 098

Vs.

iogfendants: indian Express
502, Devatha Plaza, 5" Floor
131, Residency Road
Bengaluru-560 025
Rep. By Editor in Chief

and 37 others

LA. No.l
Solicant - Smt.Vijayalakshmi Darshan -  Plaintiff
v/is
- THONENES Indian Express & others - Defendants

Provision under which the application is filed - U/O-XXXIXR 1 &2

CPC
relief sought for ' - Interim exparte Ti
The date on which the appiicaﬂon is filed - 118.06.2024
Humber of the application : - LANo.

The date on which the objections are filed by
different Opponents : “ =

The date on which the orders were'paséed on
lhe said application - 19.06.2024 .
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INTERIM ORDER ON 1.A. No.|

LA.No.1 is filed by the plaintiff to restrain the defendants from
jrinting, publishing or telecasling defamatory statements against
ner, her husband and family members in relation to the
investigation being undertaken by Kamakshipalya Police Siation
against her husband who is arrayed as accused No.2 in Ciime
N0.250/2024, pending adjudication before the 24" Addl. Chief

Metropolitan Magistrate, Bengaluru.

el

It is stated that husband of the plaintiff is arrayed as
2n accused along with others in connection of death of a person

i
and therefore the husband of the plaintiff is in custody of the Poiice
aliegedly being responsible for the murder in connection with the
case regislered by Kamakshipalya Police, Bengaluru and though
the investigation is underway the defendants Media is making
charges against the plaintiff's hushand and gone to the extent of
calling him as a murderer though the investigation is at a
preliminary stage. It is also stated that the defendants- electronic
inedia are lriggering debates which has defamed the plaintiff and
ner family. it is further stated that the defendants are fabricating the
rews and trying fo show in the media that plaintiff and her husband
are fieading towards separation and ihe plaintiff's h‘u.sband and
;;ﬂaintiff.do' n‘éjt have a .healthy relationship as hﬁsband and wife

and therefore sych uncorroborated statements have deeply



a2t (- &)

impacted the family bonding of the plaintiff's family. It is also stated
that plaintiffs son was deeply hurt from such false and fabricated
Stalements and plaintiff's son has even expressed his dismay and
disbeliel over the statements made in the socig| media. It is also
slated that the defendants are also airing an alleged telephonic
Soiversion between two police officers discussing about the acts
said to be committed by {i'1e plaintiff's husband and it is nothing but
Pure media trial which cannot be done for the purpose of tarnishing
(ne image and reputation of the plaintiff and her family. It is also
stated that the applications and news has affected the right of free
f2ir and investigation of the trial and therefore an order of exparte
lamporary injunction is required to prevent the defendants from
piinting, lelecasting and publishing the defamatory statements

against the plaintiff and her family.

3. Heard the learned Senior Counsel Sri Prabhuling

NMavadagi appearing on behalf of the plaintiff.
4, The point for determination of the Court is-

“ Whether the plaintiff has made out grounds fo
grant an exparte temporary injunction order?”

5

30, The finding of this Court on the above point is in the

_aflinmative for the following:-
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G. As per the malerials available op record, the
Kamakshipaiya Palice have registered a case against the husband
of - the plaintiff and others for the offence of murder and other
connected offences. The husband of the plaintiff happens to be a
itm actor. The Materials produced by the plaintiff at this stage
prima-facie reflects that the publications and telecasts made so far
by he defendanis not only with regard to the details of the
nvestigation conducted by the Police but also the family

relationship of the plaintiff with her husband.

7. The specific contenlion of the plaintiff is that the
tefendants are fabricating false and defamatory staternents (hat
ihe plaintiff ang her husband are heading towards marital
sSeparation and they do not share any healthy refationship as
husband and wife. |t js further contended that such uncorroborated
and false statements have deeply impacted the family bonding of
e plaintiff with her husband and also their son. There ig prima-

[acie malerials to that effect.

Q

8. Needless to mention that family relationship of the

piaintiff and her husband are personal matters of the plaintiff and

. her husban_d and therefore the defendants cannot debate on that

and make defamatory statements. In the decision of our Hon'ble

High Court rendered in case of A K. Subbaiah v/is N, Garudachar
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L= 1987 Page 100 Kamn ataka, our Hon'ble High Court has neld
that the reputation is most valuable to any person and it Is much
more valuable than any amount of money or anything else in the
world. The Hon'ble High Court has further held that merely
because the law recognizes the truth or justification as a defence, i
dues not give the media # the right to speak anything that likes. In
the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court rendered in the
case of Omprakash Chautala v/s Kanwar Bhan and others (2014)5
SCC 417 the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that when
"epulation is hurt, a man is half-dead. Therefore the defendants are
required to consider the right of reputation of the plaintiff and her
ramily while telecasting or publishing the news in connection to the

offences in which her husband said to be involved.

9. Learned Senior Counsel has also brought to the notice
oi the Court the Circular issued by lhe Govt of Karnataka in
No.HD-59/SST/2021 dated 11.08.2021 pursuant to the direction of
Hon'ble High Court passed in a Public Interest Litigation in WP
No.7028/2021/PIL wherein the Hon'ble High Court has made it
clear that before completion of the investigation the Police Officers
shall not divulge the nature of the investigation and prohibited from

disclosing the identity of the complainant and accused. The Govl

nas specifically directed that no palice ofﬂcers shall brief and

20,
I
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disclose to the print and electronic or social media about the nature



of the investigation under progress and also the materials co!fected
during the investigation except d-isseminating the information
reiating to the registration of the FIR. it is contended that inspite of
this, the defendants are ittegally publishing incorrect information
which is nothing but media trial affecting free and fair investigation.
Al this stage, there is sufficient ¢ iorce on the submission made by
the learned Senior Counsel. No doubt the criminals can be
=2Xposed and offences cannot pe viewed fightly, but in the guise of
GAposing the offences, the personal life, liberty and reputation of a
PCrson cannot be marred. It shall be noted that the investigation
has not been completed and therefore it is (oo premature to Lhe
tielendants to express any opinion about the guilt or otherwise of
the husband of the plaintiff. It is well settled law that the doubts
how so ever high it will not substitute the proof. Hence it is too
Premature to the defendants to €xpress any opinion about the guilt
or otherwise of her husband in the alleged crime. It s highly
improper to publish or telecast the information and news as if he
has committed the guilt. Having regard to these aspects, an order
of exparte temporary injunction is very much necessary. If notice is
issued it takes time and in Hse interregnum penod there will be
further publications and teiecastmg of the news whlch -wouid
-damage the reputateon of the piamtlff and her husband Therefore if

no{;om is issued, the very object of grammg an order of exparte



lemporary injunction would be defeated by delay. Hence, the

above point is answered in the affirmative and the following order

is passed:-
ORDER

The defendants their reporters, anchors or any
other  persons claiming on behalf of them are
restrained from printing, publishing, telecasting the
news or any other information touching the perscnal
and family life of the plaintiff, her husband Darshan
Srinivas  or publishing  or telecasting  any
Unauthenticated information/opinion in connection
with  the investigation in Crime  No.250/2024
conducted by Kamakshipalya Police Station.

(Dictated to  the Senior  Sheristedar through
Dictaphone recorded by me, transcribed by him on
Computer, carried out corrections, taken print out and

then then pronounced in the Open Court on this the
19" day of June, 2024).

(Vijaya Kumar Rai)
X Addl. City Civil & Sessions Judge
Bengaluru.,



aboutibla

CVILAND SESSIONS SUDGE f?%gé?_

SE AT U S CTE X ADDL. CITY CIVIL AND SESSIONS JUDGE
sher t KABC010220032024
L1 OLS/0006082/2024
L e g [
CRSHMIDARSHAN Versus INDIAN EXPRISS

Daily Status

Business |

NN e |

“ORDER ON IA.NO.1 This .A_ No.1 is filed by the plaintiff under Order
kil 1 and 2 of Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 1o restrain the defendants from
neintg, publishing any statement in relation to (he investigation being under
famakshipatya police station against Sri. Darshan Srinivas who ig arrayed as
2 i 1R Ne.0250/2024 and from making any statement from airing,
lishing any statement about the final report inter alia FSL reports,
L sinlements and holding debate/ discussion/ interview on the said issue
viedication of the matter before XXIV ACMM Court, Bengaluru. 2. Heard
Conr coungel appearing for the plaintiffon T.A No.l. Perused the pleadings
w5 ol the documents placed on record. 3. 1t is submitted by learned Senior
ity thie suise of fair Journalism, the defendant media houses are telecasting/
pe elatining to have received credible formation from the officers of (he
g team. Ieig the apprehension of the plaintiff that the investigaling team is
wornai report and the defendants who are active i the process of securing the
fuzlormation and sensitive aspects ol the final report, may telecast the same
fernpatory and defamatory way i order (o increase (heir TRP and thereby are
edin rials and are violating the right of fair trial (o the accused enshrined
Juder Artigle 21 of the Constitution. Tt is further submitted that under the guise of fair
st ihe defendants are exposing probable evidence and are discussing the FSL
I+ the public which could be examined only by the investigating agency or by
iRt courts, during the course of trial and the manner in which they are airing
Camounts o media trials and sought to restrain the defendants by way of
W-inderim wemporary injunction order, 4. Learned senior counsel appearing for
| it has relied upon the judgment of the Division Bench of the Hon\"ble High
HE S il Hombay in Nilesh Navalakha and others reported in 2021 SCC Online
v 20 wheeein (he Hon\"ble Hj gh Court by considering the interest of the accused

H Lol
e e

g ictim has held that no report/ discussion/ debate should be presented by the

botess/ media which could harm the interest of the accused being investigated or a

?f\\fé:r;;-rzre and has also issued various guidelines to press media to refrain from printing/

i g any news of the present nature. 5. Learned senior counsel has aiso brought o

ol the Court about the circular issued by the Government of Karnataka in

PSR EEE 2021 dated | 1-08-2021, where in mstructions.are given (o prohibit

;!L‘ii..(_:{u_:,{m of tformation regarding details of cases under investigation, based on the

|

|

arder passed by our Hon’ble High Court in W.P.No.7026/2021/PIL dated: 15-06-2021.
Itisthe apprehension of the plaintiff that the investigation officer is submitting the

ey

Ii *harge sheel and the media/ press may secure the confidential information and sensitive
faspects of the final report and telecast the same and it would prejudice the plaintiff. The
[eapres of the news articles placed on record, shows the defendants are telecasting/
if;mi;l’i;si;iug; news aboul the ongoing investigation, which is an utter disregard to the

e T
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Mext
Li’urposc
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evidelines ixsued by Hon’ble High Courts. Hence in arder ta avaid the nreee/ media
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[l edication before XXV ACMM Court, Bengaluru. This order shall remain in force Il i
Had et date ol bearing, Issue temporary injunction order if the same js complied under !1 :
Iseder 9 Qula 3(A) of C.P.C. Issuc temparary injunction order, suit summons and i |
iittiee o LA No.J to defendants No.1 to 38. R/by: 04.11.2024 | i
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0.5.No. 787572024

also filed LA.No.1 under Order XXXIX Rules 1 and 2
r/w/s 151 of the Code of Civil Procedure praying an
ad-interim order of temporary injunction against
the defendants No.1 to 7 restraining them from
airing or printing; publishing unverified statement,
any hearsay statement, any uncorroborated
statement, any such statements that are factually
incorrect or untrue against the plaintiff, his wife
and son and his family members in any print
media, newspaper, television channeis, local cable
operated channels, or internet / websites and

electronic and personal social media handles, etc.,

of the defendant No.1 and other defendants.

Heard. Perused the plaint averments,
L.ANo.l, affidavit and the documents produced on
record. The documents i.e. the copies of the
complaint, FIR and the screen shots of the
statements of the defendant No.1 on electronic
media and social media shows that, the plaintiff

has prima facie case.



0.5.No. 7875/2024

also filed LA.No.1 under Order XXXIX Rules 1 and 2
r/w/s 151 of the Code of Civil Procedure praying an
ad-interim order of temporary injunction against
the defendants No.1 to 7 restraining them from
airing or printing; publishing unverified statement,
any hearsay statement, any uncorroborated
statement, any such statements that are factually
incorrect or untrue against the plaintiff, his wife
and son and his family members in any print
imedia, newspaper, television channeis, focal cabije
operated channels, or internet / websites and
electronic and personal social media handles, etc.

!

of the defendant No._1 and other defendants.

Heard. Perused the plaint averments,
LA.No.I, affidavit and the documents produced on
record. The documents l.e., the copies of the
complaint, FIR and the screen shots of the
statements of the defendant No.1 on electronic
media and social media shows that, the plaintiff

has prima facie case.



et
v
L O

0.5.Ne. 7875/2024

At this stage, the plaintiff has made out
pPrima facie case for grant of interitm order of
injunction. In the event if notice is issued te the
defendants No.1 to 7, very purpose of the suit
would  be defeated. Hence, notice to the
defendants No.1 to 7 on LA.No.1 is dispensed and

I proceed to pass the followings:

ORDER

Issue ad-interim order of temperary
injunction by temporarily restraining
defendants No.1 to 7 from airing or
printing; publishing unverified
statement, unauthenticated information
Or opinion which lowers’ the image of
the plaintiff in any print media,
newspaper, television channels, local
cable operated channels, or internet /
websites and electronic and social media

tifl the next date of hearing.



The plaintiff shall comply Order
XXXIX Rule 3{a) of the C.PC.

Issue suit summons and exparte 7.1
order to the defendants No.1 to 7
returnable by 11.12.2024.

In the event sufficient process fee,
plaint and LA, copies are not furnished
within three working days from the date
of this order, the interim order stands

automatically  vacated without any
further orders,

(K.SRIVIDYA),
XLITA.C.C. & S.J., Bengaluru.



BY REGISTERED POST A.D. / SPEED POST WIiTH
FUCNOWLEDGEMENT DUE (AND BY ELECTRONIC MATL
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WIHEREVER OFFICIAL EMAIL IS AVATLABLE)

Date: L8 March 2026

tThe Han'ble President & Secretary,
iénnada Film Chamber of Commerce,
#13, 2nd Floor,

~LM Towers Bengaluru - Mysore Highway
Kengeri Main Road,

Hongaiury 560 060

narmalades,

! Gubbiveeranna Ranga Mandir,
2k Chosg, Gandhinagar,
Benoalury - 560009

ksl Humble  Requisition and  Detailed Representation
seeking (i) non-clearance / refusal of the litle "BOSSY, (i) non-
issuance or non-processing of any distribution licence, exhibition
permission or allied approvals under the I[Karnataka Cinemas
(Regulation) Act, 1964 and Rulés thereunder, and (iii) a kind
direction to the producers Lo forthwith surrender and submit to
vour esteemed Chamber the complele teaser, all banners, [rosters,
trailers, stills and every piece of promotional material already
Created or released, pending final consideration - in respect of the
proposed Kannada feature film “"BOSS” (Siri Productions, Director:
V. Lava, Lead: Tanush Shivanna) - on grounds of sensitivity w
engeing sub judice proceedings, protection of fair trial righis,
privacy under Article 21, and larger interests of the Kannada filin
fraternilky.
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We act for and on behalf of our client, Mr. Barshan Srinivac (aiso
lknown  as Darshan Thoogudeepa Srinivas, "Challenging Star
Darshan” or “D Boss"), aged about 47 years, son of Late
FThoogudeepa Srinivas, esiding at #217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-
Road, ldeal Home Township, Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengalury -
560 098 (hereinafter “our Client").

At

AL the outset, we place on record our Client's profound respect,
gratitude and emotional attachment to the Kannada film industry
and your esteemed Chamber. Our Client’s late father, Thoogudeepa
Srinivas - a veteran actor, who served the Kannada Industry for
nearly three decades. Qur Client himself has carried forward this
lagacy since the early 2000s, having starred in over 50 films as a
l2ading actor and producer, earning the affection of millions of fans
and the respect of PEers across generations. Together, father and
son have been part of this fraternity for well over 50 years, always
upholding the values of discipline, camaraderie and contribtition to
Kannada cinema. It s with immense reluctance, a heavy heart, ang
deep perscenal anguish that our Client approaches your good offices
coday. We repose compiete faith in your Chambei’s wisdormn,
fairness, and time-hanoured tradition of safeguarding the interests
of artistes, especially in times of personal distress and legal
sensitivity.

1. Ongoing Sub Judice Criminal Trial - Detailed Background Qur
Client stands arraigned as Accused No. 2 in Crime Na.
0250/2024 (commonly referred to as the Renukaswarny
murder case), registered on 09.06.2024 at Kamakshipalya
Police Station, Bengaluru, initially under Sections 302 and 201
of the Indian Penal Code (now corresponding provisions of the
Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita). The charge-sheet was filed on or
before 04.09.2024, charges were formally framed on or about
03.11.2024, and the trial is actively proceeding on a day-to-
day basis hefore the competent Sessions Court, Bengaluru.
Kéy stages include ongoing  evidence recording, with
depositions from the victim’s parents having taken place in
December 2025 and further proceedings continuing as of
March 2026. The matter involves grave and sensitive

. allegations, vyat the presumption of innocence remains
sacrosanct under law, and the trial demands an atmosphere
free from external prejudice or sensationalicm.

2. Protective Judicial Orders Already in Place- Recognizing the
potential for media trial and nvasion of privacy, multiple

Page 2 0i G
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courts have granted restraining orders to safeguard our
Client's fundamental rights under Article 21 (right to life,
dignity, privacy and fair trial):

> 0.5. No. 4267/2024 (filed by Ciient's wife): Interim
order dated 19.06.2024 restraining unauthenticated ar
defamatory content related to personal/family life or the
investigation.

» C.5. No. 6082/2024: Ex-parte ad-interim injuncuon
dated £7.08.2024 (communicated 28.08.2024)
prohibitina publication of statements on investigaton
details, charge-sheet, FSL reports, confessions, debatag
or pregictions on rmerits.

o W.P. No. 24836/2024 (High Court of Karnataka): Interim
order dated 10.69.2024 restraining disseminaticn of
charge-sheet or confidentisl information, with directions
to the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting.

o O.5. No. 7875/2024: Ad-interim injunction dated
11.11.2024 restraining unverified statements OWerng
Image across pring, TV, internet and social media.

W.P. No. 7473/2025 against the Ministry of Information
& Broadcasting. Certified copies / relevant extracts are
enclosed as Annexure-A series for your kind perusai.

fal

- Details of the Proposed Film “BOSS” and Promotional Content

Cur Client’s family has recently become aware, througi public
sources and media reports, of a forthcoming Kannada feature
film  titled “BOSS" uader the Siri Productions banrer
(produced by Anil Gudigekere, written and directed by V. Lava
— @ qualified-advocate - with lead actor Tanush Shivanna. and
suUpporting roles by Payal Chengappa and Vandita). The teaser
was publicly unveiled/launched around 09.03.2026 amid a
press meet, with a tentative theatrical release proposed for
14.04.2026. The teaser (approximately 2-3 minutes in
duraticn) and associated promotional materials (bannérs,
posters, interviews, press footage) include the Foliowing
striking efements: '

v A central celebrity figure nicknamed "Boss” (with fans .
addressing him as such) depicted in a narrative involving
the killing of-a fan/follower '

Visual and thematic similarities in the portrayal of the
victim and circumstances leading to the incident.

Page 3 of &
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o oCenes of arrest, police investigation, interrogation, and
claims of innocence, all set against a Bengalury
backdrop.

Fe)

An explicit opening disclaimer stating “Inspired by true
events” Public discourse - including media articles,
social media reactions, viewer comments and trending
discussions post-teaser release - has widely interpreter
the film as drawing direct Inspiration from, or capitalizing
on, the facts and publicity surrounding Crime No.
0250/2024. Director V. Lava has publicly acknowledged
In interviews (March 2026) that the storyline draws from,
real societal events of 2024-2025 and the ongoing triai,
whiie expressing willingness to defend any legal
challenge. Relevant teaser video (4K format), press-
meel excerpts, promotional articles/interviews ang
sample public reactions are enclosed as Annexurc-g
series for your  esteeined Chamber's careful
@xamination.

Roie of Your Esteemed Charmiber and Linlk to Statutory
Framework Your Chamber has long been the apex recognisec
mdustry body for title registration, clearance and dispute
resolution in the Kannada film sector. Producers routinely soel
and obtain title cleararice / No Objection from KFCC hefore
pProceeding to production, distribution of exhibition. 1t is
pertinent to state that similar requisition has been made to
the Deputy Commissicner, Bengaluru seeking the relief not to
Issue License for film exhibition. Proceeding with ciearance or
facilitation in the face of these grave sensitivities could
iawar:lvertently contravene free and fair trial, public policy,
ludigial restraints, and the larger interest of maintaining
decorum in the industry.

- Humbie Requisftionv— Grounds and Prayer: In light of the

above - particularly the ongoing day-to-day trial, multiple
protective court orders, potential for prejudice to fair trial
rights, invasion of privacy/dignity under Article 21, and the
€rnotional toll on oyr Client’s family - we most respectfully,
implore vour esteemed Chamber to extend its benevslent

intervention.

EFGRE our Client humbly and earnestly prays that ydur

teeimed Chamber may be pleased to: -

Page 4 of &



a. Kindly grant non-clearance / refuse registration or clearance
of the tite “BOSg and reject any pending or forthcoming
anplication in that regard:

8. Kindly refrain from issuing, processing or facilitating any
distribution licence, exhibition permission, theatre booking
approval or allied sanction under the Karnatake Cinemas
(Regu!ation) Act, 1964 or otherwise jn respect of the proposes
fim “BOSS” pending full and final consideration of thig
requisition;

C. Kindly direct the producers of the film "BOSS”  (Sir
Productions / Anijl Gudigekers / v, Lava and alf associated
entities) to Forthwith surrender and submit to Your estosmed
Chamber - in physical or cigital forrn as appropriate - (o
complote teaser, all banners, posters, trailers, stills and every
piece of Promotional material already created or refeased
{including any variants or additional content), pending Ffinaj
Consideration and decision on this requisition, so as to enable
Your Chamber to independentiy eXamine the content, assesc jtg
i'rm:;iications, and arrive at an informed and equitable view in e
best interests of justice, fraternity and public sensitjvity.

we are fully confident that your Chamber - which has steadfastiy
brotacted the dignity of artistes, resolved disputes with zquity, and
tpheld the cultyraj sanctity of Karnada cinema for decades Wil
extend its cOmpassionate and Judicious hand in this matter of
Lrofound Bersonal and professional significance to our Client. Your
kind intervention at this juncture would be S€Een as an act of tiye
guardianship and would earn the everlasting gratitude of our Client
and his famil y.

ihis requisition is submitted with the deepest respect and without
prejudice to ouyr Client’s rights and contentions in the pending
criminal and civil preceedings.

We shall be most obliged if you could kindly acknowledge receipt
ang communicate the action taken at the earliest convenience.

Yours most,respectr’uﬂy ana gratefully,

FRATHAM [
Advocate,

For DHEE Inc. Ad\}ocat_es & Solicitors
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wniclosures:
Annexure ~ A Serjes: Certified copiesfextracts of protective court
orders.

Annexure - B Serjes: Teaser (DVD/USB/4K link), promotional
malerials, press meer video, articles/interviews (March 2026).

© Annexure - C: FIR in Crime No. 0250/2024.
» Annexure - D: FIR No. 69/2025.

Copy to:

SHRI. JAGADEESHA G, IAS,

Hon'ble Deputy Commissioner & District Magistrate,
engaluru Urban District,

empegowda Road,

Behing Kandaya Bhavana,

Bengaluru - 560 008, Karnataka.
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8 THE HEGM COURT OF i AT zm BENGALURL

MIRDARSHAN %MMVA‘? VE. UNION OF INBIA: KND ANOTHER 3]

2R 05,20 24
(VIDEO (*ONFFRI—I\ILLI\IG / PHYSTCAL HEARIN [G)
CORAM:  HON'BLE MR 3 USTICE HEMANT C 'fANDf\f\(_‘OL IDAR

ORAL DROE
Learned counsel for the petitioner files a memo seeking
miplaadment of pews channels/media houses/electionic meadia
and abher social platforms as Co-respondents who are allegedly
airing, printing and publi ishing the conlerits of the charge sheet
woelation o Crime N0.0250/2024 registerec by “lthe
amalshipalya Police SLann

The memo s placed on record. Petitioner is permitiad to
tiplead the pr-opose.r} respondents as respondenits 3 Lo 40 ang
e the amer dw' cause title.

Sri Prabhdlinga Navadgi, learned Senior  Counsel
representing the petitioner's counsel submits that the Bombay
High Court 'in the case of Nitesh Wavalakha & Ors, ~ys-
Lo of India - (2021) scc onl ine Sdin %6 has restrained
‘e press/media from printing/displaying any news jtem and/or
initiating any drcussmn/debate/mterwew of the natuie, as
iidicated hereunder: '

”a. In relation to death by suicide, depicting the
'eceased as one having a weak character or
mLiud g in any manner on lhe privacy of the

deceased
Py D.. That.. causes . prejudice -0 .an  ongoing - _
"j‘i, ;mmy/uwpst[gat(on . "
Y’,{_ . .
1N \3 :

: : -'\:}/ ; .‘:'
iy k -/4
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i) Referring- to. th e SE e

and creating dn atmospheie of prejudl
i) Holding interviews with the victim, the Withés;:_és
and/or any of their family members and displaying it
on screen, . '

i) Analyzing ve cions of witnesses, whose evidence
could be vital at the stage of wrial;

iv) Publishing a confession allegedty nade to a police
offer by an accused an tryng Lo make the publc
balieve that the same is a piece of evidence wiiich is
admissible before a Court and there is no reason for
e Couwrlt not to act wpen i

Cnoblic know the pitty-gritly of the

1822,

without letting the
Evidence Act,

v) Printing phetographs of an accused and thereby

Facilitating his identirication;

wi) Criticizing the investigative agency based on Half-

balcas information without progeily researcn;

_wi) Promouncing on Fho maerite of the case, including
naceice que an sccused or

an iadividual not yet wanted i a case, as the tase

nay 0E;

nce-iudging the guilt of

L

crime scene  arid

viii) Recreating/reconstructing 4
the crime;

depicting hew the accused coim aittad

ix) Predicting the proposed/futura cCourse of action
‘including steps that oughl'to he taken in & particular
diraction to complete the investigation; and

>c:'.)' Leaking sensitive and confidantial informaticn
frem materiale collectad by the investigaling agency|

c. Acting in any manner so as (0 violate the
provisicns of the programme Code as prescribed
uncier section 5 of the CTVN Act read with_ ruie 5 of
thé CTVN Rules and thereby inviting contémpt of
""“a.?\_.;;.,(xg urt; and ~ ' ,

!

A
- L

<
i e
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WP NDO. 248367365 25 P

d. Indulging in Chiaracter assassination of any
individual  and thereby mar his reputation.”

However, the Electronic Media contrary to the guidelines
sie broadcasting on their respective channels prejudice to the
cese of the petitioner - accused in Crime No, 0250/2024. He
firther :-:ul)m]i,f“ that in an identical circumstances, the Dalh
High Court in the case Slate of NCT Deihi ~vg- Uniomn of Indiz
e ars. -~ (WP (Crl.) 1020/2023 has directed the
eepandsnt No.l-Union of India to pass dppropriate orders o
Madia agencies from - publishing, printing and- “disseminating
Confidential information Contained in the charge sheet and the
arher such material collect during the course ofl inml‘ni.atior1 in
“Eation te the case FIR No.659/2022 and shall ensure that

iielines such issued be complied with.

Leained Senior Counsel further submits that the wife er
fhe beizii;ioner had filed a suit in 0.5.N0.6082/2024 Fér
Harmanent  injunction against the media channels and the
risdictional Civil Court by order darec 27.08.2024 restrained |
the  defendants therein by way of ex-parte ad-interim
femporary Injunction order, from airing, printing, publishing any

staternent in relation to the investigation being undertaken by

f-f'::'ﬂ:—}i;:aiu'paIyd Police Station against Sri. Darshan Srinivas,

- i . - - i
vibig iy arralgned as accus ed No.2 and Trom airing, printing, |

Fublishing -any statement about the final reports, confessional

Hements and holding deaaLo/chscu'ssaon/ml_ervmw en the final
BOrt - pertaining to FIR No, 0?;0/20?4 pending adj ud%catioﬂ
oore the XXIV ACMM Court, Bengaliru. Despite the ex- ;Jarte__

1 ordcr qaantﬂd th‘ ncdfa charmc!s coanuc Lo *an e
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pring, publish.. and dissemigate the confidential informatofn
contained in the charge sheet in refation toa the said crime. :

The Hon'ble Suprerne Court in the case of Sidhartha
Yachisht Alias Manu Sharinz vs. State (MCT m’ Delaly -
(2040} 6 SCC 1, has ruled that daspite the significance of the
prmt and electronic media in the present day, it is not only
desirable but least that is expected of the persons at the helm
of affairs in-the field, to ensure that trial by media ‘does not
: hamper fair investigation by the investioating agency and mors
importantly does not prejudice the right of defence of thz
accused in any manner whatscever and it will amount o
ty of justice if cither of this causes imbe{#iments in the

LAvVES
accepted judicious and fair investigation and trial.

Clause (5) of the Cable Television Networlks (Regulation)
Act, 1995 staltes that no pearson shall transmit or re-transmit
rhrouglhy @  cable service agny programme  uniess  such
programine is in conformity with the prescribed programimné

Cole,

Rula 6 of the Cable Television Networks Rules, 1904
nartates the program code and it states that, N0 programme

shuld be carried in the cabln sarvice which:

fa) obikiaix

£~ -
) B00uTed
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nfa rnmo:y [

Ir*hbmaLe false egLrve nnu(*ndoa and

~Faf o uLhS‘__
(&) 0y

(7} Contains anything amounting to contempt of 5

court: |
(9) 00000 |

|
(M) xoocoo ;
(i) Criticises, maligns or slenders any individual in i
Person or certain groups, segments of social, |

|

public and moral life of the country ;
(i) MUK :

j

() aaoooo ' !

() XEXWOex
{m) CHONXXXX
() 200000

(0)  con0mx

ol.owmg the order of the Divi ision Bench of this

Court in
e '/i)?()/?DN the Gover nment.

of Karnataka has. issued a
-f".‘;mhr ated 11.08. 2021 whereby the fol

i
lowing directions E
Bave heen icsued to i

¢ police personnel of

Karnataka who !
a2ve been enty rusced witl

1 Lhe Lask of investigation of any crime:
a) No police personnel shail brief ang disclose to
the print, électronir and social

nedia about the
hature of the

inve stigation Uﬂdu Progress, the

m{m iafs cel!ecLed durmg the lnvestigati«on, before
fjr/i SRR S B fe e T A- $ e a Full g 5 .
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completion of the entire investigationand before
acceptance of final report of the investigation by

the compatent jurisdictional courts.

h) No police personnel shali disclose d@nd share the
icantity of the cemplainant and the accused in
connection with the crima under investigation, to

the print, electronic and ssclal media until the

of the investigation and before

completion
ceplance of final report of the investigation oy

. Sl et
CioLn

the competent jurlsdictional codrts.
¢y All police personnet-in the State should strictly
adhere .o the guidelines issued through - this
Circular, in addition Lo -the Circulars instructions:

thal have been already issued by the DGRIGP has
fefes red above.

this regard- by any police

4y Any lapses in
ariously and it wauid

pergonnel will be viewead s
ariract imrnediate disciplinary action against such

police personnel Dy the concerned disciplinary

" authonily.

ES
7

£) Any lapses in this regard will be considered ag a

sorious  misconduct on the part of concerned
officer and in addition to discipiinary action against
such officer, if warranted, criminal action may also

be initiated against such officers.
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f} However, the inFbt"n1at§6.|"1‘ill'élﬁ'r'ng to registration
Gt FIR can be disseminated as per the direction of
fon'ble Supreme Court of India in WP.(CRL)
Nn.68/2016 and in the light of section 41C of the -

CrPC. Except for the compliance of section 41

and directions of Hon'ble Supreme Court of India _
M WP(CRL) No0.6B/2016, the instructions ’ 5

directions issued in the present Circular would be

applicable in full force and strict sense,"

PR

;1 /\mvmrl ama['h learned Additional I Solicitaf GOHPIBI

@ z@;pondent No.1 submits that if complaint -is, ﬁled, an |

i
Boge Bl
il }

appropriate action will be taken in accordance with Iaw.

Petitioner has establishad a prima facie case tog grantc.an !
- parta interim order,

Accordingly, 1 pass the following:

ORI

.,(i:)‘-. éspOn‘dean &, Yo 40 are hereby restrained
from publlshmg, printing, airing and disseminating
_mnﬁdenual information contained in the c¢harge
sheet in relation to Crime No.- 0250/2024 registered
oy the Kamakshipalya Pol—i';:e‘__rgtatio-n, Lill lzhé nexi:
date of hearing. .

i ebpondent No 1 Lo commumtate Lhus erder to
i ":'“;CJHGCM‘; —". o 40.




‘Neediess: to  state : i
i (0 state that respondent NoO L to E’“" T
i-'IU\ b -
i mm. action against respondents 3 to 40, if they te 5 ‘
arint, air or i 3 3 e
. ¢ publish any statements in vmlaliors of LhC C
abie

G G SO )
relevision Networks Rules, 1994

Issua emer : i
ue emergent notice to respondents 3 to.40. -~
Eg Slf/
ludge o
e CQLY L A

St
Sectinh- ~Gfficey

High Coudt of K Carn Atk
Beapajuri-: :6() 0l

vhich the .‘zpphc ey Won
s s t’}{" r_,[, o l"J'.L/\!_x
eaand ackil ui‘ AT

b) Thedaleon whichchais

ll (R S o L
ok lmrpt.. il neldl

1y / / ’-‘_j::"(.

Y The . Gdats o6

il any, :'|LL(|'I!.L'

¢y ‘The date R v
'-:iu!l

/

SRS \'u.ng\dy {.,E’[ X
: 7
Gt the COj‘n{ iy ready j

Vrf'l_lr‘l'[”'J( uﬂ}
. d) [he dateon whic”

. cy[The date of notity iy
il : fordeiiverye [\ '*N e

: 1 i L
1 \’\ E ' 0l The date o9 wh\rh co]w is dL]lVLnL.d lo l'n 4
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LRSI DARSHAN Versus INDTAN EXPRESS

Daily Status

Business |

RCNIA.NO.1 This LA. No.] is filed by the plaintiff under Order
1:l 7 ol Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 (o restrain the defendants
ing, publishing any statemerit in relation (o the investigation being

'y kamakshipalya police station Against Sti. Darshan Srinivas who is
Gt acensed Ne.2 in FIR N0.0250/2024 and from making any statement from
g coeiing, publishing any statement aboul the fipal report inter atia FSL
wnal siatements and holding debate/ discussion/ interview on the

e

Ladindication of the matter befare XXV ACMM Court,

sard dearned Senior counsel appearing for the plaintiff on 1.A. No. |
atdings and the copies of the documents placed on record. 3. It is
e dzarned Senior counsel that on the guise of fair journalism, the
sl bonses are telecasting/ publishing news claimiig to have recéived
Sermation from the officers of the investigating team. It is e
b o pladnGiT chat the invesligating leam is submilting final report
i whe are active in the process of securing the confidential
S sengitive aspeets of the final report, may telecast the same in a
il delfamatory way in order to increase their TRP and thereby are
@ ivials and are violating the right of fair rial (o the accused enshrined
2ol the Constitution. It is further submylted that under the guisc of
it the defendants are exposing probable évidence and are discussing the
velily the public which could be examined only by the investigating
Armpcient courts, during the course of trial and the manner in
woelG aimnng (e issuc amounts to media trials and sought to restrain the
= Ey avay of exparte ad-interim temporary injunction order. 4. Learned
iel appearing for the plaiatiff has rclied upon the judgment of the

|
|
|
|

#ei of the Hon\"ble High Court of Bombay in Nilesh Navalalcha and

fin 2024 SCC Online Borabay 56 wherein the Hon\"ble High Court
e interest of the aceused and the vietim has held that no report/
- wadte should be presented by the press/ media which could harm the
o tie aocused being investigated or a witness and has also issued various
1 press media to refrain from printing/ displaving any news of ihe

w3 Learned senior cou nsel has aleo brought to the notice ofithe Court |
wlar issued by the Government of Karnalake in No.HD-59 SST 2021
021, where ia insteuclions are given (o prohibit digclosure of 4
rten regarding details of cases under investigation, based on the order passed |
o 'ble High Court in W.P.No.7026/2021/P11, dated: 15-06-2021; It is the
e ihe plaing f thar the investigation officer is submitting the charge
wuidi the mediaZ press may secure the-confidential information and-sensitive - -
“eiv o the {tnal report.and telecast the same and it would prejudice the plajntiff. ||
srgpnes of the news articles ;Slaccd on record, shows the defendants are '

ve el

- :i; XL




ublis investigation, which is an utter

12 guidelings issued by Hon'ble Fligh Courts. Henee in order (o avold
media from holding media trials which would prejudice both the acoused
e wiatim, iCis cousidered just and necessary (o meet out the apprehension

cod ey the plaintiff Thus, this Court is of opirion Lhat the plaintiff has mace out
tacre case and the balance of convenience lics in favour of the plaintiff and
oeer of termoraly injunction is nof grantes! right of fair trial to the accused
“hvet under Axticle 2 1 of the Constitution wili be viotated. Hence, this Court

o pass following | ORDER The defendants are hereby restratned by way
wpane ad-interim T1 order, from airing, prinling, publishing any statement in
(i the investigation being under laken by [Camakshipalya Police against i,
rinivas who is arrayed as accused No.2 and [rom airing, printing,

< anv statement about the final report inter alia FSL reports, confessional
A holding debate/ discussion/ interview on the final repott pertaining (o
VIAI2024 sending ad judication before NNIV ACMM Court, Bengaluru.
s shall remain in force G next dale of hearing. Issue lemporary jnjunction |

hing uews about the ohgomng

E1 RN = ' :
i ’H) Pusiness | :
2 A R

w suil $immons and noticg on LA, No.l o defendants No.l to 38,

sarne is complied under Order 39 Rule 3(A) of C.L.C. [ssue temporary

Purpost
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O.5.No. 7875/2024

ORDER

The plaintiff has filed this suit

perpetual prohibitory -injunction relief

seeking

‘He has

Pr¥
’éﬁ"'-‘\ Y

i




e i

0.5.Nao. 76752024

also filed LANO 1 under Order X KHKIX leles 1 and 2

rrw/s 151 of the Cade of Civil Procedure praying an

ad-interim order of lom;:omny H"I‘UHCUOH against

the defendants No.l to / .emammq Lhmu o

airing or pliﬂUIltJ publishing unver ified statement.

any hearsay state ment, 2y Ll_l'\COI'l"Ol}O!:llﬂ.-_".,.i
StaAter“nenz;,rre__my such stataments that are factually
incorrect or untrue against the plaintiff, his wite
and son and s family members in any pring
media, ﬂewspa Bl talevicion f:{":a nnels, focal cabie
operatad chs annels, or internal -/ websiles P

electronic anc f.‘)er'sonzﬁ social media handies, etc.,

of the defendant Ne.1 and other defendants.

He a.d Perused the plaint averments,
[ ANo.L, affidavit and the dacuments -produced ol
racord. The documents i.e. {he copies of the
complaint, FIR apd the screen  shots of the
statements of the defendant No.1 on electronic
1iz shows that, the plaintiil

media and social mec

has prima facie case
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i

0.S.Na. 787572021

At this stage, the plaintff has made our
prima facie case for grant of interim ordar of

injuncion. In the event if notice is issued lo it

=

b
ERe

defendants No.1 to 7, very purpose of the suit

would  be defeated. Hence, notice to tihe |

defendants No.1 to 7 on LA.No.1 is dispensed and }
' !

I proceed to pass the following: :
|

|

QRDER |

Issue ad-interim order of temporary
injunction by tempararily  restraining

defendants No.1 to 7 from airing  or

printing; publishing unverified
statement, unauthent:icatec.’. information
Or opinion  which fowers' the image of
the plaindfr in any print media,
ﬂéwspaper, television channels, focal

cable operated channels, or internet /

websites and electronic and social media

till the next date of hearing.




0.S.Na. 7875/2024

The plaintiff shall comply Order
WXXIX Rule 3(a) of the C.RC.

Issue suit surnmons and exparte T.1.

order to the defendants No.1 to b

returnable by 11.12.2024.

In the event suifficient process fee,
rot furnished

plaint and LA. copies are
from the date

within three working days
of this order the interim order stands

automatically wvacated without —any

-;:J i L‘]“ 2o r(_‘[ B

(IK.SRIVIDYA),
XLII A.C.C. & S.j., Bengaiuru.



IN THE COURT OF THE X ADDL. CITY CiVIL &
SESSIONS JUDGE, BENGALURU (CCH-26)

Daled this the 19" day of June, 2024

Present

Sti. Vijaya IKumar Rai, B.Com., LL.B.,
X Addl. City Civil 3 Sessions Jucco
Bengaluru.

0.5. No.4267/2024

Plaintiff; - Smt.Vijayalakshmi Darshan
w/o Sri Darshan Srinivas
aged about 43 years
rlat#217, Thoogu Deepa Nilays -
F Road, Ideal I- lome Township
Rajarajeshwari Nagar
Bengaluru-560 098 -

. Vs,

Relendants: Indian Express
502, Devatha Plaza, 5" Floor
131, Residency Road
Bengaluru-560 025
Rep. By Editor in Chief

and 37 others

LA, No.}
Anplicant ; Smi.Vijayalakshmi Darshan - Plaintiff
Dppoinents ; Indian E:_(pi'_'ess' & others - Defendants

~rovision under which the application is filed - U/O YXXXIX R1&2

CPC
Reliel sought for S - Interim exparte TI
ihe date on which the application is filed - 18.06.2024
furnbier of the apphmhon - LANo.l

The date on which the objeclzun & filed Dy
ciffen wlomonen[s o A T TR L

he dale on which’ ihc OFdL,FS were’ passed on :
ihe m.@amlxca pri - - T~ 1RDB.20.
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LA No lis filed by the plmn[r.{ to restrain the dcrend nts from

[2ri nimg pubi shing -or le I{,mm.nq defamatory statements against

Her, her husband and famity members in relatlion 1o the

investigalion being underlakan by Kamatks shipalya Po![c,e Station

against her husband who is ’lifr“lt‘f as accused No.Z in Crime

MNo.260/2024, pending adjudicalion hefore the 24" Addl Chief

Metropolitan Magistiate, 3r~nq slur.

2. [t is stated thal hushand of the: plaintiff is arrayed as

&n accusad aio:'mq with olhers in connection of death of a parson

and therefore the husband of the plaintff is in custody af the Police

tie

alleqedly being responsivle for The murder m connectlion wnl

case registered by Kamakshipalya Police, Bengaluru and though

the investigalion is underway the cefendants Media is making

charges against the plaintiff's hushand and gone to the extent of

celling him =s a murderer though the investigati:m is al a

preiiminary stage. 1t is also sialed that (he defendants- electronic

rmedia are triggering debales whict nas defamed the plaintifi and

mer family. 1Cis further staled that lie dafendants are fabricaling ihe

news and lrying to show in the media that plaintiff and her hiusbeand

are ‘morhna Loward" separation and {he plaintiif's husband and
" piaintiif do’ nol Have a healthy u,!ﬁl:on%hro as’ huobah‘d ek wife
desply

aned theref’oﬁe' such i:ncormtmrateﬂ zfatements have



E
!
i
i
|

irpacied the family bonding of the plaintiff's family. It is also staied

thal plaintiff's son was deeply huil.-from such false and fabricaled

508

atements and plaintifi's son has even expressed his dismay and

disbelief over the stalemenis made in the socjal media. It is also

Slzied that the defendants are zlso airing an alleged telephonic
sonversion belween two. police officers discussing about the acts|

|
said (o be commilted by the plaintiif's husband and it is nothing buti

- pure media irial which cannot be done for the purpose of tarnishing

the image and repulation of the plainliff and her family. It is alsoii

stated that the applications and news has affected the right of free

fair @nd invesligation of the (rial and therefore an order of expaite!

i

1

Emnorary injunction is required lo prevent the delendanis fromy

printing, telecasling and publishing lhe defamalory statements!

s

gainst the plaintiff and her ramily.

o Heard the learned Senior Counsel Sti Prabhuling i
Mavadagi appearing’on behalf of the plaintiff,
4, The poini lor determination of the Courl is-

" Whelher the plainiiff has made out grounds to

grant an exparte temparary injunction order?” :

5. The finding of this Court on the above point i in the
affirmative for the following:-




‘,I"'(I\IQ._

1111 of 1 v

i
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tarigls  available on  record, !he

6. As per the ma

Kam »ksh.pu{yd Pohco hu\f:} regislered a case aga nst the husband

of the p!!amtiﬂ_ and oii'zers for (he offence of murder and olher

coennected offences: The husband of the plaintili happens fo e =

film actor. The materials p n oduud iy the phmuﬁ al this stage

orima-facie refiects that the publical tions and telecasts made 50 far

by the defendanis nol anly with regard to the details of the
invasligation conducled 'b\/ the Poiice bul aiso the family

‘

relationship of the plaintiff «mh her fiushand.

/. The sgpecific contention of the plaintiff is fhat ithe

cefondants are fabricating false and defamalory statements that

ine  plaintfl and her husband are heading ltowards maritai

feparaton and they deo not share any healthy relaticnship as

nushand and wife. Itis further cenlerded thal such uncorraboraiad

4NG lalse lalun ents have deeply zmpartw the ﬁm;ly bom.mq ol

Lol o

e nlainliff with her llusu.lnd and ziso lheir son. There is prime-

Lagio materials lo thal effecl.

8. Needless to menidon thal family relationship of the

piaintii and her husband are parsonel matlers of the plaintifi ans

ar hushand and therafore the defendants cannact debdto an it

and jmake. defamatéry stalements. in-the 'd@'@féiOﬂ: of BUF--HOH hle

Figh Courl rendeied in case af A. l~ subbaiah v/s N. Garn.!daciw.ar



:
1
i
,
i
,

LR 1987 Page 100 Karnataka, our Hon'ble High Court has held

thal the reputation is most valuable (o any person and il is much

I
more valuable than any amouni of money or anything else in the

i
world. The Hon'ble High Courl has further held that mefeil:

J

!
because the law recognizes the truth or juslification as a defence I

: _ | _ . f
does nol give the media the nght to speak anything that likes. I

|
the judgment of the Hon'bie Supreme Court rendered in %hfa
i

case of Omprakash Chautala v/s Kanwar Bhan and others (2014)5

SGC 417 the Hon'ble supreme Court has held (hal when
|
!

repulation is hurt, a man is half-dead. Therefore the defendants ar

——g

required to consider the right of reputation of the plaintifl and hey

_ i
fzinily white telecasling or publishing the news in connection to ihb

I
, I
ollences in which her husband said lo be involved. :

9. Learned Senior Counsel has also brought to the nolice
of the Courl the Circular issued by the Govt. of IKarnalaka i
f\b.i-iD—E*;iQ/SST/?.’OE’J dated 11.08.2027 pursuant to lhe directicn of
Hon'ble High Court passed in a Public Interest Litigalion in W

f\!{).?’(iZ’G/ZOQ'I/PIL wherein the Hon'ble High Couit has made i

clear thal before completion of the invesligation the Police Oﬁ"icer&r

shali not divuige the nature of the invesligation and prehibited fron!

tdisclosing the identity of the complainant and accused. The Govi

has specifically “diréoted thal nd" police officers shall ‘biief- and

disclose to lhe print and eleclronic or social media ahoul the nalusd




oi the m\fes{lg atio n under p!oqm s and also the materials coliecled

uring  the irwes[iqalion except disseminating the mfornahou

retaling (0 lhc reglsirauon of the | I? I4is coniended that inspite of

this, l’!')t—:_defendanls are illegatly puollah ng incorrecl information

which is nottunq bul media lrial :h,ﬂrlmq ﬂ ee and fair iﬂvesi‘.igati':m.

Al Ikis siage, fhere L wmm@nl inrce on the s'lb'ntgsmn made by

ihe lsamed Senior Lounsd hio o‘oub the cnrmnals can be

w.fe.,\:ooseci ancl orfences canncl be viewed I;rjhiiy bul m [hL, qu: e of

gxposing he Ufferu“os me personal life, liberly and aepumhon of 2

YErsorn CI—]ﬂHO[’ be marred. ft shall be noted that the investigahon

fias not been compiol ed and tharefore il is t0o ;u-ﬂmalu"c fo the

ants to express any opinion aboul the guill or otherwise of

ihe husband of the plainlff. it is weil setlled law that the double

ow so ever high it will not substitute the proof. Hence it is oo

premature (o the defendanls Lo exprass any opinion aboul the guill

ar oiherwise of her husband in he aileged crime. It is highly

imaroper (o publish or telecast the informalion and news as f ha

hias wmmmed the gum Having regard to hese aspects, an order

{54 10e)

of exparie temporary injunclion is very much necessary. If notice g

isaued il takes lime and in h2 inlerregnum period there wiil he

b

furlhar publications and telec asting of the news Whtch WO

ciamage (he reputat_ion 0{ I.he plaml:lr mrl .wr husb 4. T_i“lerc-,'.f_oi'ii-.\. i
notice 1s.18 C,u(,d the vmw vh;e,t ar r,r'Jmu,g ar Order of (—"J(Pm e

h



‘Cmporary  injunclion would be defealed by dealay. Hence, |

alove poing s answered in (he affirmalive and (he following orfer

e
IS passed:-

|
1
{
I
z
|
i
ORDER |

The del’en_-dan[s,umir reporters, anchors or any
oi*her_r PeIsons claiming on behalf of them are
reslrainad lrom pricling, Dl.lb”Sﬁfl_’}g, telecasﬁng the
NeWs or any ofher fﬁformatiéﬁ“touchfﬁg the persong] ~
and family Jife oi.r the plaintiff, her husbhand Darshan

Stinivas ¢ publishing  of telecasting any

tnaulhenticaled fnforma{'ion/opinion i

with  the investigation in Crime No.250/2024

condueted by Kamakshipalya Police Station,

(Dictated 1o the  Senjor Sheristedar throuigh
Dictaphone recorded by me, transcribed by him on
Con'zpu{'er, Carried oyf Correclions, taken print oul and

then then Pronounced in (fe Open Court on this the

|

|

|

|

|

|

I

|

|

J

N connection ; I(
' i
I

|

|

|

|

1

|

!

19" day of June, 2024), /

- g (VYA Kumar Rai)
X Addl, Cily Civil & Sessions Judge
Bengaluru,
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SARA GTATE 2OLICE
- |
FIRST INFORMATION REPORT
(Under Section 154 Cr.PC) |
i
Belors the Honourable Court of 241l Addl. CuM Courl,Nrupatunga Read, i
|
Bangalore City |
i
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. _ m COF garciw Film _ ( E?\D

Lerladiengh 12234 mits

rinwol Producer - A VT}_l\NUS-I-J s - BANSAL&S&E UR.B/;\N(&P-I P?bbuéﬁo-f\ds‘)“
S on Anplicant . Tanush S- BANGALOF‘E URBAN(SIRI PRODUCHONS)

Sl Tumrnary i1 ” The films protogomst a famous cnc?«ar piuyor h(‘lS made a

fiame for himselfin the-crickst world, One ddy @ man
i ,repeobedfy sends obscene messages and calls to his
gir h‘nend Angered by this Jeevan whao works at her house e
his friends find the man and beat him up me:uiess!v Tho
mc*dent then takes. many turns and yevoives around the
‘ Di’OLGQOﬂISt '

Caes and Credit details Editor * S MAHESH REDDY
Di f
e et SHARATH, ANEESH, NAVEEN

Photography
Music : DYAVI SURESH
Diclogues I ViAava
Screenplay I ViAavA

_ Story OV LAVA
Producer : TANUSH

: : SANDEEP NINASAM, VEERAN KESHAY,
Supporting Actors

VIJLESH

, . TANUSH, PAYAL CHANGAPPA, MOMIK
Main Actors

: GOWDA

: Director IV LAVA
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LM THE COURT OF THE HON'BLE PRINCIPAL CITY CIVIL ANG
SESSIONS JUDGE, BANGALORE
I.A No. /2026
In
0.S. No. /2028

BETWEEM:

ol
52 b

Lo DARSEHAN SRINIVAS & Anr, - PLAINTIFFS

21 PRODY ~TIONS & Ors e DEFENDANMTS

AL TCATEON UNDER

0=

ORDER VI RULE 14

aj
CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, 1908

The undersigned counsel for the Plaintiffs humbly submits that,

the addresses of the Plaintiffs and the Defendants shown in the

Cause title above are the registered address of the parties.

0
i

race: Bengalury

=)

i

b

=h =t 25.03.2026 Advocate for Plaintifrs



- Tk COURT OF THE HON'BLE PRINCIDAL CITY CIVIL
SESSIONS JUDGE, BANGALORE

i.A No. /2026
TN
O.S. No. /202G

§ELEIEE

LODARSHANMN SRINIVAS & Anr.

DEFENDANT &

RI PRODUCTIONS & Ors

RY APPLICATION FILED BY THE PLAINM

oo !‘Il‘—.h:w' 3]

- OCIX RULE 1 8 2 READ WITH SEC
151 OF THE CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. &

“hat for the reasons sworn in the accompanying affidavit, the plaintirfs
@I o SE respectfully prays before this Hon‘ble Court to granl
injunction directing

<P o
L

s of Ex-parte ad-interim femporary

slaint No.l and Defendant No.2, its producers, directors,
Y T Fepres sentatives, associates, Servants, agents, emplovees
dryone claiming through or under them, from in any manaer
promoting, reteasing,

streaming,

e
By, AR

roducing,  filming, editing, marketing,

LA i exhibiting, telecasting,

asing, or dealing with the movie titled “"BOSS” (or any other mox
/ Hlm / web-series / content by whatever name called) based on or
danicks the life of the Plaintiffs, the incidents alleged in the criminal
pPznding in C.C. No.1319 of 2024 before the LVI Addl. City Civil
i B0g8ions Judge, Bengaluru, or any elements directly or indii ekl

Family,

“ing Lo or associating with the Plaintiffs’ private life

salling, licensing,

15

huputation, the sub-judice criminal proceedings or any other similar
and Ffrom using the Plaintiffs’ name, image, likeness,
material (posters, teasers,

in any medium Including

incidents,

soersonality rights, or any promotional

ilers, press meets, interviews, etc.)
Thzatres and/or Intermediary Strea aming Platforms (OTT) whatsoever
Appointing a receiver for enforcement of the present order in the

Iyvr =
l.a?'

Interest of Justice and Equity -

cincer Bengaluru

ar 25032006 Advocate for Plaintiers



THE HOMBLE PRINCIPAL CITY CIVIL &MD
SESSIONS JUDGE, BANGALORE

1.A No. /2026
I
0.5, No. /2026
T EEN:

=0 DARSHAN SRINIVAS & Anr. CBPLATINTIFES
EH 1ike

=IRIPRODUCTIONS & O,s DEFEMDAMTS

AFFEIDAVIT

I, Sml. Vijayalakshmi Darsha, aged 43 years, W/o Sri Darshar
Srinivas IL.;ICJII’}Q at #217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-Road, Ideal Home
Township, Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bangalore South, Bengalury,
Karnataka - 560098, do hereby sclemnly affirm and state on oatiy as

follows,

I state that, I am the Plaintiff No.2 in the above case. I am vl
conversant with the facts of the case and L am competent tc swea.

Lo the contents of this Affidavit for and on behalf of Plaintiffs

2. 1 have filed the accompanying application seeking grant an order
of  Ex-parte ad-interim temporary injunction directing the
Oefendant No.1 and Defendant No.2, its producers, directors, the
Lirector Lava V, their rebresentatives, associates, servants,
agents, employees, men or anyone claiming through or under
them, from in any manner producing, filming, editing, promoting,
maiketing, releasing, distributing, exhibiting, telecasting,
streaming, selling, licensing, leasing, or dealing with the movie

titled “"BOSS” (or any other movie / film / web-series / content by

whalever name Called) based on or depicts the life of the Plaintiffs,
the incidents alleged in the criminal case pending in C.C. No.1.319
of- ?O:M be Fore the LvI Add!. City Civil and Sessions Judge,

L,uugaluru or any elements Jirectlv or indirectly referring to or

dssociating with the Plaintiffe’ private life, -family, reputation, the

sub-judice criminal proceedings or any other similar incidents, and

i
Uy
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oot using the Plaintiffs’ name, image, likeness, personality righte,
o any promotional material (posters, teasers, trailers, press
meels, interviews, etc.) in any medium whatsoever by appcinting

2 receiver for enforcement of the present ocrder.

That the contents of the main petition may be read in conjuricrion

wilthh this application for Drevity of facts and circumstances.

ihat the Defendant No.1 banner nas produced a maovic ritlad
“LOSSY by Thanush Shivanna, Directed by Defendant No.2 Lave v
with Thanush Shivanna playing lead role. That the teaser of e
movie released on 09.03.2026 refers to KkKilling of a person, the
audio of a person requesting not to kill him as he has a pregnant
wife at home and aged parents, the body being found next tc a
trainage pipeline, arrest of a celebrity, investigation regarding the
killings, the movie having two female leads, and the fans of tha
izac actor in the movie referring to him as “boss”, the incident in
the movie occurring in Bengaluru, etc., all of which are similar tn
the crime that the Plaintiff No.1 is currently under trial for befoir=
the baefore the LVI Addl. City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaii .
in C.C No.1319 of 2024.

Lt is submitted that Plaintiff No.1 is @ movie actor, producar and is
“inown for playing as lead in numerous successful Kannada movies
and Plaintiff No.2 is the wife of Plaintiff No. 1. That the Plaintiff No. 1
has established his own identity, fame and name in the sociely,
through his dedication and hard work and is recognized as one of

the prominent members of the South Indian Cinema Industry.

. I0 is submitted that as stated supra the Plaintiff No.1 is currently

undergoing Trial in S.C No.1319 of 2024 pending before the LV{
Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru. It is pertinent
Lo note that due to the fact that the Plaintiff No.1 is a celebrity with.
huge fan following numerous attempts have been made by media

channeis, third parties and other people within and outside the

VR
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slry trying to sensationalize the allegations and the Case filwd

Adatnist the Plaintiff Mo.1 to further their own careers.

- Similarly, the Defendant No.1 & 2 have with the intention of using

the popularity that the Plaintiff No.1 and the curiosity that thr
public has regarding the case filed against the Plaintiff Mo, 1 a5

has made movie title “Boss”.

It is submitted that Defendant No.1 and Defendant MNo.2 have
adited the teaser in such a manrer that it has created a buzz among
public and journalists that the movie is similar to the Plaintiffs fife
and the aforementioned criminal proceedings, thereby iezding to
public curiosity and cheap publicity for the movie. On the contrary,
the movie, the teaser and other promotional material are in
viclation of the protection granted by the Hon'ble High Court of

Karnataka and Hon'ble District and Session.

That the Defendant No.l and Defendant No.2 has produced Fic
movie without obtaining any prior permission or providing any
intimation or information to neither the Plaintiff nor any obbor
party/authorities despite being aware that the case is sub judice. [t
I35 pertinent to note that the Defendant No.2 claims to be an
advocate and also explicitly states that the he is aware that the
case against the Plaintiff is sub judice but conveniently makes a
movie based on Plaintiff No.1 by making few minor changes in an

attemipt to circumvent from legal consequences.

That the Defendant No.1 has also ignored the orders of the Hon'ble
Listrict and Sessions Judge and High Court of Karnataka which
have provided protection to the reputation and Privacy of the
Plaintiff and his family mambers by directing the media a nd/or any

other third party from publishing, telecasting, dlstﬂbutmg any

“unverified news, statements, claims €tc., which may tarnish the

image of the Plaintiff. The copies of the orders have been produced

as Document No.5 along with the main petition.

M_

LT

|
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Lt is submitted that the Defendant No. 1 and Defendant No.2 Nevg
denied the allegation of the similarity with the Plaintiffs life or the
incicdlents in their life but it s pertinent to note that the title “boss”
i ene of the movie in which the Plaintiff No.1 has acted in lead roiw,
thz Leaser showing the death of a fan, the protagonist in the maovia
being referred to as “boss” which is similar to how the Plaintiff No. 1
is referred to by his fans as "D-Boss”, the protagonist in the mowvie
Deing invoived in killing of his fan, all of which are not co incidences
or inspired by any other events as claimed by the Defendant No.1
and 2. It is submitted that these similarities prima facie show that
that the said movie is based on the Plaintiffs life and the panding

iminai proceedings which is clearly in violation of their Right to

privacy.

i I0 is submitted that the Plaintiffs through their advocates hac

gotten a statutory notice issued to Shri. Yashwant Shehnai, the
Regional officer of the Defendant No.3 under Section 5B of the
Cinematograph Act read with Cinematograph Rules see cing ko
Forthwith cease examination/refusal of certification. Despite
issuance of the said statutory notice, the Defendant No.3 aulthority
has provide the Defendant No.1 the certificate which would enabilo
them to exhibit the movie in public by screening it in thealraes,
releasing it on televisions or distribute them in physical form in CDs
or DVDs.

oo 1t is pertinent to note that the following summary has bean

provided by the Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2 for
certification to the Defendant No.3 authority, for certification which
Is reproduced for ease of reference of this Hon'ble ot

Plot Summary

“The films protagonist, a famous cricket player, has made

a name- for himself in the crfckez world. One day a m.:m

repeatedly sends obscene mes:.ages ano’ calls to hic

:-gfr/friend Angered by. this Jeevan who works at her house

and his friends find the man and beat him up mercilessiv.

P




The incident then takes man y turns and revolves around

the protagonist.”

iw. I is submitted that from the above plot summary it can be cleariy

seen that the except for the protagonist being a “famous criclet
player” the entire story line remines similar to the crime that has
oeen alleged against the Plaintiff No.1. The Defendant No. L and
Defendant No.2 have been blatantly lying before the media, public
airdd any person who has raised questions regarding the movie in
order to circumvent the protection to the reputation and privacy

granted to the Plaintiffs and their family members.

t:. That it is well settled principal of law that a good reputation is an

clement of personal security and is in turn protected Dy
Constitution. That the reputation is a part of fundamental righits
and  personal liberty as guaranteed under Articie 21 of the
Constitution. Every person has the rignt to defend his reputation
being tarnished. The Plaintiff and his family have been struggling
bolh mentally and emotionally due to the conduct of the Defendan:
Mo i and Defendant No.3 to 7 have been telecasting the
promotional material of the movie continuously violating the
fundamental right of a citizen of the Plaintiffs and their fanily

memibers.

.1t is submitted that the movie “boss” has already received

certification from the Defendant No.3 authority and in the event
the movie "BOSS” is permitted to be exhibited in cinema halls,
multipiexes or theatres or on any of the OTT or any other platforim,
it would cause immediate, widespread and irreparable harm to the

Plaintiffs’ reputation, privacy and right to fair trial.

JIE the .present applicationris not allowed -and notice to the
defendants is ordered .at the first Instance, - the granting of
injunction would be defeated by delay which would provide t‘he
‘Defendant No.1 to release the movie and make the present suit

infructuous, and it would result in miscarriage of justice.

. g ek
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- The Plaintiffs have a good case on merits and fair cha ag aof
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success. The Plaintiffs have made out a prima facie case for grant
of an ex-parte order of temporary injunction against the

Defendants. The balance of convenience lies in P[aira!:iffs favor.

No harm or injustice would be caused to the Defendants, If an ex

parte order of temporary injunction is granted in myv favor.
1 ;

T ~-Wherefore this Hon'ble Court may be please to grant an Ex-parte ad-

interim temporary injunction directing the Defendant No.1 and
iDefendant No.2, its producers, directors, their representa tives,
associates, servants, agents, employees, men or anyone claiming
through or under them, from in any manner producing, filming,
editing, promoting, marketing, releasing, distributing, exhibiting,
terecasting, streaming, selling, licensing, feasing, or dealing with the
movie titled "BOSS” (or any other movie / film / web-series / content
by whatever name called) based on or depicts the life of the Plaintiffs,
tha incidents alleged in the criminal case pending in C.C. No.1319 of
1224 before the LVI Addl. City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengalury,
o any elements directly or indirectly referring to or associating with
the Plaintiffs’ private life, family, reputation, the sub-judice criminai
proceedings or any other similar incidents, and from using the
Plaintiffs® name, image, likeness, personality rights, or any
eremoticnal  material (posters, teasers, traiiers, press meets,
nterviews, etc.) in any medium including in Theatres and/cr
lntarmediary Streaming Platforms (OTT) whatsoever by appointing a
receiver for enforcement of the present order in the interest of Justice

and Equity

Tlumiitied by mie

djj/
Deppnowi
Advocate

“iace: Bengaluru
Pate: 25.03.2026
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IN THE COURT OF HON’BLE ADDITIONAL CITY CIVIL AND SESSIONS
JUDGE AT BENGALURU

0.S. No. 2151/2026
BETWEEN:

SRI. DARSHAN SRINIVAS
AND ANOTHER PLAINTIFFS

AND:

SIRI PRODUCTIONS
AND OTHERS DEFENDANTS

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DEFENDANT No. 1 AND 2 UNDER
ORDER VITI RULE 1 OF CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

The Defendant No. 1 and 2 humbly submits as follows:

L. The present suit is not maintainable either on facts or law as the cause of action
is illusory and created for the purpose of present suit. Hence the suit is liable
to be dismissed.

2. It is submitted that the Plaintiff No. 1 herein has not signed the Plaint at all,
However, in the Plaint Cause title there is a recital to the effect that since the
Plaintiff No. 1 is in Judicial custody the Plaintiff No. 2 being his wife has signed
the Plaint on his behalf, This is absolutely false and un-sustainable under faw.
It is submitted that under law there is no exemption or dispensation to the
plaintiff in a suit for not signing the plaint on the ground that he is in judicial
Custody. The Plaintiff No. 2 has not fited appropriate and relevant application
to that effect which is provided under the Code of Civil Procedure. Hence, only
on this ground the Plaint is fiable fo be returned for proper presentation énd
therefore, these Defendants humbly prays to this Han'ble. Court to treat this

* non-comgii Wty issue and decide the same in accordance with




. The Plaintiffs herein have not paid the Court fee as per the provisions of

Karnataka courts Fee and Suit Valuation Act having regard to the natefrevof

reliefs sought in the Plaint. Hence, the plaint is liable to be rejected at the very

threshold.

The present suit is hopelessly barred by virtue of Section 80 of the Code of Civil
Procedure.

. It is further submitted that the reliefs sought in the Plaint are unienable,

. misconceived and frivalous and not enforceable under law.

.. Tt is submitted that the present suit ic filed seeking an injunction against release -

or exhibiting of the Kannada movie “BOSS” which is produced and directed by
the Defendant No. 1 and 2 herein is not based on either the life of Plaintiff No.

.1 and 2 or the incident which is subject matter of Special Criminal Case No.

1319/2024. Hence the present suit is liable to be dismissed.

. The averments made at para 3 in the plaint that the Plaintiff No.1 is a movie

actor, producer and is known for playing as lead in numerous successful
Kanriada movies and the Plaintiff No.2 is the wife of Plaintiff No.1 is a matter
of record. However, the Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same. The
further averment that the Plaintiff Mo.1 has established his own identity, fame
and name in the sodety, through his dedication and hard work and is
recognised as one of the prominent members of the South Indian Cinema

Industry is many other artist also gained name in South Indian Industry by

" their handwork.

The averments made at para 4 in the plaint that the Plaintiff No.1 has not only
been an actor but has contributed to the other crafts and art forms and it is
necessary to understand the hard work that the Plaintiff No.1 has put to reach
the position he currently holds, he has worked as a projectionist, raising to the
ranks as assistant cameraman, playing minor roles in Television, working as

dubbing artist for animations, working in advertising etc., as a consequence of

" this hard work and challenges faced by him during his journey in the movie

industry and the Plaintiff No.2 -has attained his spydom and has often been

referred 0 as 1o as 'Challenging Star Darshan', Boss & 'D Boss' etc., by his fans

Sy
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been used synonymousty with the Plaintiff No.1 name are all hereby demed as

absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put
to strict proof of the same.

9. The averments made at para 5 that du}ing October-November 2025, it had
come 1o the knowledge of the Plaintiffs through her family and weli-wishers
that a movie was being produced by the Defendant No.l vepresented by
producer, Tanush S, who is also the tead actor is partly true in so far as making
of the movie in question. The further averments that the said movie is hased
on the life of the Plaintiffs including the allegations of crime for which Plaintiff
No.1 is currently undergoing trial and is in judicial custody and as there was no
substantial material to show that such movie was being produced, the Plaintiffs
ignored the news as rumours are all hereby denied as absolutely faise,
baseless, misconceived and veyatfous The Plaintiffs are put to stnot proof of
the same.

10.The averments made at para 6 that subsequently, the profnotional- materials
such as the posters, advertisements on television news and articles of a movie,
teaser produced by the Defendant No.1 were releasing one after another and
these promot:onai material have been fuelling pubhc speculation that the movie
was based on the crime that the Plaintiff No. L is currently under trial for and
that the movie is based on the Plaintiff No.1 himself are all hﬂreby denied as
absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious.- The Plaint|ffs are put
to strict proof of the same. However, the Defendant No. 1 and 2 hereby clarify
that it is true that promotional materials such as the posters, advertisements
on television news and articles of a maovie, teaser produced by the Defendant
No.1 were releasing in respect of his movie which has noth:ng to do with the
Plaintiffs herein in any manner,

11.The averments made at para 7 that the Plaintiffs aggrieved by the said movie
<urrently under production titled "Boss" produced ‘by the Defendant No.1
banner by Tanush S, directed by Defendant No. 2 Lava V with Tanush S playing
lead has approached this Hon'ble Court through the present suit is a matter of




12. The averments made at para 8 that on 09.03.2026 the Defendant No.1
released the teaser of the movie and after the release of the teaser, the_
Defendant No.2 Director and Defendant No.l Tanush 5, main lead and 4
producer of the movie conducted a press meet with various Journalists is on
9™ March 2026. The further averments that both the teaser and the press
conference have been uploaded on various channels on Faceboaok, Instagram,
Twitier and YouTube 1.e., Defendant No.4 to 6 is 4. KFCC, 5 Meta Platform
{Facebook and Instagram), 6. X-Cop is unknown person twitter account. The
document No's 2 and 3 produced by the Plaintiffs are all created for the purpose
Di: present case.

13.The averments made at para 9 that the audio and visuals of teaser of the
mavie are portrayed in such a manner that any normal viewer would associate
the teaser to the fife of the Plaintiffs and criminal case Filed against the Plaintiff
No.1 are all hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and

vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same.

14.The averments made at para 10 that on plain viewing of the teaser of the said
movig it can been seen that the premise of the movie is referring to killing of a
person, the audio of a person requesting not to kill him as he has a pregnant
wife at home and aged parents, the body being found next o a drainage
pipeline, arrest of a celebrity, investigation regarding the Kkillings, the movie
having two female ieads, and the fans of the lead actor in the maovie referring
to him as "boss", the incident in the movie occurring in Bengalury, etc., all of
which are similar to the incidents that have occurred as per the allegations
made against the Plaintiffs and in the alleged charge sheet which is now
\pendlng before the Hon'ble Sessions Court Bangalore and the movie portraying
all these incidents and showing them in the very first promotional video itself
is not mere coincidence but a strategic plan to make money using the Plaintiffs'
private fife and reputation as a public personality are all hereby denied as
absolutely faise, baseless, misconcaived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put
to strict proof of the same. 1t is relevant to state that the Jead tole performed
in the movie in question is a sportsman/athlete ie., a cricketer and not a
celebrity and there is a huge difference between an athlete and celebrity.
Therefore, on this ground alone it can be safely considered that the movie in
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Question is not at all simifar to the incidents that have occurred which is subject
matterin 5.C No.1319 of 2024 pending on the file this Hon’ble Court,

15. The averments made at para 11 that it is also pertinent to note that the very
first frame of the teaser clearly shows that the movie is fnspired by true events
and proceeds s stated supra to show lead actor being referred to as "boss"
are all hersby denied as absolutely false, basetess, misconceived and vexatious.
The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same,

16. The averments made at para 12 that the Plaintiffs No.1 has himself the lead
actor in the movie titled "Boss" released in the year 2011 is a matter of record.
The further averments that the same name has been used for the present
movie sought for injunction is also a matter of record The further averments
that the movie devolves around the plots and narration of the alleged incidents
in the alleged charge sheet and the movie has been used for public exploitation
of a private life of a celebrity who is well known across the geographies are all
hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, mlsconcelved and vexatious. The
Plaintiffs are put to strict preof of the same.

17. The averments made at para 13 that the criminal case against the Plaintiffs
No.1 regarding the incidents referenced in the Teaser and the movie is currently
pending before the LVI Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru in
S.C No.1319 of 2024 and despite being aware of that the case is sub Judice,
the respondent No.1 along with the Defendant No.2 have been producing a
movie based on Plaintiffs' life and the alleged murder without abtaining any
pricr permission or providing any intimation or information to neither the
Plaintiffs nor any other party authorities are all hereby denied as absolutely
false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict
proof of the same.

18.The averments made at para 14 that aside from the publicly available news
and information regarding the criminal case filed against the Plainkiff, there are
a fot or misinformation, rumours and statements that are being made to tarnish

the image of the Plaintiffs and his family members, in all likelihood, a-movie

based on these sources would not only impact the on-going trial before ¢
-Hon bfﬂ Sessions Court 5 C No 1319 of 2024/but wnl fmpact the tmage and

L



absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put
to strict proof of the same.

19. The averments made at para 15 that the Defendant No.2 has been giving
interviews on numerous print and electronic media including the channels,
website and pages of Deferdant No. 8 to 11 are all ereby denied as absolutely
false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict
proot of the same. The further averments to the effect that the links with
respect to the to the said teaser, press meet, interviews and cother articles
provided in the para-15 for the reference of thig Hon'ble Court are also false
and baseless.

20.The further averments in the same para regarding production of copies of the
interviews/articles published on print and digital media tegarding the movie are
all fabricated and concocted for the Ppurpose of present case by the Piaintiffs
herein in collusion with the Print and Electronic Media who are all other
Defendants herein.

21.The averments made at para 16 that all the articles and videos regarding the
movie have made direct comparison to the simitarities with the crime alleged
against the Plaintiff, the Defendant No.2 i.e, , Director of the movie has denied
any similarities are all hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived
and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same,

22.The averments made at para 17 that, the Karnataka Film Chamber of
Commerce i.e., Defendant’ No. 4, which is the apex body representing
producers, directors and exhibitors has failed to enforce its code of conduct
despite the actions of Defendant No. 1 violating the established provisions of
law by making things regarding the case currently under trial and violation of
privacy of one of its own members are all hereby denied as absolutely false,
baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of
the same. The further averments made in the same para to the effect that the

Plaintiffs through their Advocates have issued ‘a Notice to Defendant No.4
dated 18.03.2026 fegarding the movie produced by the Defendant No.1 and
the Defendant No.4 in their repiy dated 21.03.2026, have stated that the

s
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movie does not have membership with their organisation are all not known to

these Defendants. The Plaintiffs herein are put to strict proof of the same.

23. The averments made at para 18 that it is pertinent to bring to the notice of
this Hon'ble Court, the Plaintiffs No.1 in the present case being a prominent
personality, has approached the Hon'ble District courts and the Hon'ble High
Court of Karnataka seeking to protect the reputation and privacy of himself and
his family members, during the course of the Trial in the criminal case and the

etails of the suits filed by the Plaintifs fisted in the same para are all not
known to these Defendants and it is relevant to state that these Defendants
are not parties to the said suits. However, the Plaintiffs hérein are put to strict
proof of the same.

24.The averments made at para 19 that based on the aforementioned suits and
Writ 1 petition filed by the Plaintiffs herein, tﬁe Hon'ble Courts were pleased to
provide protection to the reputation and privacy of the Plaintiffs and his family
members, by directing the media and any other third party from publishing,
telecasting, distributing any unverified news, statements, claims etc., which
may tarnish the image of the Plaintiff are ali not known to these Defendants.
The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same.

25.The averments made at para 20 that despite taking all the necessary steps to
protect the reputation and privacy of the Plaintiffs No.1 and his family, the
movie "Boss" being produced by the Defendant No.i and Directed by
Defendant No.2 not only violates the pﬁvacy of the Plaintiffs No.1 byt also of
his wife and other family members and in all likelihood have impact op the on-
going trial before the Sessions Court in 5.C No. 1319/2024 are all hereby denied
as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are
put to strict proof of the same.

26. The averments made at para 21 that under the guise of mere denial that the
movie is not related to the Piaintiffs or the alleged crime, the Defendant No.1
and Defendant No.2 have violated the fundamental right to Privacy and

S Odanisation has enabled the violation by providing certification

W
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are all hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious.,
The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same,

27.The averments made at para 22 that the Defendant No.1 have been publishing
the posters, marketing material on print and other media, teaser, press rmeets,
interviews to print and news media and making statements using the Plaintiffs
name and fame to garner interest towards the film are al| hereby danied as
absolutely faise, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiff< are put

to strict proof of the same.

28. The averments made at para 23 that the Defendant No.? has deliberately
planned and edited the teaser to Create a buzz among the public thereby
leading to violation of Privacy of Plaintiffs and his family members and ais stated
supra, the alleged criminal case referred to in the teaser js currently pending
before the Hon'ble Sessions <ourt, Bengaluru, making films, documentaries or
any media for wider public consumption would greatly impacts the public
perception regarding the trial, the reputation of the Plaintiffs and consequently,
the trial pending before the Sessions Court are all hereby denied as absolutely
false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict
Droof of the same.

29. The averments made at para 24 that it is an established principle of law that
"A goad reputation is an element of personal security and is protected by the
Constitution equally with the right to the enjoyment of life, liberty and
property”, hence the Fundamental Rights of the Plaintiffs required o bhe
protected and it is further submitted that every person has a right to defend
his reputation from being tarnished are all matter of record. However, in the
present case no such violation of fundamental rights of the Plaintiffs which are
guaranteéd under the Constitution of India are violated by virtue of the alleged
acts of the defendant No. 1 and 2 herein.  The further averments that the
Plaintiffs have already being continuously targeted by the trolls, media and
people trying to use the current situation, to enrich themselves and gain
limelight and in the current situation it the aforementioned movie is released,

45g irreparable damage to his privacy, his repu tation, his image

Ntidy - of proceedings are all hereby denied as absolutely
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false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict
proof of the same.,

30.The averments made at para 25 that as a public personality and an actor,
reputation and public perception are two of the most important factors that
constitute the Plaintiffs No.1's professional standing and fivelihood. In film
industry, an individual's career is inextricably finked to their brand value and
goodwill they have in Pubtic Reputation for any individual is built over years of
professional career but is fragite and once reputation is damaged due to
misinformation, incomplete information, the resulting damage is irreversible are
all hereby denied as absolutely fai;se, baseless, misconceived and vexatious.
The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same.

31. The averments made at para 26 that the unauthorized use of Plaintiff No. 1's
personality, stardom to create content and sensationalize their own movie, not
only causes personal distress but also results in irreparable damage which
cannot be compensated monetarily and the balafice of convenience fies in
favour of protecting the right to privacy and reputation of the Plaintiffs are all
hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The
Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same,

32. The averments made at para 27 that as per the information made available on
"Filmi Beat" handle, the Defendant No.2 has already obtained certification and
is scheduled for release on 14.04.2026 is a matter of record. The further
averments that the Defendant No. 1 in all likelihood wiil release the movie in
theatre movie and might sell, license or lease the rights of the to gny other
producer, production company or individual is false. The further aver ments that
hence the Plaintiffs have filed the present petition against unknown defendants
impleaded as "Ashok Kumar" who may release, publish, distribute or telecast
the movie for or on behalf of the Defendant No.1 are all hereby denied as
absolutely false, created, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to

strict proof of the same,”




33.The averments made at para 28 that the Plaintiffs have also issued a Statutory
Notice under Section 10 of CPC on 13.03.2026 to Shri. Yashwant Shehnal, the _
Regional Officer of the Befendant No.3 under Section 58 of the Cinematograph ‘
Act rtead with Cinematograph Rules seeking to forthwith cease
examination/refusal of certification are all not known to these Defendants.
However, it is hereby stated that the issuance of notices under Secticn 10 of
CPC only to officer of the Defendant No. 3 is an act of sheer vialation of
principles of natural justice in so far as thesa Defendants herein are concerned
as they are also the interested persons and nen-issuance of such notices to
these defendants would make the alleged notice issued under Section 10 of
CPC as invalid and untenable.

34.The averments made at para 29 that despite the aforementioned statutory
notice, upon verifying the Website of the Defendant No.3 authority it to the
attention of the Plaintiffs that the authority it has come to the attention of the
plaintiffs that the authority has illegally and arbitrarily granted certificats to the
mavie of the defendant No.1 "Boss" on 17.03.2025 with certificate: bearing No.
DiIL/7/33/2026-BAN and it is pertinent to note that the following summary has
been mentioned along with the <certified which is reproduced for ease of
reference of this ‘Hon'ble Court are all hereby denied as absolutely false,
baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to sirict proof of
the same.

35.The averments made in the same para with the captions “Plot Summary-The
films protagonist, a famous crickat player, has made a name for himself in the

cricket world and one day a man repeatedly sends obscene messages and calls
to his girlfriend and angered by this Jeevan who works at her house and his
friends find the man and beat him up mecilessly and the incident then takes
many turns and revolves around the protagonist are all hereby denied as faise
and misconceived and absurd.

36. The averments made at Para 31 that the grant of the aforesaic certificate by
Defendant No.3 is in complete disregard of the Plaintiffs' statutory notice, the
prior protective orders passed by this Hon'ble Court and the Hon'ble High Court
of Karataka (produced as Document No.5), and the fact that the film is hased

i ife of the Plaintiffs and the specific incidents forming the subject-




()
2o | W

the Sessions Court, Bangalore and the certification has been granted without
considering the gross violation of the Plaintiffs' fundamental rights under Article
21 of the Constitution of India, the principles of decency, morality, public order,
and the prohibition against interference with pending judiciat proceedings as
mandated under Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 are ali hereby
denied as absolute!y false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs
are put to strict proof of the same.

37.The averments made at para 32 that the Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN
dated 17-03-2026 is wholly illegal, arbitrary, mala fide, and without jurisdiction
and the said certificate has been issued in violation of the mandatory quidelines
framed under Section 58 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952, which expressly
prohibit certification of any film that is likely to affect public order, decency,
morality, or involves defamation or contempt of Court or is tikely to interfere
with the administration of justice in a pending criminal trial and the certification,
therefore, deserves to be declared as null and void ab initic and cancelied bya
decree of this Hon'ble Court are all hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless,
misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same.

38.The averments made at para 33 that the grant of the aforesaid illegal certificate
constitutes a fresh and continuing cause of action in favour of the Plaintiffs and
the Plaintiffs are now entitled not only to the permanent injunctions prayed for
but also to a decree of declaration that the Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN
dated 17.03.2026 is ilegal, null and void and a consequential decree for
cancellation/revocation of the said certificate, thereby preventing any public
exhibition, reLease distribution or streaming of the movie "Boss” in any form
whatsoever are all hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived
and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same.

39.The averments made at para 34 that the Defendant No.2 has himseff accepted
that the said movie has relevance to the subject-matter contained in S.C.

.1319/2024 when asked by one of the jour malists in the press meet aired on

VAN G nada Neiis are al hefeby dénied as absolu'tety “false, baseless
@c‘-‘
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The video produced which is allegedly one of the videos in DOCUMENT NO.3 is

a created document,

40. The averments made at para 35 that in the event the movie "BOSS” is
permitted to be exhibited in cinema halls, muldplexes or theatres, it would
cause immediate, widespread and ireparable harm to the Plaintiffs’ reputation,
privacy and right to fair on-going trial and the plaintiffs are therefore entited
to a decree of permanent prohibitory Injunction against all cinema halls,
exhibitors and Theatre owners' from screening or exhibiting the said mevie, so
prevent any public exhibition pending final decision in the suit arz all hereby
tenied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs

are put to strict proof of the same.

41.The averments made at para 36 that as the movie has already received the
certification from the Defendant No.3 authority, Defendant No.1 and No.Z in all
likelinood will release the movie in theatre, there is a pi‘gssil}iiéty that the
Defendant No.1 might release, sell, licence or {ease the right"‘,s of the movie to
any other producer, production company or individual and -helwce the plaintiffs

' l\;aded as Ashok

Kumar who may release, publish, distribute or telecast the nﬂ\)vie for or on

has filed the present petition against unknown defendants impl

behalf of the Defendant No 1 are all repetitions and the sama has been
answered suitably in the previous paras. \

i

\
42. The averments made at para 37 that the cause of action arose E«;{uring the

month of October 2025 when the Defendant No.1 announced ti'uat\'w;:hey are
producing a movie based on the incidents that had taken place in Plaifxtiffs life
and continues as the Defendant has published marketing material such as
posters, promotional interviews and teaser, the cause of action arose within
the territorial jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court and the Plaintiffs reside within
the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court as such this Hon'ble Court has the
jurisdiction to entertain the present proceedings are all hereby denied as
absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put

to strict proof of the same.

43.The averments made at para 38 that the right to privacy is a fundamental right

guaranteed under Article 21 of the Constitution of India, which includes within




life, and the right to be left alone from unwarranted commercial exploitation
and public scrutiny are all matter of record. The further averments in the same
para to the effect that the movie titled "Boss" and its promotional materials by
deliberately incorporating elements that unmistakably mirror the private life of
the Plaintiffs, the specific incidents alleged in the pending criminal case, and
the family circumstances of the Plaintiff’s, constitute a gross invasion of this
fundamental right to privacy and personal liberty without the consent or
knowledge of the Plaintiffs are all hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless,

misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of the same.

44, The averments made at para 39 that every person, including a public figure is
entitled to protect his/her personality rights figure the exclusive right to control
the commercial use of his/her Image, likeness, voice, persona, and any
exclusively right to control the commercial use of histher name, image,
likeness, voice, persona and any other attribute that is exclusively identified
with ‘him/her by the public and the Defendants herein have unauthorisedly
appropriated that plaintiff’s personality, the moniker "Boss" {(which is having
relevance with the Plaintiff No. 1's private life), the reference to attribute
arrested, and other distinctive elements associated with Plaintiff No.1, solely
for the purpose of commercial gain and sensational promotion of the film. Such
misappropriation causes irreparable injury to the goodwill, brand value, and
professional reputation of the Plaintiffs are all hereby denied as absolutely false,
baseless, misconcei\,rec_l and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict proof of
the same.

45.The averments made at para 40 that the production, promotion, and intended
release of the film while the criminal case bearing 5.C. Mo. 1319/2024 is still
pending and sub-juice before the LVT Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge,
Bengaluru, amounts to a direct interference with the administration of justice
and violates the Plaintiffs fundamental right to a fair trial under Article 21 of
the Constitution. Any dramatized depiction or reference to the very allegations
under trial is bound to prejudice public perception, create a real risk of
influencing the course of the on-going trial, and cause grave miscarriage of
justice, which cannot be remedied after the film is released or exhibited.




46. It is submitted that even if the Defendants No.1 & 2 daim the film to be 3

- radeden

work of fiction, the unmistakable references to the Plaintiffs' life, the specific

facts of the pending criminat case, and the portrayal of events in & mannat that

places the Plaintiffs in n raise and defamatory light before the general public,
constitute actionable civil wrong and any prudent persons can corne o a
conciusion that the said teaser of the movie depicts the personal life of the
Plaintiffs. The teaser, press meet, and promotional interviews nave already
triggered widespread speculation and comparison with the Plaintiifs' life,
thereby lowering the feputation of the Plaintiffs in the eyes of the society and
<ausing continuous and ireparable harm to their dignity and standing are all
hereby denied as absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The
Plaintiffs are DUt to strict proof of the same.

47.The averments made at para 42 that while freedom of speech and expression

Is Cherished constitutional value, the same is not absolute and subject to
reasonable restrictions in the interest of decency defamation, and contempt of
court is a matter of record. The further averments that in the present case the
Deféndants’ commercial venture, which seelks to xploit Plaintiffs' ongoing
persbnal tragedy and sub-judice trial off unjust envichment, profit, and
publicity, cannot be permitted to override the Plaintiffs fundamental rights to
privacy, reputation, and fair trial and the balance tilts decisively in favour of
granting protection to the Plaintiffs, as any post-release remedy would be
inadéquate and the damage would be irreversible are all hereby denied as
absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put
to strict proof of i:he same,

48.The averments made at para 43 that the cause of action to institute the present

suit first arose in the month of October 2025, when the Plaintiffs came to know
through reliable sources, family members, and well-wishers that Defendant
No.1 was producing a movie under the title "BOSS" based on the life events of
the Plaintiffs, including the specific incidents forming the subject matter of the
sub-judice criminal case in SC. No.1319/2024 pending before the LV
Additional City Civil and Sessions judge, Bengaluru. The Cause 6f action further
accrued and crystallized on 09.33 2026 and upon the release of the teaser of
the said movie by Defendant No.1, which openly prociaimed that the film was

"z
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forming to the Plaintiffs private life, family are circumstances, the alleged
crime, arrest of a celebrity, and other distinctive facts associated with Plaintiff
No.1 and the cause of action further arose when the Plaintiffs sent a statutory
Notice ufs 10 of CPC to CBFC on 13.03.2026 seeking non-clearance/registration
of the title “Boss the Cause of action further arase when the certificate was
issued by the CBFC on 17.03.2026 and declaring the date of release to be
14.04.2026. The cause of action is continuing in nature, as Defendant No.1 has
continued to promote the movie television and news through posters,
advertisements on <hannels, press Meets, interviews by the Defendant No.2,
and combination of the teaser, trailer and related promaotional on the digital.
Piatforms of Defendant No. 5 by 7 [Facebook;’lnstagram, X-Corp, and
YouTube), all of which are all cause fresh cause of action and within the
territorial of this Hon'ble Court on a daily basis are all hereby denied as
absolutely false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintifis are put
to strict proof of the same.

49. The averments made at para 44 that the certificate has already been issued
by the CBFC and the imminent threat of theatrical release, streaming is a matter
of record. The further averments that distribution, or transfer of rights to third
parties (including unknown persons like Defendant No.12) further perpetuate
the cause of action and the Plaintiffs reside within the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble
Court, the impugned acts (including publication, promotion, and potential
exhibition of the fitm) have taken place and continue to take place within
Bengalury, and the harm to the Plaintiffs’ reputation, privacy, and right to fair
on-going trial is felt and materialized here are all hereby denied as apsolutely
false, baseless, misconceived and vexatious. The Plaintiffs are put to strict
proof of the same. The further averments that this Hon'ble Court has the
territorial and pecuniary jurisdiction to entertain and try the present suit is a

- matter of record.

50. The averments made at para 45 that no part of the cause of action is barred
by fimitation, as the acte complained of are recent, continuing, and fresh
instances of invasion misappropriation of personality rights, and interference
with sub-judice proceedings are occurring even as of the date of filing of this

[t and the Plaintiffs have been vigilantly protecting their rights through prior

(as detailed in paragraph 18 supra), and the present suit is filed
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promptly upon the CBFC issuing certificate, discovery of the teaser release and
promotional activities that directly violate those protections are all hereby
denied as absolutely faise, baseless, misconceived and vexatinys, The Plaintiffs

are put to strict proof of the same.

51.The averments made at para 46 that the Plaintiffs seek leave of this Hon'ble
Court to bring un record the relevant informaticn, documents, array necessary
parties and amend the plaint, if necessary, after filing the above suit and
reserves the right o do the needful and the suit is valued as per the valuation
slip annexed to the Plaint and the sarne has been paid in terms of the provisions

of the Karnataka Court Fees & Suit Valuations Act, 1958 are ali matter of record.

52.Without prejudice to the above these Defendants submits true facts as follows:

53.1t is further submitted that the Defendant No. 1 is the Producer of the film in
question and Defendant No. 2 is the Director of the film. The Defendant No. 1
herein is registered under the Kannada Film Chamber of Commerce Gandhi
Nagér, Bengaluru-560009 the concerned authorities have issued necessary
title and banner registration certificate to that effect. Tt is further submitted
that the Defendant No. 2 herein is the Director of the movie in question. The
Defendant No. 1 and 2 are the only persons directly involved in the creation,
productior_l, and exhibition of the film in question and are the only necessary
and proper parties to the suit. Hence, the remaining defendants have no
substantial or direct interest in kha subject-matter of the suit and are not

indispensable to the adjudication of the dispute.

54.1t is further submitted that the Defendant No. 2 herein is a Director in
Karnataka. The Defendant No. 2 herein has so far directed 4 Kannada movies
namely Karnataka Ayodhyapuran, Mr.Natwarlal, Gramapanchayathi and Boss.
The Defendant No. 2 herein has earned great name and reputation in the field
of Direction of Kannada movies across Karnataka.

55.1t is submitbed that the under the banner of SIRI PRODUCTIONS the Defendant
No. 1 has produced a Kannada Movie namely “BOSS"” which is produced by Sri.
Tanush. 1t is further submitted that the said Producer Tanush has petformed |

the lead role in the said movie. 1t is further the submitted that movie ‘Boss’ is

cofdked REPNGE defendant No. 1 and 2 herein have obtainéd necessafy

e
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Certificate bearing No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN Gated 17.03.2026 issued by
Defendant No.3 (Central Board of Film Certification} in favour of the movie
"BOSS under the provisions of the Cinematograph Act, 1952. It is further
submitted that the defendant No. 1 and 2 also started promoting the said movie

on social media platferms and electronic media in accordance with law.

56.1t is submitted that the Defendant No. 3 i5 the Central Board of Film
Certification (CBFC), which has aiready issued certification to the film on
17.03.2026 under the Cinematograph Act 1952 and the relevant rules, which
Clearly indicates that the film has been examined by the statutory authority and
found to be fit for public exhibition without any objectionable or unlawful
congent, and the certification process being a statutory, quasi-judicial exercise,
courts are expected to respect the expert opinion of the Board and not %o
interfere lightly with a certified film except in cases of clear violation of law or
material injury to public interest.

57.The Defendant No. 4 is the Karnataka Eilm Chamber of Commerce {KFCC),
which is an industry-related association and has no role in the production,
certification, or exhibition of the film, and neither Defendant No. 1 nor
Defendant No. 2 has entered into any business, transaction, or title-registration
with Defendant No. 4 in relation to the film, the film has not been registered
and no banner or title has been recorded with this body, and the inclusion of
Defendant No. 4 in the array of parties is therefore entirely incorrect and mal-
fide, as it bears no legal or practical connection with the present suit, and it is
submitted that Defendant No. 4 is an unnecessary and improper party and is
liable to be struck off from the array of parties under Order 1 Rule 10 CPC.

58.The Hero in the movie is a Cricketer by profession. The said Hero is named as
“Tanush”. Tanush plays for BCB Cricket Club. Tanush due to his cricketing
skills is widely regarded as one of the greatest Cricketer and due to this, the
fans conferred Tanush a title namely “Boss”. It is further submitted that
Tanush is also shown in the movie as a humble man and generous person who

believe in giving fespec'ts to everyone around him.

59.1tis furfher relevant to state that the proposed movie ‘Boss’ is not yet released

£ NV
=R \%\ta that the proposed maovie ‘Boss is nozt at ali avadab!e in the
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Pubtic domain. Under these circumstancas, the Plaintiffs herein have filed the

present suit with their wild guessing/imaginations and have formed a <elf- .

opinion that the proposed movie *Boss’ is filmed based on the events“d:"céﬁﬁgam
in the Charge Sheet vide Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024 pending on the file of this
Hon'ble Court,

€0.1t is submitted that movie in question does not contain any name, photographs,
family details, profession of Plaintiff No. 1, or any other particulars, which may
lead to the disclosure of alleged similarities of incident which is subject matter
of Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024 as alleged by the Plaintiffs. Therefore, none of
the provisions of Cinematography Act have not been violated by the Defendant
No. 1 and 2 in any manner whatsoever.

61.These Defendants further submits that the making of movie in [question is a
fundamental right of the Defendant No. 1 and 2 herein. In fact, this scope of

right to freedom of speech and expression has been expanded to include a

filmmaker's right to express their thoughts and ideas using the medium of

cinema. It is further submitted that the proposed movie in question does not

f  Poses a threat to sovereignty and security of the country, national peace or
creates wrong views or opinion amaongst the public or fans of Plaintiff No. 1 in
any manner. In view of this, the Defendant No. 3 has accorded the dearance
o the proposed movie in accordance with the provisions of the Cinematograph
Act, 1952, and Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983, which prescribe the
parameters and process for censorship of films and grant of certification in
respect of films declared to be fit for public exhibition.

62.1t is further submitted that there ic a clear disclaimer at the initial portion of
the movie in question that the same is a fictional work and the same is not
inspired by the real life events of Plaintiff No. 1 and 2 in any manner. Therefore,
there is nothing related to the Plaintiffs and thus, the movie in question does
not have any adverse effect on the alleged reputation and dignity of the
Plaintiffs herein in any manner.

63.1 is further submitted that the restriction on public viewing of an artistic work
should be as per the prescription of law; thus, since the movie in question is
completely a fictional work and not going harm the reputation and dignity of
anyong, jncluding the Plaintiff No. 1 and 2, therefore, the prayer for main reliefs
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and also interim reliefs sought by the Plaintiffs herein does not desarve to be
accepted.

64.1t is further submitted that the present suit itseif as filed by the Plaintiffs herein
is based only on presumptions of the alleged facts that the movie in question
was based on criminal trial against the Plaintiff No. 1 and would thus harm the
feputation and dignity of the Plaintiff No. 1. It is hereby submitted that the
Defendant No. 1 and 2 have exercised their lawful rights in making the movie
in question and therefore their ideas, thoughts, fictions and intellectuatls are
required to be protected by the Law. Thus, no right, including the right to
privacy gua the Plaintiff No. 1, has been violated by these defendants.

65. it is further submitted that the proposed Movie in question’is a creative fiction
produced and Directed by the defendant No. 1 and 2 herein in exercise of their
constitutional right conferred by Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution of India.
The contents of the proposed Movie have no connection whatsoever with the
subject matter of Spl. C. C. No. 13 19/2024. 1t is further submltted that the
story has no relationship with the Accused persons, the deceased person or the
witnesses in the criminal case in Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024. It is further
submitted that the Defendant No. 1 and 2 have also made disclaimer statement
put up in beginning of the movie is sufficient notice to the public that the Movie
in -question is distinct froh the real events that transpired in the criminal case
in Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024. Without prejudice and without admitting the
claims of the Plaintiffs it is submitted that the only resemblance in the Movie
appears to be the name called 'BOSS' which is quite casual and tenable. There
are other movies named Boss which was released in 1996 acted by Prabhakar
(Tiger Prabhakar) directed by Bhavani Shankar produced by C. Peter Joseph
and in 2013 Boss was produced by Ashwin Varde acted by Akshay Kurnar The
reputation of the Plamtlffs or right to privacy will not be infringed by the release
and telecast of the Movie. The contents of the movie have no tendency to affect
the fair trial of the criminal case against the Plaintiff No. 1 herein and thereby
interfere with the administration of justice by the Plaintiffs herein through
present suit will be amounting to contempt of court,

66.1t is further submitted that the Plaintiffs herein have no prima facie case in their

favour, as amongst others, a huge amount has already been invested by the

the reiief prayed for in the present suit is granted to the
///
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Plaintiffs then the same would cause an unwarranted irreparable loss to the

Defendant No. 1 and film Producer Sri.Tanush.

07 These Defendants submits that thera is balance of convenience in favour of the
Defendant No. 1 and 2 in the present case. 1t is further submitted that the
news related to the movie in question was staited long time back and the
present suit is preferred just few days after the movie teaser which was aired
on 09.03.2026. The mavie in question has already been gearing to be released
over the OTT Platforms and Theatres on 24.04.2026. Therefore, at this
Juncture, if any interim order, as prayed by the Plaintiffs herein, is passed
against the movie in question, the same would result into unwarranted huge
financial foss, pain, agony, stress ta the Defendant No. 1 producer of the film.
Thus, in the given factual matrix, on that count also, this Hon'ble Cour: would
not find any case allegedly made out by the Plaintiffs for passing any interim
order as prayed by the Plaintiffs herein. It is further submitted that: this Hon'ble
Court needs to see as to whether any case of irreparable loss was made out by
the Plaintiffs in the present case and the Plaintiffs herein can seek
compensation against damages and defamation if there is any violation of the
reputation and dignity of the Plaintiffs herein by the acts of the Defendants
herein. However, considering the facts and circumstances of the presé-nt case,
it is established and demonstrated that the Defendant No. 1 and 2 would suffer
huge loss, injury, mental pain and agony in the event if the LA, No. 1 is allowed
as prayed for. It is further submitted that as per the teaser of the movie in
question, there would be nothing directly found related to the Plaintiff No. 1
which could persuade this Court to grant the relief prayed for in the stay
application filed by the Plaintiffs.

68.1t is further submitted that neither Defendant No. 1 nor Defendant No. 2 has
egistered any cinema title in relation to the film with Defendant No. 4 KFCC),
nor is there any legal requirement to do so in the present facts and
circumstances, and the suit is not maintainable on the basis of any allegad title-
fegistration default before KFCC, and the Plaintiffs have not pleaded any
Specific statutory or contractual tight arising from such registration and also

Plaintiff No. 1 has not registered any banner or title in relation to the film, and




69.1t is submitted that the Plaint is defective and liable to rejection under Order 7
Rule 11 CPC, as it does not discicse the complete addresses of Defendant Nos.
1 and 2, thereby causing prejudice to the Defendants En- defending the suit and
receiving notices and orders, and it also does not bear the signature of Plaintiff
No. 1, and the plaint is vague, speculative, and fails to disclose a clear cause

of action or any cognizabie legal injury.

70.1tis submitted that the Plaintiffs obtained an ex-parte stay order without proper
service of summons, and mere service through WhatsApp, without sending
complete pleadings and documents; does not constitute valid service under
Order 5 Rule 9 CPC and Section 27 CPC, and such defective service amounts
to a denial of the opportunity of hearing and violates the principtes of natural
justice under Articles 14 and 21 of the Constitution of India.

71.The title "Boss” is a generic term used wide!y in the film industry and in general
usage, and it is @ common and descriptive expression, and no mongpoly can
be claimed over such a generic title; the Plaintiffs have no exclusive right or
registered title to the word “Boss” in relation to any film or business, and the
use of such a title by the Defendants does not by itself constitute any actionable
tort or infringement. The entire suit is founded on assumptions, conjectures,
and surmises rather than on any <oncrete factual or legal basis, and the
Plaintiffs have faited to specifically point out any scene, dialogue, poster, or
trailer that causes actionable defamation, infringement of personality rights, or
other legal injury, and the suit is, therefore, a loose attempt o suppress artistic
freedom on the basis of speculative grievances. -

72.1t is specifically denied that the film is based on any real life event or connected
to any pending criminal case, the Director has publicly stated that the film is

completely fictional and does not portray any real life incident or person, and
the protagonist of the film is portrayed as a cricketer engaged in social service,
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defame or disparage them. The Detendants no 1 and 2 have conducted
multiple press meets on 29.10.2025, 09.03.2026, and 25.03.2026, at all of J
which Defendants Nos. 1 and 2 have clearly stated that the film is purely
fictional and concept based and has no connection with any real life incident or
with Specdial C C No. 1319 of 2024, videos of all these press meets, where
Defendants No. 1 and 2 have spoken about the film “Boss”, have been placed
on record before this Hon'ble Court in the form of a pen-drive, which has been
filed and produced in Court as part of the evidence.

73.The Central Board of Film Certification (CBFC) has granted certification o the
film on 17.03.2026, which indicates that the film does not contain any
objectionable material as per the statutory authority entrusted with such expert
evaluation, Tt is well-settled that the law relating to films and freedom of
expression is governed by constitutional principles, in K.A. Abbas v. Union of
India, (1971) 2 scc 781, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that films are a
medium of expression protected under Article 19(1)(a), though subject to
reasonable restrictions under Article 19(2), in S. Rangarajan v. P. Jagjivan Ram,
(1989} 2 SCC 574, the Court Categorically held that freedom of expression
canriot be suppressed on account of threat of demonstration, processions, or
threats of violence, and that once 3 film is certified it should not be fighitly
interfered with by courts,in Bobby Art International v, Om Pal Singl: Hoon,
{1996) 4 SCC 1, the Supreme Court held that courts should not sit: as a super-
censor board once the film has been certified by the statutory authority,in F.A.
Picture International v. Central Board of Film Certification, (2002) 5 SCC 262,
it was held that once a film is Certifled, courts must exercise restraint in granting
injunctions restraining exhibition in Viacom 18 Media Pvt. Ltd. v. Union of India,
(2014) 1 SCC 417, the Hon'ble Supreme Court restrained States from
interfering with the exhibition of a certified ﬁEfﬁ and upheld the freedom of
expression of filmmakers; in Nachiketa Walhekar v. Central Board of Film
Certification, (2018) 15 SCC 1, It was reiterated that creative freedom must be
protected and that courts should interfere only in cases involving a clear
violation of law or injurious effect o public interest,in light of these authorities,
the present film being duly certified by the CBFC on 17.03.2026 and Adarsh C-
operative Housing Society Ltd., Vs Union of India [AIR 2018 SC 1480 Writ

petition {civil) No 129 of 2018] “courts decide cases based on evidence ar)d‘

RQt cinematic portrayal, and mere bendéncy"of'proceé’dings' i not a ground
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to restrain a film duly certified by CBFC” and “The doctrine of sub-judice may
not be elevated to negate the right to freedom of speech and expression"

74.The Plaintiffs’ claim is based on mere assumptions and conjectures and not on
any ascertainable legal injury or defamation with particutars. The suit appears
to be an abuse of the process of the Court, intended to suppress artistic
freedom and to kill creative expression by using an ex-parte stay order as a
tool of pressure, and the ex-parte stay order is contrary to settled law, as it
was passed without proper service and in the absence of a prima facie case
warranting interference with a certified film, and the Defendants are protected
under Article 19(1)(a) of the Constifution of India, and the present proceedings
materially infringe upon their fundamental right to freedom of expression. As a
direct consequence of the ex-parte stay order, Defendant No. 1 has suffered
censiderable financial losses of approximately ¥60,00,000/- (Rupees Sixty
Lakhs Only), advance payments have been made for release, distribution, and
publicity, and the inability to exhibit the film as scheduled has caused severe
commercial prejudice, and the Defendants are also facing reputational damage,
threats, and harassment from third parties relying on the stay order, and the

public interest in lawful and certified artistic expression is being prejudiced,

/5.1t is submitted that Temporary Injunctions generally are granted based on the
“Triple Test” under Order 39 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The three key
parameters are 1} a prima facie case, 2] balance of convenience and 3]
irreparable loss and injury. In order to seek an injunction, the applicant must
establish a strong case and demonstrate that refusal of the order will cause
substantial and un-compensable harm. In the present case, the Plainitffs
herein have utterly failed to demonstrates these three basic elements before
this Hon'ble Court to obtain relief of temporary injunction as prayed in LA. No.
1 in question for the following réasons.

76.Right to privacy:- It is submitted that in the instant case the Plaintiffs herein
have faited to make out a case for grant of interim injunction to restrain the
release of the movie in question. Tt is submitted that the movie in question
does not relate to the incident covered under the Special Criminal Case No.
131972024 pending.on the file of this Hon'ble Court. Itis relevant to state that
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in question is a Cricketer by profession. 1t is further submitted that the name
of the Hero in the movie is Tanush and also called as BOSS by his fans in the .
movie. Itis further submitted that the other characters in the entire movie are
solely created based on frictions, iraginations .1t is further subratted that the
Hero at the end of the movie in question shown as eiected [MLAT of & particular
Assembly Constituency. Thus, the contents of the movie and the contents of
the incident which is subject of Spl. C.C. No. 1319/2024 are totally different.
Therefore, the right to privacy of the plaintiffs is not at all affected and there
shall be no humiliation of the Plaintiffs by virtue of release of the movie in

question.

/7. The right to fair trail: - In the present case the Plaintiffs have ialsely
contended that the movie in qQuestion would affect the fair trail of the Plaintift
in Spl. C.C. No. 1319/2024. 1Itis relevant to state that in & number ol cases
the Hon'ble Apex Court of India has held that though right to fair tiial is a
fundamental right, but the courts and investigating agencies do not rely upon
cinernatographic films to render a decision or carrying on their investigations.
Without prejudice and without admiitting the claim of the Plaintiffs herein it is
submitted that in the instant case the plaintiffs herein have failed o explain as
to whose right to fair trial has been claimed and in what manner the movie
would impact the right of fair trial of any of the stakehoiders.

78.Defamation and emotional trauma:-It is submitted that the movie in
question is not a libel or slanderous in nature to the Plaintiffs herein. The
portrayal of Hero depicted in the movie in question is not at all based on the
incident covered under the criminal case in Spl. C.C. No. 1319/2024. 1In fact,
the Hero in the movie has baen shown in a good manner such as fumble
PErson, generous persons etc. The Hero in the movie has no connection o the
alleged murder of a person. In fact all the characters depicted in the movie
are completely fictional and out of imaginations. It is further submitted that
the plaintiffs herein have pleaded about alleged emotional trauma in the
present case. However, it is relevant to state that it is well settled principles of
law that emotional trauma per se may be relevant as a cornponernt of

defamation, but cannot be the sole basis for making a prima facie case in favour
of the applicant/s.
3




79.The balance of convenience: - It is submitted that the it is almost for the
last one year that the movie in question has been in making. The Defeﬁdant
No. 1 and 2 have also obtained necessary approvals, permissions from the
Censor Board for the release of the movie and the Defendant No. 1 and 2
almost on the verge of releasing the movie by conduding the teasers in the
&lectronic and Social Media and at this juncture the Plaintiffs hierein have sought
for injunction. Further the Defendant No. 1 herein has already been spent in
making the movie huge amount of money. Therefore, the balance of
convenience lies heavily in favour of the Defendant No. 1 and 2. it is further
submitted that the Plaintiffs herein shall have a remedy of seeking damages in
case in violation of right of the plaintiffs is established on screening the movie
in question.

A

80.LOSS AND-II-\IJURY:- it is further submitted that in the instant case the
Defendant No. 1 and 2 for the above reasons and bonafide facts shall be
subjected to irreparable loss and injury after having invested their meoney in
preparing the movie in the event if the injunction is granted as prayed for in
LA. No. 1. On the other hand, the plaintiffs have not been able to demonstrate
what irreparable loss and jnjury caused to the plaintiffs i the movie js
screened.  Thus, it may thus be concluded that the plaintiffs have not been
able to establish any of the three limbs i.e. prime facie case, balance of
Convenience or irreparable loss or injury in their favour. The plaintiffs are,
therefore, the Plaintiffs herein are not entitled to injunction.

Thus, in view of the foregoing, it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble
Court may be pleased to dismiss the suit as being devoid of merits, not
maintainable, and barred by lack of legal injury, vacate the ex-parte stay order
granted against the Defendants, strike off the unnecessary parties (Defendant
Nos. 3, 4, and 5 to 12) from the array of parties, and pass such further orders

as this Hon'ble. Court deems fit in the interest of Justice, equity, and good
conscience. '

Wherefore, it is humbly prays to this Han'ble Court that it may kindly be pleased

abdve Suit witﬁ exemplary costs in the interests of justice and i
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Advocate for Defendant No. 1 & 2 Defendant No. 1L & 2
Verification

We the Defendant No. 1 and 2 do hereby declare that what is steted above is

true to the best of their knowledge, information and belief.

7 e /:J,
-~ } it j/f/'
Bengaluru . L e
-://_fajﬁu‘d //
Date: %2’6 Defendant No. 1 & 2
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IN THE COURT OF HON'BLE ADDITIONAL CITY CIVIL AND SESSIONS JUDGE AT
BENGALURU

0.5. No. 215172026

- BETWEEN:

SRI. DARSHAN SRINIVAS
AND ANOTHER i PLAINTIFFS

AND:

SIRI PRODUCTIONS
AND OTHERS DEFENDANTS

MEMO

The undersigned humbly submits that the‘Defenda.nt No. 1 and 2
herein are adopting their detailed Written Statement filed as
Statement of Objections to the I.A. No. 1 filed by the Plaintiff in the
above case. Hence, it is humbly prays to this Hon'ble Court that it
may kindly be pleased to consider and treat the Written Statement of
Defendant No. 1 and 2 as Statement of Objections to the I.A. No. 1

in the above matter in the interests of justice and equity.

Bengaluru

Date:16-6-26 Advocate for Defendant No. 1 and 2
s el
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ANNEXURE - O
WP No. 7473 of 2026

=

IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU
DATED THIS THE 30" DAY OF APRIL, 2026
BEFORE
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SACHIN SHANKAR MAGADUM
WRIT PETITION NO. 7473 OF 2026 (GM-RES)

BETWEEN:

1. MR. DARSHAN SRINIVAS
AGED ABOUT 47 YEARS,
S/0. LATE THOOGUDEEPA SRINIVAS
#217, THOOGU DEEPA NILAYA,
F ROAD, IDEAL HOME TOWNSHIP,
RAGARAJESHWARI NAGAR,
BENGALURU, KARNATAKA - 560 098.

-..PETITIONER
(BY SRIL. PRATHAM N., ADVOCATE)

AND:

1. UNION OF INDIA
MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING,
_ ROOM NO.655, A- WING,
PR SHASTRI BHAWAN,
Digitaliy==5 NEW DELHI-110 001.

signed by
CHAITHRA A REPRESENTED 8Y ITS SECRETARY
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THIS WRIT PETITION IS FILED UNDER ARTICLE 226
OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA, PRAYING TO DIRECT
THE RESPONDENT NOS.1 AND 2 TO REGISTER THE
COMPLAINT DATED 16.01.2026 (ANNEXURE-A) AND
ISSUE SHOW CAUSE NOTICE TO ALL THE SAID MEDIA
CHANNELS AND TAKE ACTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH
CABLE TELEVISION NETWORKS ACT 1995, CABLE
TELEVISION NETWORKS RULES 1995 R/W INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 2000 AND INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY (INTERMEDIARY GUIDELINES AND DIGITAL
MEDIA ETHICS CODE) RULES, 2021 AND ETC.,

THIS WRIT PETITION HAVING BEEN HEARD AND
RESERVED FOR ORDERS ON 09.04.2026, THIS DAY
ORDER WAS PRONOUNCED THEREIN, AS UNDER:

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SACHIN SHANKAR MAGADUM

CAV ORDER
The captioned writ petition is filed seeking the

following reliefs:

“A. Issue a writ, order or direction in the
nature of mandamus or any other appropriate writ
directing the Respondent No.1 & 2 to register the
complaint dated 16.01.2026 (Annexure A) and issue
show cause notice to all the said Media Channels and
take action in accordance with Cable Television
Networks Act 1995, Cable Television Networks Rules,
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Information Technology (Intermediary Guidelines
and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, 2021 3

B. Direct Respondent No.1 to initiate
proceedings for suspension of broadcast licenses or
imposition of penalties under Chapter III of the Cable
Television Networks (Regulation) Act, 1995, against
non-complaint entities inter terms of the Cormnplaint
dated 16.01.2026 (Annexure A ) or/and refer the

prima facie contempt to the appropriate contempt
Jurisdiction; and

C. Pass any other order(s) as this Hon'ble
Court may deem fit in the facts, and circumstances

of the present case, in the interest of Justice, equity
and fair play."

2. The petitioner, a Kannada film actor and
producer, is aggrieved by a sustained and targeted media
campaign in relation to Crime No.250/2024 registered on
09.06.2024 by Kamakshipalya Police Station for offences

punishable under Sections 302 and 201 of the IPC, 1860.

3. It is the specific case of the petitioner that,

ite the trial being at a nascent stage, various
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television channels and digital platforms have indulged in
media-driven adjudication, disseminating speculative
narratives, selectively leaked materials, and unverified
allegations, thereby engineering public perception and

impairing the petitioner’s right to a fair trial.

4. The petitioner and his wife secured interim
injunction orders from competent civil courts restraining
publication of confidentiai material. Further, by order
dated 10.09.2024, this Court restrained respondent Nos.3
to 40 from disseminating charge sheet material and
directed respondent No.4 to take action in the event of

violation of the Programme Code.

5.  This Court therefore deems it fit to extract the
ex parte order of injunction granted by the City Civil and
Sessions Court in 0.5.No.6082/2024 and the order passed
by this Court in W.P.N0.24836/2024 on 10.09.2024. The

same read as under:
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Order passed in O.S.No.6082/2024

“The defendants are hereby restrained by way
of this exparte ad-interim TI order, from airing,
printing, publishing any statement in relation to the
investigation being under taken by Kamakshipalya
Police against Sri. Darshan Srinivas who is arrayed
as accused No.2 and from airing, printing, publishing
any statement about the final report inter alia FSL
reports, confessional statements and holding
debate/discussion/interview on the final report
pertaining to FIR No.0250/2024 pending adjudication
before XXIV ACMM Court, Bengaluru.”

Order passed in W.P.No.24836/2024

"ORDER

(i) Respondents 3 to 40 are hereby restrained
from publishing, printing, airing and disseminating
confidential information contained in the charge
sheet in relation to Crime No.0250/2024 registered
by the Kamakshipalya Police Station, till the next
date of hearing.

(ii) Respondent No. 1 to communicate this order
to respondents 3 to 40.
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Needless to state that respondent No.1 to take
appropriate action against respondents 3 to 40, if
they telecast, print, air or publish any statements in
violation of the Cable Television Network Rules,
1994."

6. Despite these judicial interdictions, it is alleged
that the media continues to telecast content in violation of

statutory provisions and binding court orders.

7.  Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and
learned CGSC for the respondents. Perused the records.

The following points arise for consideration:

(i) Whether respondent authorities are under a
statutory obligation to act on the complaint dated
16.01.20267?

(i) Whether the impugned media reportage
canstitutes violation of statutory provisions and

Judicial orders?

(iii) Whether interference under Article 226 is

warranted?
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Findings on Point Nos.(i) to (iii):

8. For the sake of convenience, the relevant

provisions are extracted as under:

“Section 79 (3) (b) of the Information Technology

Act, 2000

79. Exemption from liability of intermediary in certain
cases.—

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in any law for
the time being in force but subject to the provisions of
sub-sections (2) and (3), an intermediary shall not be
liable for any third party information, data, or
communication link made available or hosted by him.

(2) The provisions of sub-section (1) shall apply if- (a)
the function of the intermediary is fimited to providing
gaccess to a communication system over which
information made available by third parties is transmitted
or temporarily stored or hosted; or

(b) the intermediary does not-
(i) initiate the transmission,
(ii) select the receiver of the transmission, and

(iii) select or modify the information contained in
the transmission;

{(c) the intermediary observes due diligence while
discharging his duties under this Act and also observes
such other guidelines as the Central Government may
prescribe in this behalf,

(3) The provisions of sub-section (1) shall not apply if-
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(a) the intermediary has conspired or abetted or
aided or induced, whether by threats or promise or
otherwise in the commission of the unlawful act;

{b) upon receiving actual knowledge, or on being
notified by the appropriate Government or its agency
that any information, data or communication link
residing in or connected to a computer resource
controlled by the intermediary is being used to commit
the unlawful act, the intermediary fails to expeditiously
remove or disable access to that material on that
resource without vitiating the evidence in any manner.
Explanation.—For the purposes of this section, the
expression —third party informationl means any
information dealt with by an intermediary in his capacity
as an intermediary.

Information Technology {Intermediary Guidelines
Technology Intermediary Guidelines and Digital
Media Ethics Code) Rules, 2024 Digital Media Code)

Rules

Rule 3 (7) (b) an intermediary, on whose computer
resource the information is stored, hosted or published,
upon receiving actual knowledge in the form of an order
by a court of competent jurisdiction or on being notified
by the Appropriate Government or its agency under
clause (b) of

sub-section (3) of section 79 of the Act, shall not host,
store or publish any unlawful information, which is
prohibited under any law for the time being in force in
relation to the interest of the sovereignty and integrity of
India; security of the State; friendly relations with
foreign States; public order; decency or morality; in
relation to contempt of court; defamation; incitement to
an offence relating to the above, or any information
which is prohibited under any law for the time being in
force.




Provided further that if any such information is hosted,
stored or published, the intermediary shall remove or
disable access to that information, as early as possible,
but in no case later than thirty-six hours from the receipt
of the court order or on being notified by the Appropriate
Government or its agency, as the case may be,

Cable Television Networks (Requlation) Act, 1995

19. Power to prohibit transmission of certain
pregrammes in public interest.—Where 2 [any authorised
officer], thinks it necessary or expedient so to do in the
public interest, he may, by order, prohibit any cable
operator from transmitting or re-transmitting 3 [any
programme or channel if, it is not in conformity with the
prescribed programme code referred to in section 5 and
advertisement code referred to in section 6 or if it is]
likely to promote, on grounds of religion, race, language,
caste or community or any other ground whatsoever,
disharmony or feelings of enmity, hatred or iff-will
between different religious, racial, linguistic or regional
groups or castes or communities or which is likely to
disturb the public tranquillity.

20. Power to prohibit operation of cable television
network in public interest.—4 [1] Where the Central
Government thinks it necessary or expedient so to do in
public interest, it may prohibit the operation of any cable
television network in such areas as it may, by notification
in the Official Gazette, specify in this behalf. 5

{(2) Where the Central Government thinks it necessary
or expedient so to do in the interest of the— ()
sovereignty or integrity of India; or {ii) security of India;
or (iii) friendly refations of India with any foreign State;
or (iv) public order, decency or morality, it may, by
order,  regulate or prohibit the transmission or re-
f’ @\f\: any channel or programme.

A
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(3) Where the Central Government considers that any
programme of any channel is not in conformity with the
prescribed programme code referred to in section 5 or
the prescribed advertisement code referred to in section
6, it may by order, regulate or prohibit the transmission
or re-transrnission of such programme].

Cable Television Networks Rules, 1994
Rule 6 (1)

(d) Contains anything obscene, defamatory, deliberate,
false and suggestive innuendos and half truths;

(e) Is likely to encourage or incite violence or contains
anything against maintenance of law and order or which
promote-anti-national attitudes;

(f) Contains anything amounting to contempt of court;

(i) Criticises, maligns or slanders any individual in person
or certain groups, segments of social, public and moral
life of the country ;*

9. The Cable Television Networks (Regulation) Act,
1995 read with the Cable Television Networks Rules, 1994
prescribes a strict regulatory regime. Rule 6 of the
Programme Code prohibits programmes which are
defamatory, misleading, contemptuous of court, prejudicial

to public order, or which malign individuals, including
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10. Sections 19 and 20 of the Act empower the
authorities to regulate, prohibit or suspend transmission of
programmes which are not in conformity with the
Programme Code or which affect public order, decency or

the administration of justice.

11. Further, Section 79(3)(b) of the Information
Technology Act, 2000 mandates that intermediaries, upon
receiving actual knowledge of unlawful content, must
expeditiously remove or disable access to such material.
This obligation is reinforced by Rule 3(7)(b) of the
Information Technology (Intermediary Guidelines and
Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, 2021, which requires
removal within 36 hours of receipt of a court order or

governmental notification.

12. The Trial Court, by order dated 10.09.2024,
directed respondent No.4 to take action upon violation of

the Programme Code. Further, the statement recorded on
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09.09.2024 reflects a clear undertaking that action would

follow upon receipt of a complaint.

13. The petitioner having submitted a complaint
dated 16.01.2026, the continued inaction on the part of
the respondent authorities is ex facie arbitrary, contrary to
statutory mandate, and violative of the doctrine of

legitimate expectation.

14. The issue of “trial by media” has engaged
judicial attention across jurisdictions. The Bombay High
Court in Nilesh Navalakha vs. Union of India®
cautioned against excessive media activism eroding the
fairness of judicial proceedings. The Hon'ble S'upreme
. Court in In Re: Harijai Singh? underscored that freedom
of press is not absolute and must be tempered with

responsibility. Further, in P.C. Sen (in Re)?, it was held

2021 SCC Online Bom 56
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that any publication tending to interfere with the due

course of justice constitutes contempt.

15. The dangers of prejudicial publicity have been
succinctly articulated in global jurisprudence. In Sheppard
vs. Maxwell', the United States Supreme Court
deprecated media excesses which transformed the judicial
process into a “carnival atmosphere of justice”, holding
that massive and pervasive prejudicial publicity subverts
due process. In Nebraska Press Association vs.
Stuart®, it was emphasized that the right to a fair trial is
the most fundamental of freedoms, requiring insulation

from prejudicial pre-trial publicity.

16. The English position is equally stringent. In
Attorney-General vs. BBC®, it was held that publications
giving rise to a “real and substantial risk of prejudice”

constitute contempt. The celebrated dictum in R vs.

384 U.S. 333 (1966)
%427 U.S. 539 (1976)

& (20072;EWCA Civ 280

44
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Sussex Justices, ex parte McCarthy’, it was held that
“justice must not only be done but must also be seen to be
done” reinforces that perception of fairness is integral to
adjudicatory legitimacy. Further, in Allenet de Ribemont
vs. France®, it was held that public narratives imputing

guilt prior to trial violate the presumption of innocence.

17. These authorities converge on a singular
constitutional principle that media reportage cannot be
permitted to supplant judicial determination or prejudice

the course of justice.

18. The material placed on record, particularly the
clippings produced, unfortunately depict a disturbing trend
wherein the broadcast media has gone to the extent of
recreating courtroom proceedings, with only the face of
the presiding Judge being masked, while the faces of the
accused and counsel are openly displayed. Such

programmes are telecast on every date of hearing,

7 (1924) 1 KB 256
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thereby converting pending judicial proceedings into a

form of public spectacle.

19, Thi.s Court cannot but observe that such
conduct amounts to a calculated media-driven
adjudication, fostering a parallel narrative énd
engendering prejudicial pre-trial publicity. The continued
telecast of such content, in the teeth of subsisting
injunction orders, reflects a blatant disregard for judicial
authority and contributes to the creation of a “carnival
atmosphere of justice”, as noticed in Sheppard v.
Maxwell (supra). By virtually staging courtroom scenes
and projecting selective narratives, the media not only
risks subverting due process but also erodes adjudicatory

neutrality, impairing the petitioner’s right to a fair trial.

20. Such broadcasts, which border on trial by
headlines, cannot be countenanced in a system governed

by the rule of faw, particularly when they are aired in
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willful disobedience of binding injunctions and in a manner

that tends to interfere with the administration of justice.

21. The continued broadcast in the teeth of civil
court injunctions, orders of this Court and statutory
prohibitions amounts to subversion of due process, erosion
of adjudicatory neutrality, interference with administration

of justice and prima facie contempt of court.

22. The material on record unmistakably discloses
violations of Rule 6(1)(d), (e), (f) and (i) of the
Programme Code under the Cable Television Networks
(Regulation) Act, 1995. Such broadcasts are per se illegal
and invite regulatory action under Sections 19 and 20 of
the Act. The acts further attract the mischief of Section
2(c)(ii) and (iii) of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971. The
digital amplification of such content attracts Section

79(3)(b) of the Information Technology Act, 2000 read

_ with Rule 3(7)(b) of the Intermediary Rules, 2021.
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23. The complaint dated 16.01.2026 imposes a
mandatory obligation on respondent authorities. The
failure to act is arbitrary and unsustainable. The material
on record discloses prima facie violations of statutory
provisions and judicial orders. The ongoing media
narrative poses a serious threat to the petitioner's right to

a fair trial under Article 21.

24. Freedom of speech is a cherished constitutional
value; however, when it degenerates into media-driven
adjudication, it ceases to be a safeguard of democracy and
becomes a threat to it. The press is a watchdog, but when
it assumes the role of judge, jury and executioner, the rule
of law stands imperiled. Courts cannot permit the course

of justice to be overshadowed by the glare of studio lights.

25. In view of the foregoing reasons, the points

formulated are answered accordingly:

.t;hg' _ 243

_,_%qigt@lo.(i) is answered in the affirmative, holding -
! Vg .
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obligation to consider and act upon the complaint dated
16.01.2026 in accordance with the provisions of the Cable
Television Netwoarks (Regulation) Act, 1995, the Rules
framed thereunder and the applicable provisions of the

Information Technology Act, 2000 and allied Rules.

Point No.(ii) is answered in the affirmative, holding
that the impugned media reportage and telecasts, prima
facie, constitute violations of Rule 6 of the Programme
Code under the Cable Television Networks Rules, 1994,
apart from amounting to interference with administration

of justice and violation of subsisting judicial orders.

Point No.(iii) is answered in the affirmative, holding
that interference under Article 226 of the Constitution of
India is warranted in the facts and circumstances of the
case to ensure enforcement of statutory obligations,
preservation of the petitioner’'s right to fair trial and

maintenance of the purity of judicial process.
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26. For the foregoing reasons, this Court proceeds

to pass the foilowing:

ORDER

(i) The writ petition is allowed in part.

(i) Respondent Nos.1 and 2 are directed to
forthwith examine the impugned broadcasts and
digital content relating to the petitioner and the
subject crime and, upon being satisfied that the
same are violative of Rule 6 of the Programme
Code framed under the Cable Television
Networks  (Regulation) Act, 1995, take
immediate action in accordance with Sections 19
and 20 of the Act by regulating, suspending,
prohibiting or directing discontinuance of such
telecast, broadcast, streaming or dissemination,
pending enquiry and final consideration of the

complaint.

(iii) Respondent Nos.1 and 2 shall consider
the complaint dated 16.01.2026 (Annexure-A), .
95 QF kqianduct an enquiry into the alleged violations of -
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orders under Sections 19 and 20 of the Act
within a period of Six (6) weeks from the date of

receipt of a copy of this order.

(iv) The respondents shall also examine the
necessity of prohibition of  broadcast,
suspension/revocation of permissions or licences,
imposition of penalties and initiation of such
further statutory proceedings as are permissible

in law.

(v) Respondents shall ensure strict
compliance with Rule 6 of the Cable Television
Networks Rules, 1994, Section 79(3)(b) of thes.
Information Technology Act, 2000 and Rule Tt
3(7)(b) of the Information Technélogy' %" e
(Intermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics"g ¥ e
Code) Rules, 2021.

®,
§ Y &y

(vi) Liberty is reserved to the petitioner to.
initiate appropriate proceedings under the
Contempt of Courts Act, 1971, if so advised.

=g s
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{vii) Respondent Nos.1 and 2 shall file a

compliance report before this Court within
Twelve (12) weeks.

Sd/~
(SACHIN SHANKAR MAGADUM)
JUDGE
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IN THE COURT OF THE HON'BLE PRINCIPAL CITY CIVIL
AND SESSIONS JUDGE, BANGALORE
0.5. No. 2151/2026

BETWEEN:

SRI. DARSHAN SRINIVAS & Anr. oo PLAINTIFFS
AND:

SIRI PRODUCTIONS & Ors . DEFENDANTS

WRITTEN ARGUMENTS
1. BRIEF FACTS

1.1 The Plaintiffs have filed the above suit seeking perpetual
prohibitory injunction restraining the Defendants from
producing, promoting, certifying, releasing, exhibiting or dealing
in any manner with the Kannada feature film titled “BOSS”
(produced by Defendant No.1 - Siri Productions, directed by
Defendant No.2 - V. Lava, starring Defendant No.3 - Tanush

Shivanna).

1.2 The teaser released on 09.03.2026, the press meet,
promotional materials and the plot summary submitted to CBFC
explicitly declare the film as “Inspired by true events” and

contain, multiple striking and unmistakable similarities to the
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private life of Plaintiff No.1 and the facts of the ongoing sub-

judice criminal trial in C.C. No.1319/2024 (arising out of Crime
No0.0250/2024).

1.3 On 27.03.2026, this Hon'ble Court was pleased to grant ex-
parte ad-interim temporary injunction under Order XXXIX Rules
1 & 2 r/w Section 151 CPC after recording a prima facie case of
violation of the Plaintiffs’ right to privacy, personality rights and
right to fair trial under Article 21 of the Constitution. The
Defendants have now filed the present IA seeking vacation of
the said order.

2. STRIKING SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE FILM “BOSS”
AND FLAINTIFF'S LIFE / SUB JUDICE CASE

The similarities are not coincidental but deliberate. They are

tabulated below for ready reference of this Hon'ble Court:

Sl. | Element in Film “BOSS”|Corresponding  Fact  in !
No. |(Teaser /  Promotional | Plaintiff No.1’s Life /|
Materials / Plot Summary | Criminal Case (Crime
submitted to CBFC) No0.0250/2024 / 9 &N
| | N0.1319/2024)

1 1 Title of the film: “BOSS” | Plaintiff No.1 is popularly
and publicly known as “D
Boss” / “Challenging Star
Darshan”




3

P )

| Protagonist 4

lead
character repeatedly
referred to as “Boss” by
fans

Plaintiff No.1’s fans and the
public refer to him as “D
Boss” / “Boss”

Celebrity figure involved in
the killing of a fan/follower
who sent obscene
messages/calls to the
protagonist’s
wife/girlfriend

Deceased P?eﬁ—ukasw'émy
was a fan who allegedly sent
objectionable messages to
Plaintiff No.1's« _ 21D,

Victimapleads
me, I have a pregnant wife
at home and aged parents”

“don't Kkill

Directly mirrors the
allegations made in the FIR
and charge sheet

B&jy of the victim found
next to a drainage pipeline

As per the prosecution casc,
in Crime No0.0250/2024

Arrest and
investigation of
celebrity protagonist

police
the

Plaintiff No.1 was arrested irf=
June 2024 and is facing day— -
to-day trial ‘

| Entire

—;tbry set in

Bengaluru

The crime and the o ongomg
trial are entirely Benga{uru—=
centric

The  protagonist's  wife

name Lakshmi

The Plaintiff No.2’s name 1:3
Vijayalakshmi :

Explicit opening disclaimer |

in the very first frame:
“Inspired by true events”

Clearly links the film to the |
real life events of Plaintiff |
No.1 and the pending trial

10

Two  prominent
leads in the story

female |

No.2.
famliy

Refers to —_Piaiﬂtiffn
(wife) and
circumstances
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A
11 | Plot summary submitted to | This is a deliberate |
CBFC describes the | misrepresentation: the
protagonist as a “famous |teaser and promotions show
cricket player” who beats|a celebrity figure (no cricket

up a man sending obscene | connection)
messages

12 | Victim’s name is Renuka | Victim’s name s Shiva
Swami Swami

13 | Victim’s body was found in | Victim's body was found in
Palya Kamakshi Palya

KEY ADMISSION BY THE DEFENDANT NO. 2 IN THE PRESS
CONFERENCE HELD BY DEFENDANT NO. i1

These glaring similarities, coupled with the director's public
admissions, establish that the film is a dramatised re-enactment

of the sub-judice matter.

3. ADDITIONAL GROUND: WILFUL VIOLATION oF
EXISTING PROTECTIVE JUDICIAL ORDERS

3.1 The production, promotion and attempt to obtain CBRFC
certification of the film “BOSS” is in clear and wilful viclation of
four protective orders already passed by this Hon’ble Court and

the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka, which are still subsisting:

« 0.S. No0.4267/2024 dated 19.06.2024 - restraining

unauthenticated/defamatory  content - touching the
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personal/family life or investigation in  Crime
No.0250/2024.

- 0.5. No.6082/2024 dated 27.08.2024 - ex-parte ad-
interim injunction restraining airing/printing/publishing
statements on investigation, charge sheet, FSL,

confessions, debates or predictions on merits.

- 0.5. No0.7875/2024 dated 11.11.2024 - ad-interim
injunction restraining unverified statements lowering the

image of Plaintiff No.1 in print/TV/internet/social media.

- W.P. N0.24836/2024 (High Court of Karnataka) dated
10.09.2024 - restraining dissemination of charge
sheet/confidential information and directing the Ministry of
Information & Broadcasting to act on violations of Cable

Television Networks Rules, 1994.

3.2 Further, in W.P. N0.7473/2025 (Darshan Srinivas v. Unior
of India & Ors.), the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka in 2026
made strong observations directing the Ministry of Information
& Broadcasting and CBFC to ensure that no content violating the
above protective orders or prejudicing the fair trial is permitted
to be exhibited or certified.

3.3 The Defendants’ actions therefore not only violate the
Plaintiffs’ fundamental rights under Article 21 but also constitute
contempt of prior judicial orders and render them liable for

appropriate proceedings.
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4. STRONG PRIMA FACIE CASE - PREJUDICE TO FAIR
TRIAL & CONTEMPT OF COURT

4.1 The release of the film would have a “prejudicial effect on
the fair administration of justice” and tends to interfere with the
due course of judicial proceedings, thereby amounting to
criminal contempt under Section 2(c)(ii) & (iii) of the Contempt
of Courts Act, 1971.

4.2 This is squarely covered by the Division Bench judgment of
the Bombay High Court in Mushtaq Moosa Tarani v. Government
of India (2005 SCC OnlLine Bom 385) ("Black Friday” case). In
that matter, the Court granted an interim injunction restraining
the release of a film based on a pending sub-judice TADA trial

(even after CBFC certification) and held:

“The film is based on the real events which are the subject
matter of the pending trial... Itis likely to have a prejudicial effect
on the fair administration of justice. It prejudices and, in any
case, tends to interfere with the due course of judicial
proceeding. It also thereby interferes and, in any case, tends to
interfere with the administration of justice... amounting to
criminal contempt under Section 2(c){(ii) & (iii) of the Contempt

of Courts Act.”

4.3 The Court further held that cinema is a powerful medium
that stirs emotions more deeply than any other form of
expression and that even a trained judicial mind cannot be

presumed to be completely immune from its influence.



5. CINEMA REQUIRES STRICTER SCRUTINY

In K.A. Abbas v. Union of India (1971) 2 SCR 446, the Supreme
Court heid that motion pictures must be treated on a different
footing from other forms of art because of their instant appeal,

versatility, realism and coordination of visual and aural senses.

6. POWER OF COURTS TO POSTPONE PUBLICATION

In Sahara India Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI (2012) 10 SCC
603 (Constitution Bench), the Supreme Court affirmed the power
of courts to order postponement of publication (including films)
where there is a real and substantial risk of prejudice to fair tria!
under Article 21.

The Court has consistently deprecated “trial by media” in sub-
judice matters in M.P. Lohia v. State of West Bengal (2005) 2
SCC 686 and Sidhartha Vashisht @ Manu Sharma v. State (NCT
of Delhi) (2010) 6 SCC 1.

7. PERSONALITY RIGHTS & PRIVACY

The film amounts to misappropriation of personality rights and
invasion of privacy protected under Article 21 (R.N. Rajagopal v.
State of Tamil Nadu, (1994) 6 SCC 632; Anil Kapoor v. Simply
Life India, 2023 Delhi HC; Shivaji Rao Gaikwad v. Varsha
Productions, 2015 Madras HC).
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8. BALANCE OF CONVENIENCE AND IRREPARABLE INJURY

The Plaintiffs have a strong prima facie case. The balance of
convenience lies decisively in their favour and they will suffer
irreparable injury if the injunction is vacated (Bloomberg
Television Production Services India Pi. 68, Y. Zee
Entertainment Enterprises Ltd., 2024 SCC On Line SC 426).

9.DETAILED ELABORATION OF CASE LAWS RELIED UPON

9.1 Mushtag Moosa Tarani v. Government of India (2005 SCC
OnLine Bom 385) (Division Bench, Bombay High Court) - “Black
Friday” Case Facts: An undertrial accused in the 1993 Bombay
Blast TADA case sought to restrain the release of the film Blacic
Friday, which was admittedly based on real events of the
pending trial and had received CBFEC certification with a
disclaimer. Ratio: The Court granted an interim injunction
restraining exhibition, screening and public release of the film
until the judgment in the pending criminal trial. AND also
observed that The film therein is based on the real events which
are the subject matter of the pending trial... It is likely to have z
prejudicial effect on the fair administration of justice. It
prejudices and, in any case, tends to interfere with the due
course of judicial proceeding. It also thereby interferes and, in
any case, tends to interfere with the administration of justice. .
amounting to criminal contempt under Section 2(c)(ii) & (iii) of

the Contempt of Courts Act.
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The Court emphasised that cinema is a powerful medium capable
of stirring emotions far more deeply than news reports, and even
a {rained judicial mind cannot be presumed completely immune

from its influence.

Application to present case: The facts are on all fours. The film
“"BOSS” carries an explicit “Inspired by true events” disclaimer,
uses the moniker “Boss” (synonymous with Plaintiff No.1), and
contains striking factual parallels to the ongoing day-to-day trial
in C.C. No0.1319/2024. The ratio squarely applies and justifies
continuation of the injunction dated 27.03.2026 despite CBFC
certification.

9.2 K.A. Abbas v. Union of India (1971) 2 SCR 446 (Supreme
Court) Ratio: Motion pictures require stricter scrutiny than other
forms of expression because of their “instant appeal, versatility,
realism and coordination of the visual and aural senses.” Pre-
Ccensorship under Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 i<
constitutionally valid. Application: Cinema has a far greater
potential to prejudice a suif)-judice trial than print or television.
CBFC certification does not preclude judicial restraint when

Article 21 rights (fair trial and privacy) are at stake.

9.3 Sahara India Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI (2012) 10 SCC
603 (Constitution Bench) Ratio: Courts have inherent powers to
order postponement of publication (including films) where there
is a real and substantial risk of prejudice to the fairness of a
pending trial. Such restraint is a reasonable restriction under

Article 19(2) to protect Article 21 rights. Application: The
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ongoing day-to-day trial in C.C. N0.1319/2024 faces real and
imminent prejudice from the mass-reaching medium of cinema.

This Court is empowered to continue the injunction.

9.4 M.P. Lohia v. State of West Bengal (2005) 2 SCC 686 &
Sidhartha Vashisht @ Manu Sharma v. State (NCT of Delhi)
(2010) 6 SCC 1 Ratio: The Supreme Court strongly deprecated
“trial by media” in sub-judice matters. One-sided or dramatised
publications that narrate the prosecution’s version while the trial
is pending interfere with the administration of justice and violate
Article 21. Application: A full-length feature film with =2n
"Inspired by true events” disclaimer is far more prejudicial than

news reports and squarely falls within the prohibited category.

9.5 R.N. Rajagopal v. State of Tamil Nadu (1994) 6 SCC 632
Ratio: Right to privacy under Articie 21 includes the right to pe
let alone. No one can publish or commercially exploit the privat:
life or persona of a person without consent, especially when it
causes reputational harm. Application: The film exploits Plaintiff
No.1’s public persona “D Boss”, family life and the pending

criminal case without consent.

9.6 Anil Kapoor v. Simply Life India & Ors. (2023, Delhi High
Court) & Shivaji Rao Gaikwad (Rajinikanth) v. Varsh.
Productions (2015, Madras High Court) Ratio: Courts have
granted ex-parte injunctions protecting a celebrity’s personality
rights (name, image, nickname, distinctive persona} from
unauthorised commercial exploitation.. Application: The title -

"BOSS” and repeated reference to the lead character as “Boss”
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deliberately capitalises on Plaintiff No.1’s well-known moniker

for commercial gain.

9.7 Bloomberg Television Production Services India Pvt. Ltd. v.
Zee E€ntertainment Enterprises Ltd. (2024 SCC OnLine SC 426)
Ratio: Reiterated the classic three-fold test (primav facie case,
balance of convenience, irreparable injury) for temporary
injunctions, even in media-related suits. Fundamental rights
under Article 21 must be given due weight. Application: All three

ingredients are fully satisfied in the present case.

10 PRAYER

In view of the foregoing submissions, the glaring similarities, the
wilful violation of multiple protective orders, and the
authoritative precedents cited above, it is most respectfully

prayed that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to:

Allow the IA under Order XXXIX Rule 1 & 2 of CPC and continue
the interim Order dated 27.02.2026 in the interest of justice and
equity.

Place: Bengaluru

Date:




IN THE COURT OF HON'BLE ADDITIONAL CITY CIVIL AND
SESSIONS JUDGE AT BENGALURU

0.S. No. 2151/2026
BETWEEN:

SRI. DARSHAN SRINIVAS

AND ANOTHER PLAINTIFFS

AND:

SIRI PRODUCTIONS

AND OTHERS DEFENDANTS

restraining the Defendant No. 1 and 2 from p
. editing, promoting, ‘Marketing, rele‘asiﬁg, dis
telecasting, streaming, selling licensing, {easin ér
movie in question pending C.C. No. 1319/20
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Receiver for enforcement of the present order in the interests of

justice and equity.

1. CONTENTIONS OF THE PLAINTIFFS IN RESPECT OF LA NG &
AS PER PLAINT AND L.A. 1
B, The Plaintiff No.1 is a movie actor, producer and is knowt for
playing as jead in numerous successful Kannada movies and the

plaintiff No.2 is the wife of Plaintiff No.1 is a matter of record.

4.  The Plaintiff No.1 has established his own identity, fame and
name in the society, through his dedication and hard work and is
recognized as one of the prominent members of the South Indian
Cinema Industry is many other artist also gained name in South

Indian Industry by their handwork.

5. The Plaintiff No. 1 has attained his stardom and has often been
referred to as to as ‘Challenging Star Darshan', Boss & 'D Boss' etc.,

by his fans and admirers.

6. The movie ‘BOSS’ produced and directed by Defendant No. 1
and 2 herein is based on the life of the Plaintiffs including the
allegations of crime for which Plaintiff No.1 is currently undergoing
trial and is in judicial custody vide Special C.C. N. 131972024 pending
on the file of Honble LVI Additional Civil & Sessions Judge,

Bengaluru.

7.  Subsequently, the promational materials such as the posters,
advertisements on television News and articles of a movie, teaser
produced by the Defendant No.1 were releasing one after another
and these promotional material have been fueling public speculation
that the movie was based on the crime that the Plaintiff No.1 is
currently under frial for and that the movie is based on the Plaintiff
No.1 himself.




8. The averments made at para 8 that on 09.03.2026 the
Defendant No.1 released the teaser of the movie and after the release
of the teaser, the Defendant No.2 Director and Defendant No.1
Tanush S, main lead and producer of the movie conducted a press
meet with various Journalists js on 9™ March 2026 and both the
teaser and the press conference have been uploaded on various
channels on- Facebook, Instagram, Twitter and YouTube 1.e.,
Defendant No.4 to 6 are KFCC, Meta Platform (Facebook and
Instagram), X-Corp is unknown person twitter account,

9. On plain viewing of the teaser of the said movie it can been
seen that the premise of the movie is referring to killing of a person,
the audio of a person requesting not to kill him as he has a pregnant
wife at home and aged parents, the body being found next to a
drainage pipeline, arrest of a Celebrity, investigation regarding the
killings, the movie having two female leads, and the fans of the lead
actor in the movie referring to him as "boss”, the incident in the
movie occurring in Bengaluru, etc., all of which are similar to the
incidents that have occurred as per the allegations made against the
Plaintiffs and in the alleged charge sheet which is now pending before
the Hon'ble Sessions Court Bangalore and the movie portraying all
these incidents and showing them in the very first promotional video
itself is not mere coincidence but a strategic plan to make money

using the Plaintiffs' private life and reputation as a public personality.

10. There are a lot or misinformation, rumors and statements that
are being made to tarnish the image of the Plaintiffs and his family
members, in all likelihood, a-movie based on these sources would not
only impact the on-going trial before the Hon'ble Sessions Court S.C
N0.1319 of 2024/but wili impact the image and reputation of the
Plaintiffs and his family members,

of Defendant No. 1
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making things regarding the case currently under trial and violation

of privacy of one of its own members.

12. Various suits and Writ Petition are filed by the Plaintiffs herein
and the Hon'ble Courts were pleased to provide protection to the
reputation and privacy of the Plaintiffs and his farnily members, by
directing the media and any other third party from publishing,
teiecagting, distributing any unverified news, statements, claims etc.,

which may tarnish the image of the Plaintiff.

13. The movie "Boss" not only violates the privacy of the Plaintiffs
No.1 but also of his wife and other family members and in all
likelihood have impact on the on-going trial before the Sessions Court
in S.CINo. 1319/2024.

14. Under the guise of mere denial that the movie is not related to
the P!@intiffs or the alleged crime, the Defendant No.1 and Defendant
No.2 have violated the fundamental right to Privacy and personal
liberty granted under Article of the Constitution of India and the
Defendant No. 3 organization has enabled the violation by providing
certifi:clation.

15. Grant of the certificate by Defendant N¢.3 is in complete
disregard of the Piaintiffs' statutory notice, the prior protective orders
passed by this Hon'ble Court and the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka
(produced as Document No.5), and the fact that the film is based on
the private life of the Plaintiffs and the specific incidents forming the
subject-matter of the ongoing trial in S.C. No.1319/2024 which is
now ; pending before the Sessions Court, Bangalore and the
certification has been granted without considering the gross violation
of the Plaintiffs' fundamental rights under Article 21 of the
Constitution of India, the principles of decency, morality, public

order, and the prohibition against interference with pending judicial

Act, 1952.




11,

16. In the event the movie "BOSS" i permitted to be exhibited in
Cinema halls, multiplexes or theatres, it woulg Cause immediate,
widespread and irreparabie harm to the Plaintiffs' reputation, privacy
and right to fair On-going trial and the plaintiffs are therefore entitled
to a decree of Permanent prohibitory Injunction against ali cinema
halls, exhibitors and Theatre owners' from screening or exhibiting the
said movie, so prevent any public exhibition Pending final decision in
the suit,

CONTENTIONS OF THE DEFENDANT NO. 1TO 2TO THE IA. 1
FILED BY THE PLAINTIFFS

17. The Defendant No. 1 is the Producer of the film in question and
Defendant No.2 is the Director of the film.

18. The Defendant No. 1 and 2 are the only persons directly
involved in the Creation, production, and exhibition of the film in

question and are the only necessary and proper parties to the suit.

AS. It is  submitted that the under the banner of SIRI

PRODUCTIONS the Defendant No. 1 has directed a Kannada Movie
namely “BOSS” which is produced by Sri. Tanush. It is further
submitted that the said Producer Tanush has performed the lead role
in the said movie.

20. It is further the submitted that movie ‘Boss’ is completed and
the defendant No. 1 and 2 herein have obtained necessary Certificate
bearing No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN dated 17.03.2026 issued by
Defendant No.3 {Central Board of Film Certification) in favour of the
movie “BOSS” under the provisions of the Cinematograph Act, 1952,

21. The Hero in the movie is a Cricketer by profession. The said
Hero is named as “Tanush”. Tanush plays for BCB Cricket Club. It is -
further submitted that Tanush due to his cricketing skills is widely

ush a title namely “Boss” in the movie. It is further
Tanush is also 'shown in the movie as a humble man

as one of the greatest Cricket—er and due to this; the fans - -
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and generous person who betieve in giving respects to everyone

around him.

22. Itis further relevant to state that the proposad movie 'Boss’ is
not yet released in Movie-Theatres or any other Platform like Netflix,
Amazon etc., It is further relevant to state that the proposed movie
‘Boss’ is not at all available in the Public domain. Under these
circumstances, the Plaintiffs herein have filed the present suit and
I.A. No. 1 with their wild guessing/imaginations and have formed a -
self-opinion that the proposed movie ‘Boss’ is filmed based on the
events occurred in the Charge Sheet vide Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024
pending on the file of this Hon'ble Court which is false.

23. It is submitted that movie in question does not contain any
naime, photographs, family details, profession of Plaintiff No. 1, or
any other particulars, which may lead to the disclosure of alleged
similarities of incident which is subject matter of Spl. €. C. No.
1319/2024 as alleged by the Plaintiffs. Therefore, none of the
provisions of Cinematography Act have not been violated by the

Defendant No. 1 and 2 in any manner whatsoever.

24. 1t is further submitted that the defendant No. 1 and 2 also
started promoting the said movie on social media platforms and

electronic media in accordance with law.

25. It is submitted that the Defendant No. 3 is the Central Board of
Film Certification (CBFC), which has already issued certification to the
film on 17.03.2026 under the Cinematograph Act and the relevant
rules, which clearly indicates that the film has been examined by the
statutory authority and found to be fit for public exhibition without
any objectionable or unlawful content, and the certification process
being a statutory, quasi--judicial exercise, courfs are expected to

respect the expert opinion of the Board and not to interfere lightly

with ia certified film except in cases of clear violation of law or material
injury to public interest.
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neither Defendant No. 1 nor Defendant No. 2 has entered into any
business, transaction, or title-registration with Defendant No. 4 in
relation to the film, the film has not been registered and no banner
or title has been recorded with this body, and the inclusion of
Defendant No. 4 in the array of parties is therefore entirely incarrect
and mal-fide, as it bears no legal or practical connection with the
present suit, and it is submitted that Defendant No. 4 is an
unnecessary and improper party and is liable to be struck off from
the array of parties under Order 1 Rule 10 CPC.

FOLLOWING POINTS ARISE FOR CONSIDERATION

PLAINT IS LIABLE TO BE RETURNED FOR PROPER
PRESENTATION

It is submitted that both Plaintiff No.1 and Plaintiff No.2 are required
to sign the plaint ¢ -2 wsiat rhee . - .~~~ Order VI Rule 14 CPC and
Order III CPC. In the present case, the plaint is signed only by
Plaintiff No. 2 and the Plaintiff No. 1 has not at all signed
s S “Plaint. The reason assigned to this effect by the
Plaintiff No. 2 is that the Plaintiff No.1 is in judicial custody and
therefore, his signatures are to be exempted. This is absolutely
unteable and unknown to the procedural laws of the Country i.e., CPC
and Civil Rules of Practice.

In the absence of written authorisation or necessary interlocutory
application to that effect, the Piaint is liable to be returned for proper
presentation. It is more shocking that the Scrutiny branch has not
at all raised any “office objections” in this regard.

Hence, the plaint is defective and not maintainable and is liable to be

returned for proper presentation.

‘that the compliance affidavit

Temporary Injunction orders



mandatorily the party has sign an Affidavit reporting the compliance
of the T.1. order.

In the present case, one Pratham N. Advocate has filed an Affidavit
towards alleged compliance of ad-interim order of Temporary
Injunction granted by this Hon'ble Court.

It is further submitted that there is no exslicit or written authorisation
from the Plaintiff No. 1 and 2 in favour of said Pratham N. Advocate.
Hence, oniy on this ground the ad-interim order is liable to be
vacated.

It is further submitted that in said compliance affidavit dated
28.03.2026 filed by the Plaintiffs’ counsel, it has been falsely stated
therein that the Counsel spoke to Defendants No. 1 and 2 on
telephone and asked for their address and they did not furnish it.

Thereafter the Counsel of the P'aintiffs served copy of the ad-interim
order, pleadings and documents to the Defendants No. 1 & 2 through

WhatsApp. This practice is wholly incorrect and improper.

It is hereby submitted that Defendants No. 1 & 2 never refused to
provide their addresses and on the contrary, the ad-interim order of
temporary injunction came to their notice through media reports and
press coverage.

Some preliminary documents have, in fact, been sent by the
Plaintiffs’ counsel through WhatsApp after a gap of several days, but

the files were in a wrong format / failed to apen, making proper
inspection impossibie.

The Defendant No. 1 has, on separate occasions, requested that
documents be sent through proper mode (hard copy / post), but the
Plaintiffs’ counsel has not complied and has still attempted to claim
“service” through WhatsApp.

The alleged “telephonic inquiry of address” never took place as stated




Plaintiffs’ counsel has not only failed to comply with the Court's order,
but has also filed a false compliance affidavit, which is, on the face of
it, contemptuous and liable to be treated as misconduct.  Abuse of

process, misleading the Court, and ex parte order by fraud.

The Plaintiffs have obtained the ex parte interim stay order by
Suppressing that there is no real-life nexus between the film and
Plaintiff No. 1.Suppressing that the Plaintiff No. 1 is only a
producer-banner concerned with other projects, and not the “subject”
of the film. Suppressing that Defendants No. 4 to 12 have no
connection with the fitm and have been arrayed merely to create

delay and protract the proceedings.

The notice of the stay order has been highlighted in numerous media
reports and press statements, which has already caused irreparable
damage to the commercial prospects of the film. The film was
scheduled for theatrical release on 24.04.2026, but on account of the
stay, the date has been deferred and distributor-exhibitor

agreements are being canceiled or re-negotiated at heavy loss.

The Defendant No. 1 (Producer-Banner) has atready suffered a loss
exceeding ¥60,00,000/-, and continues to suffer escalating financial
loss, as theatrical booking windows shrink, sponsorship and

digital-platform deals collapse, and public interest erodes.

The Plaintiffs have thus intentionally sought and obtained the ex
parte stay with unclean hands, knowing fully well that the film is
fictional and that their own title “Boss” is not exclusive or protectable
in law. In such circumstances, the continuation of ad-interim order
of temporary injunction is operating only to the Plaintiffs’ advantage
and on the other hand, the defendant NO. 1 and 2 are suffering
enormously.

The Plaintiffs have deliberately suppressed material facts and

furnished incorrect addresses, and notices were sent to unrefated

parties, It is at any order obtained by fraud or

Ay
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a) S.P. Chengalvaraya Naidu v. Jagannath*, (1994) 1 SCC 1
b) Dalip Singh v. State of U.P.¥, (2010) 2 SCC 114

I11. Misjoinder of Parties

« Defendant Nos.4 to 12 have no connection with the subject matter of
the suit and have been unnecessarily arrayed. Defendant No.12
appears to be a fictitious party. Such misjoinder renders the present
suit frivolous and it is liable to be dismissed under Order I Rule 9 ©
CRC,

IV, Non-Coempliance of Section 80 CPC

e The Defendant No.3 (CBFC) is Central Government authority. 2-
month notice u/s 80(1) or court leave u/s 80(2) obtained. Suit not
maintainable.

« Case Law:-

a) State of A.P. v. Pioneer Builders (2006) 12 SCC 119

V. DISCLAIMER:-

o The teaser, (Description) and movie and opening disclaimer clearly
state that the film is a work of fiction. The CBFC {Defendant: No. 3)
has cleared the film and issued a U/A certificate, without any
indication that the film is based on the real life or case of any named
individual. Copy of the CBFC certificate dated 17.03.2026 is being
produced as Document No. 1.

* The Plaintiffs’ submissions are based on selected video clips and
distorted media statements torn out of context, which do not
accurately reflect the tenor of the film or the declarations made by

the Defendants No 1 and 2 in press-meets and interviews.

» The Defendants No 1 and 2 have held multiple press-meets and
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these press-meets are being placed before this Hon'ble Court.
Document No. 2(Pen-Drive / Video Clips)].

It is submitted that there is a clear disclaimer at the initial portion of
the movie in question which is as follows:

“Al characters, names, places and events depicted in
this film are purely fictions. This film has absolutely no
resemblance of the character to actugal person, living
or dead. Any similarity of the events herein depicted to
the actual happening whether past or present js
entirely coincidental, unintentional and is not to hurt
any moral, religious or sentimental feelings of any

Community, caste, or person. We do not Promote any
of the situation seen this film",

Thus, from the above it is clear that Disclaimer being prerequisite
for film certification and distribution the Defendant No. 1 and 2 have

accordingly exhibited DISCLAIMER in the opening of the MOVIE in
question.

Without prejudice it is submitted that the Movie in question does
not resemblance to any person’s life or events in any manner and
not event Plaintiffs herein and yet the Defendant No. 1 and 2 have
taken necessary and mandatory precautions in  exhibiting
Disclaimer in the opening portion of the Movie as the same is vital
legal and regulatory tools used primarily to mitigate liability and
manage audience expectations.

Privacy, Sub-Judice and free expression — Plaintiffs’ case

fails. . Reliance is placed on:

Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India, (2017)
10 SCC 1:- The Supreme Court fecognised Right to Privacy as a
fundamental right, but has alsg clarified that public information and
fictional expression <annot be equated with private data and cannot:
be restrained solely on grounds of privacy,

\ distinguished “personal
/ fictional information”,




A fictional film based on irnagination does not infringe the
privacy of a person whose actual conduct or identity is not

accurately depicted.

» %ahara India Real Estate Corp. Ltd. v. SEBI, (2012) 10 SCC
603:- The Court has held that “sub-judice” principle applies
only where there is direct and specific interference with the
administration of justice (e.g., publication of evidence,
comments on judicial proceedings). The film in question
contains no such material and merely tells a fictional
crime-themed story without referencing any specific

sub-judice case or trial.

o Applying these principles, there is no violation of privacy or
sub-judice principle in the present case. The Plaintiffs cannot bar a
fictional film from exhibition merely on the ground that certain
generalized similarities exist with real-world events.

» In Adarsh Cooperative Housing Society Ltd vs Union of
India, (2018) 1 SCC 778 at p. 785, para 8, the Court held:
“Courts of law decide the on the basis of materials brought

on record and not on the basis of imagination as projecied

inafilm.”

Further at p. 787, para 17:

“The doctrine of sub judice cannot be elevated to such an

extent that it negates the right to freedom of speech and

exprassion.”

VIi, MAKING OF MOVIE IN QUESTION IS A WORK OF
CREATIVITY AND FRICTIONS AND DOES NOT RELATE TO

ANYBODIES LIFE,PERSOMNALITY AND EVENTS 1IN ANY
MANNMNER

+ It is specificaily denied that the film is based on any real life event orr
connected to .

riminal case, -the Director has -publicly .



real dife incident or person, and the protagonist of the film is
portrayed as a cricketer engaged in social service, with no
involvement in any crime, and the storyline of the film does not in
any manner depict any incident connected to the Plaintiffs, nor does
it seek to defame or disparage them.

« It is submitted that movie in question does not contain any name,
photographs, family details, profession of Plaintiff No. 1, or any other
particulars, which may lead to the disclosure of alleged similarities of
incident which is subject matter of Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024 as
alleged by the Plaintiffs. Therefore, none of the provisions of
Cinematography Act have not been wotated by the Defendant No. 1
and 2 in any manner whatsoever,

» The Defendants no 1 and 2 have conducted multiple press meets on
29.10.2025,09.03.2026, and 25.03.2026, at all of which Defendants
Nos. 1 and 2 have clearly stated that the film is purely fictional and
concept based and has no connection with any real life incident or
with Special C C No. 1319 of 2024, videos of all these press meets,
where Defendants No. 1 and 2 have spoken about the film “Boss”,
have been placed on record before this Hon'ble Court in the form of
a pen-drive, which has been filed and produced in Court as part of
the evidence.

VIII. Film is entirely fictional; no nexus with Plaintiff No. 1

* The Defendant No. 2 (Director) has authoritatively stated that the
film “Boss” is based on a completely fictional story drawn from his
own imagination and has no connection whatsoever with the life or
transactions of Plaintiff No. 1, including the subject-matter of
Sessions SPL ,Case No. 1319/2024.. The Plaintiffs misrepresent the
film as being based on the pe rsonai life or the criminal case of Plaintiff
No iy desp:te the fact

Qe film does not use any police final
report, investigatien ¢ 'me,, fidential information “of “the

criminal case. T . gL \disclaimer clearly state that
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* The Movie in question is a fictional work and an artistic ¥igion of the
Defendant No. 2 and therefore, the Movie in gquestion is not at all
inspired by any bodies real life or events even the Plaintiff No. 1 and
2 in any manner. Therefore, there is nothing related to the Faintiffs
nor incident which is the subject matter of Special CC. No.
1319/2024 in the movie in question and therefore, the question of
any adverse effect on the alleged reputation and dignity of the
Plaintiffs herein does not arise at all in any manner.

» It is further submitted that the restriction on public viewing of an
artistic work should be as per the prescription of law; thus, since the
movie in question is completely a fictional work and not going harm
the reputation and dignity of anyone, inclﬁding the Plaintiff Ma. 1 and
2, therefore, the prayer for main reliefs and also interim reliefs
sought by the Plaintiffs herein does not deserve to be accepted. The
contents and scenes in the Movie are totally different than the wild
apprehensions of the Plaintiffs and incident covered under th= Special
(C.C.No. 1319/2024.

X, MAKING OF MOVIE IN QUESTION IS A FURNDAMENTAL
RIGHT OF THE DEFENDANT NO. 1 AND 2

» It is submitted that film making is recognized as a legitimate medium
of expression, allowing artists to challenge norms and express ideas.
In fact, this scope of right to freedom of speech and expression has
been expanded to include a filmmaker’s right to express their
thoughts and ideas using the medium of cinema. This right ruins with
a rider i.e., Reasonable Restrictions. Government bodies like the
Central Board of Film Certification (CBFC) can restrict content that
threatens public order, security, or decency. In the instant case the
CBFC has approved the film and granted necessary Certificate in
favour of the Movie. This itself clearly shows that the MQVIE in

question does not relates to any bodies life and events not even the
Plaintiffs herein.

sovereignt @\:h Seciiity -165‘(5 ntry, national peace or creates
: e
i rigs % public or fans of Plaintiff No. 1
Q




in any manner. In view of this, the Defendant No. 3 has accorded the
clearance to the proposed movie in accordance with the provisions of
the Cinematograph Act, 1952, and Cinematograph (Certification)
Rules, 1983, which prescribe the parameters and process for
censorship of films and grant of certification in respect of films
declared to be fit for public exhibition

The proposed Movie in question is a creative fiction produced and
Directed by the defendant No. 1 and 2 herein in exercise of their
constitutional right conferred by Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution
of India. The contents of the proposed Movie have no connection
whatsoever with the subject matter of Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024.

It is further submitted that the story has no relationship with the
Accused persons, the deceased person or the witnesses in the
criminal case in Spl. C. C. No. 1319/2024.

PLAINTIFFS’ HAVE FILED THE PRESENT SUIT BASED ON
ASSUMPTIONS AND PRESUMPTIONS

It is an admitted fact that the MOVIE in question is not yet released
in Theatres or OTT Platforms.

It is further submitted that the Defendant No. 1 and 2 have released
only the Teaser of the Movie in question on electronic and print
media.e The Teaser in question runs for a total period of 1 minute
06 second. In this 1 minute 06 Second of the Teaser it is highly
difficult to make out a decision that the movie in question is related
to the subject matter of Special C.C. No. 1319/2024. This is exactly
has been done by the Plaintiffs herein. Firstly it is relevant to state
that the Movie in question is not made either based on the subject
matter of Special C.C. No. 1319/2024 or Plaintiffs personal lives.
However, the Plaintiffs have filed the present suit contending that
the Movie is entirely based on the incident which Is subject matter
of Special C.C, in question. It is relevant to state that
46‘@ movie either in Theatres or OTT

filing of the present suit and

Plaintiffs by making fictitious,
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imaginary and wild guessing is highiy absurd, illegal, untenable and
vexatious.

Xi. MATTER IN QUESTION IS ALREAD IN PUBLIC DOMAIN:

+ The Renukaswamy murder case involving actor Darshan [PLAINTIFF
NO. 1 ] is in the public domain and widely reported in Electronic
Media, Print Media and Social Media. The incident which is subject
matter of Special C.C. No. 1319/2024 remains in the public eye.

« The case has been extensively covered, with details of the remand

applications, police investigations, and alleged evidence discussed
widely.

XII. MOVIE TITLE OR NAME OF THE MOVIE CALLED 'BOSS’ DOES

NOT LEADS TO PUBLIC EXPLOITATION OF THE PRIVATE
LIFE OF A CELEBRITY-PLAINTIFF NO. 1

a) Preliminary - Title "BOSS” is a generic word, no exclusive copyright.

b) The Plaintiffs have approached this Hon'ble Court: under the faise plea

that the title "BOSS” is their exclusive intellectual property, without
any basis in law.

c) “Boss” is a common, generic word in everyday usage and has been
used as a film titie in Kannada, Hindi and other languages for about
twenty (20) years, including with artists such as Tiger Prabhakar,
Akshay Kumar and others. The word “"BOSS” is not a coined or
distinctive title confined to any one person or producer. It is
a generic term in public domain and cannot be appropriated
exclusively by any single party.

d) Reliance is placed on the following authorities:

+ Krishika Lulla & Ors. v. Shyam Vithalrao Devkatta & Anr.,

(2016) 2 SCC 521:- The Supreme Court has held that titles of




protection; a mere title cannot be protected under the
Copyright Act, 1957.

* R.G. Anand v. M/S Deluxe Films & Ors., AIR 1978 SC 1613:- The
Supreme Court laid down the “idea vs. expression” dichotomy:
“Idea” or “theme” is not protected; only the “expression” of
the idea is protected under copyright law. Using a similar

theme or generic title does not amount to infringement.

« Kanungo Media Pvt. Ltd. v, RGV Film Factory, 2009 (39) PTC
621 (Del).

* Biswaroop Roy Choudhary v. Karan Johar, 2013 (54) PTC 257
(Del)

* Both these decisions also affirm that mere film title is not a

protectable subject-matter under copyright law.

* In the present case, the Plaintiffs rely only on the word “Boss” as if it
confers an exclusive right. This is wholly misconceived in law and
cannot form the basis of any injunction.

.XIII1. Registration / Prior user position of the Defendant Noi1

* The Defendant No. 1 has registered the title “Boss” and the banner
"Siri Productions” with the Karnataka Film Chamber of Commerce, No.
G3-10, Krishna Towers, 3rd Main Road, Gandhinagar, Bengaluru -
560032. and such documents are being produced today before this
Hon'ble Court. The Plaintiffs have nat shown any such registration for
their claimed title or banner with the Karnataka Film Chamber of
Commerce. Hence, the Defendant No. 1 evinces a prior and bonafide
registration in respect of the title and banner, whereas the Plaintiffs

have no such claim.

* The Plaintiffs have no exclusive right or registered title to the




« The entire suit is founded on assumptions, conjectures, and surmises

rather than on any concrete factual or legal basis, and the Plaintiffs
have failed to specifically point out any scene, dialogue, poster, or
trailer that causes actionable defamation, infringement of personality
rights, or other legal injury, and the suit is, therefore, a loose attempt

to suppress artistic freedom on the basis of speculative grievances.

XIV. FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION CANNOT BE SUPPRESSED ON

ACCOUNT OF MERE RIGHT TO PRIVACY AND PERSONALLTY
RIGHTS.

The Central Board of Film Certification (CBFC) has granted
certification to the film on 17.03.2026, which indicates that the film
does not contain any objectionable material as per the statutory
authority entrusted with such expert evaluation, 1t is well settled that
the law relating to films and freedom of expression is governed by
constitutional principles.

In K.A. Abbas v. Union of India, (1971} 2 SC{ 781, the Hon'ble
'Supréme Court held that films are a medium of expressicn protected
under Article 19(1){(a), though subject to reasonable restrictions
under Article 19(2).

In S. Rangarajan v. P. Jagjivan Ram, {(1989) 2 SC 574, the
Court categorically held that freedom of expression cannot be
suppressed on account of threat of demonstration, prccessions, or
threats of violence, and that once a film is certified it should not be
lightly interfered with by courts.

In Bobby Art Internationa! v. Om Pal Singh Hoon, {1996) 4
SCC 1, the Supreme Court held that courts should not sit as a super-

censor board once the film has been certified by the statutory
authiority.

In F.A. Picture International v. Central Board of Film
Certification, (2002) 5 SCC 262, it was held that once a film is

t exercise restraint in granting injunctions
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have failed to explain as to whose right to fair trial has been claimed and
in what manner the movie would impact the right of fair trial of any of the
stakehoiders.

XVII. Prima facie case, balance of convenience, irrevocable injury

Injunction not justified.

The test for grant of interim injunction is well-settled and has been
reiterated in cases such as:

Midas Hygiene Industries Pvt. Ltd. v. Sudhir Bhatia & Ors.,
(2004) 3 scc 204

Gujarat Bottling Company Ltd. v. Coca-Cola Co., (1995) S SCC 545

These cases lay down the three-fold test of Prima facie case,
Balance of convenience, Irreparable / serious injury if the

injunction is not granted (or maintained)

In the present case The Plaintiffs have no prima facie case, because,
they cannot claim exclusive copyright over the generic title “Boss” as
discussed above. The film is wholly fictional and not based on Plaintiff
No. 1’s life. The balance of convenience clearly tilts in favour of the
Defendants No. 1 & 2, as: They have already suffered substantial
tangible and intangible loss (financial, reputational and
professional).The Plaintiffs have not shown any concretely foreseen
loss arising from the release of the film. The continued continuation
of the stay will cause irreparable injury to the Defendants,
including: Loss of release window, Collapse of distribution and
booking deals, Loss of revenue and da mage to brand-value of
the banner and the Director.

This is not a case where the Court should allow an interim ex parte
order to continue, based on hypothetical fears and unsupported

allegations of the Plaintiffs.
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« In Viacom 18 Media Pvt. Ltd. v. Union of India, (2014) 1 SCC
417, the Hon'ble Supreme Court restrained States from interfering
with the exhibition of a certified film and upheld the freedom of
expression of filmmalkers.

» In Nachiketa Walhekar v. Central Board of Film Certification,
(2018) 15 SCC 1, it was reiterated that creative freedom must be
protected and that courts should interfere only in cases involving a
clear violation of law or injurious effect to public interest, in light of
these authorities, the present film being duly certified by the CBFC
on 17.03.2026 has not violated any bodies alleged personality rights
or infringement of fundamental rights or privacy.

XV. Right to privacy:- It is submitted that in the instant case the
Plaintiffs herein have failed to make out a case for grant of interim
injunction to restrain the release of the movie in question. It is submitted
that the movie in question does not relate to the incident covered under
the Special Criminal Case No. 1319/2024 pending on the file of this Hon’ble
Court, It is relevant to state that the Plaintiff No. 1 is an actor by profession.
However, the Hero in the movie in question is a Cricketer by profession. It
is further submitted that the name of the Hero in the movie is Tanush and
also called as BOSS by his fans in the movie. It is further submitted that
the other characters in the entire movie are solely created based on
frictions, imaginations and novel thoughts. It is further submitted that the
Hero at the end of the movie in question shown as elected [MLA] of a
particular Assembly Constituency. Thus, the contents of the movie and the
contents of the incident which is subject of Spl. C.C. No. 1319/2024 are
totally different. Therefore, the right to privacy of the plaintiffs is not at all
affected and there shall be no humiliation of the Plaintiffs by virtue of
release of the movie in question.

_ XVI. The right to fair trail:- It is further submitted that in a number of
cases the Hon'ble Apex Court of India has held that though right to fair trial

- is @ fundamenta] right, but the courts and investigating agencies do not
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It is further submitted that the Plaintiffs herein have no prima facie
€ase in their favour. On the other hand, the Defendant No. 1and 2
herein have made out a clear prima facie case in their favour. It is
relevant to state that the present suit and LA. No. 1 is filed by the
Plaintiffs herein merely on the basis of apprehensions, wild guess and
assumptions and presumption. The Movie in question is not at all
related to or based upon the subject matter of Special C.C. No.
1319/2024,

It is further submitted that the news related to the movie in question
was started long time back and the present suit is preferred just few
days after the movie teaser which was aired on 09.03.2026.

The movie in question has already been gearing to be released over
the OTT Platform on 24.04.2026. Therefore, at this juncture, if any
interim order,as prayed by the Plaintiffs herein, is passed against the
movie in question, the same would result into unwarranted and huge
financial loss to the respondent-producer of the film. Thus, in the
given factual matrix, on that count also, this Hon'ble Court would not
find any case aliegedly made out by the Plaintiffs for passing any
interim order as prayed by the Plaintiffs herein.

It is further submitted that this Hon’ble Court needs to see as to
whether any case of irreparable loss was made out by the Plaintiffs
In the present case and the Plaintiffs herein can seek compensation
against damages and defamation if there is any violation of the
reputation and dignity of the Plaintiffs herein by the acts of the
Defendants  herein. However, considering the facts and
circumstances of the present case, it is established and demonstrated
that the Defendant No. 1 and 2 would suffer huge loss, injury, mental
pain and agony in the event if the I.A. No. 1 is allowed as prayed for.

Itis further submitted that as per the teaser of the movie in question,

there is nothing directly found related to the Plaintiff No. 1 which
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It is subtnitted that the it is almost for the iast one year that the
movie in question has been in making. The Defendant No. 1 and 2
have also obtained necessary approvals, permissions from the Censor
Board for the release of the movie and the Defendant No. 1 and 2
almost on the verge of releasing the movie by concluding the teasers
in the electronic and Social Media and at this juncture the Plaintiffs

herein have sought for injunction.

Eurther the Defendant No. 1 herein has already been spent in rnaking
the movie by investing huge amount of money. Therefore, the
balance of convenience lies heavily in favour of the Defendant No. 1
and 2. it is further submitted that the Plaintiffs herein shall have a
remedy of seeking damages in case in violation of right of the

plaintiffs is established on screening the movie in guestion.

LOSS AND INJURY:-

1t is further submitted that in the instant case the Defendant No. 1
and 2 for the above reasons and bonafide facts shall be subjected to
irreparable loss and injury after having invested their money in
preparing the movie in the event if the injunction is granted as prayed
for in I.A. No. 1.

On the other hand, the plaintiffs have not been able to demonstrate
what irreparable loss and injury caused to the plaintiffs if the movie
is screened. Thus, it may thus be concluded that the plaintiffs have
not been able to establish any of the three {imbs i.e. prime facie case,
batance of convenience or irreparable loss or injury in their favour,
The plaintiffs are, therefore, the Plaintiffs herein are not entitled to

injunction.

XXI1I. Defamation and emotional trauma:-

It is submitted that the movie in gquestion is not a libel or slanderous
in nature to the Plaintiffs herein. The portrayal of Hero depicted in

Il based on the incident covered under
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the criminal case in Spl. C.C. No. 1319/2024 as contended by the
Plaintiffs in the present suit.

In fact, Hero in the movie has been shown in a good manner such as
humble person, generous persons etc. The Hero in the movie has no
connection to the alleged murder of a person. In fact all the
characters depicted in the movie are completely fictional and out of
imaginations.

It is further submit;ced that the plaintiffs herein have pleaded about
alleged emotional trauma in the present case. However, it is relevant
to state that it is well settied principles of law that emotional trauma
Per se may be relevant as a component of defamation, but cannot be
the sole basis for making a prima facie case in favour of the
applicant/s.

XXIII. Defamation / mental / psychological harm to Defendants
No.1 &2

Since the passing of the ex parte stay order, the Plaintiffs have
engaged in a media-driven campaign, projecting the film as being
“against” or “targeting” Plaintiff No. i, and .havg misused the
existence of the Court’s arder to create ah adverse public perception
against the Defendants.

As a result: YouTube channels, news portals and newspapers have
published inflammatory and defamatory statements against
Defendant No. 1 (Producer—Banner) and Defendant No. 2 (Director),
including insinuations that they are intentionally “targeting” a litigant
in a criminal case. This has caused serious mental agony, reputational
harm and loss of professional goodwill of both Defendants. The
Defendants’ families and associates are also being targeted or

threatened through social media and sensational reports.




+ It is submitted that the Plaintiffs obtained an ex-parte stay order
without proper service of summons, and mere service through
WhatsApp, without sending complete pleadings and documents, does
not constitute valid service under Order 5 Rule 9 CPC and Section 27
CPC, and such defective service amounts to a denial of the
opportunity of hearing and violates the principles of natural justice
under Articles 14 and 21 of the Constitution of India.

= The Plaintiffs herein have furnished a complete set of Plaint, I.As and -
Plaint Documents to the Defendant No. 1 and 2 towards compliance
of ad-interim order of temporary injunction. There is not document

produced by the Plaintiffs to this effect.

XXIV. Media Publicity & Financial Loss:- Due to the ex parte stay
order and widespread publicity:
« Release scheduled on 24.04.2026 is obstructed & Distribution and

business transactions are severely affected.

+ The Defendant No.1 is suffering loss running into crores of rupees.

« Reputation and goodwiil of Defendant Nos.1 & 2 are seriously
damaged

XXV. Abuse of Process of Court

= The present suit has been filed with malafide intention to stall the
release of the film, cause financial loss, and damage the reputation
of the Defendants. Such conduct amounts to abuse of process of
this Hon'ble Court.

XXVI. Threat Perception & Safety
= Due to false allegations and provocative media content, there is a

reasonable apprehension of threat to the life and safety of Dafendant

Nos.1 & 2 and their families. This Hon‘ble Court may kindly consider




It is submitted that the Plaintiffs herein have not filed an Affidavit
towards compliance of ad-interim order of temporary injunction in
question. On the other hand, an advocate has filted memorandum of
facts towards the compliance of interim order in question.

This practice is un-known to the procedural laws i.e., CPC and Civil
Rules of Practice.[J No explicit authorisation is produced by the
Plaintiffs while furnishing Memorandum of Facts instead of Affidavit
at the time of alleged compliance of ad-interim order of temporary
order in question. Hence, the ad- interim order of temporary
injunction is liable to be vacated on this ground alone. In view of the
foregoing, it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Court may
be pleased to dismiss the 1.A. No. 1 as being devoid of merits, not
maintainable, and barred by lack of legal injury, vacate the ex-parte
stay order granted against the Defendants and pass such further
orders as this Hon'ble Court deems fit in the interest of justice,

equity, and good conscience.

Wherefore, it is humbly prays to this Hon'ble Court that it may
kindly be pleased to dismiss the I.A. No. 1 filed by the Plaintiffs and
vacate the ad-interim order of temporary injunction with exemplary

€osts in the interests of justice and equity,

Bengaluru

Date Advocate for Defendant No. 1 & 2
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BEFORE THE HON'NLE HicH COURT AT BANGALORE
(Original Jurisdiction)

H FF} No. /2026

Dasshan S & Ane Vs. £ 12y PQOWLT\E‘N; Zarg

We, Darshan § & Vijaylakshsni Dasshan, the Appellants herein in the above
Appeal/ Complaint, do hereby appoin and retain Me.Pratham Narendrakumar » Alok GS
& Vivek GB, Advocates, to Appear; act and plead for us in the above matter and to conduey,
and prosecute / defend the same, hlcfuding in all intedocutory or miscellaneous proceedings
tonnected -with the Sime, or connected widy any decree or orders passed therein, and i
appeals, and / o other proceedings arising therefrom, aad also in proceedings for review of

judgment and for leave to appeal to the Supreme Coure and to obtin returg of tay documents
fGled therein.

We hereby authorse them on my behalf to enter jnto o compromise in the aboye
matter, to execute any decree / order therein to appeal from any decree/order therein and to
plead in such appeal prefecred by any cther party from any decree/order therein,

L

0
Executed by me/ us on this, the , dety of ’q‘g ME 2026 ar Bangalyre, N

“Before mar S

ol e o Djam\
' ;3erirltertde::tj ehm e J <D
i i - @Ik@{lé Darshan 5 & Vijaylakshmi Datet, %
Lentral Pris Y UTP A )
Satisfed as to the identity of the executants/s signature/s
&@W&W%#WMWPW&&WMMM&

| Address frmomr———
Address for Service:
2adress for Service,

DHEE Inc.,
Advocate &
Solicitors,

#401 (south wing),
ALOKGS Brigade Plaza,

KAR/1/2019 Anandh Rao Circe,
Bangalore 560 009,

+ 91 8397056064

KAR/1091/2020

e ]

Advocate for: Petitioner No. 1 & 2
Place: Bengalucn

Date:
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU
MISCELLANEOUS FIRST APPEAL No. OF 2026 (CPC)

BETWEEN

i. SRI. DARSHAN SRINIVAS,
Aged 47 years, S/o Late
Thoogudeepa Srinivas,
#217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-Road,
Ideai Home Township,
Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengaluru,
Karnataka — 560 098.

2. SMT. VIJAYALAKSHMI
DARSHAN,
Aged 43 years, W/o Darshan
Srinivas,
#217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-Road,
Ideal Home Township,
Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengaluru,
Karnataka — 560 098.

..PLAINTIFFS/APPELLANTS
AND
RESPONDENTS:
1. SIRI PRODUCTIONS
(Proprietorship Concern),
Represented by its
Proprietor/Producer Sri. Tanush S,
No.131, Sri Ranganatha Nilaya,
Dasanapura, Tumkur Road,
Bengaluru — 562 162.

2. SRI. LAVAYV

No.131, Sri Ranganatha Nilaya,
Dasanapura, Tumkur Road,
Bengaluru - 562 162.

3. CENTRAL BOARD OF FILM
CERTIFICATION (CBFC),
{Union of India), Through its
Regional Officer, Shri Yashwant
Shehnai,
Kendriya Sadan, ‘D’ Wing, 4th Floor,
17th Main, Koramangala, Bengaluru
- 560 034.

4, KARNATAKA FILM CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE (KFCC),
Through its President, Sri.
Jayapradha,



28, 1st Main Road, Crescent Road,
High Grounds, Bengaluru — 560 G01.

5. META PLATFORMS, INC.
(FACEBOOK),
Through its Authorized
Signatory/Grievance Officer,
India Office: 15th Floor, World Trade
Center, Brigade Gateway,
Malleshwaram West, Bengaluru —
560 055.

6. X CORP (formerly Twitter),
Through its Authorized
Signatory/Grievance Officer,

India Office: 9th Floor, World Trade
Center, Brigade Gateway,
Malleshwaram West, Bengaluru -
560 055.

7. GOOGLE LLC (YOUTUBE),
Through its Resident Grievance
Officer for YouTube, Suraj Rao,
Unit No.26, The Executive Centre,
Level 8, DLF Centre, Sansad Marg,
Connaught Place, New Delhi - 110
001

8. NEW INDIAN EXPRESS,
Registered Corporate Office: Express
Garden, 29, 2nd Main Road,
Ambattur Industrial Area, Chennai -
600 058.

Bengaluru Office: No.1, Express
Building, Queens Road, Bengaluru -
560 001. Represented by its Editor.

9. FILMIBEAT (Greynium

Information Technologies Pvt. Ltd.),
VRR Legacy No.2, 1st Main, 4th
Floor, 1st Block Koramangala,
Jakkasandra Extension, Bengaluru -
560 034.

10. TV9 KANNADA,
TV9 Karnataka Pvt Ltd
13/1 Rhenius Street,
Richmond Town,
Bengaluru 560 025

11. ZEE KANNADA NEWS,
5™ floor, the Land Mark Buidling,
Next to Trinity Metro Station,
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MG Road, Yellappa Chetty Layout,
Bengaluru 560 042

12. SRI. ASHOK KUMAR,

.RESPONDENTS

INTERLOCUTORY APPLICATION UNDER S. 94 (D) R/W ORDER
XXUXIX RULES 1 & 2 READ WITH SECTION 151 OF THE CODE OF
CIVIL PROCEDURE, 1908, SEEKING AD-INTERIM EX-PARTE
TEMPORARY INJUNCTION.

The Applicants above-named most respectfully submit as follows:

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit the Plaintiffs humbly
pray that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to issue the following ad-

interim ex-parte and/or Temporary injunction:

a. Grant Ad-interim temporary injunction restraining the Respondent
No.1 & 2, , its partners/proprietors, directors (including Lava V),
producers, actors (including Thanush Shivanna), servants, agents,
employees, assignaes, or anyone claiming through or under them,
from in any manner producing, filming, editing, promoting,
marketing, releasing, distributing, exhibiting, telecasting,
streaming, selling, licensing, leasing, or dealing with the movie
titled “"BOSS” (or any other movie/film/web-series/content by
whatever name called) that is based on, depicts, or refers to the life
of the Applicants, the incidents alleged in C.C. N0.1319/2024, or
any elements directly or indirectly associated with the Applicants’
private life, family, reputation, or the sub-judice criminal
proceedings, and from using the Applicants’ name, image, likeness,
personality rights, or any promotional material (posters, teasers,
trailers, press meets, interviews, etc.) in any medium including
Theatres and/or Intermediary Streaming Platforms (OTT)
whatsoever by appointing a receiver for enforcement of the present
order in the interest of justice & equity.

b. Pass such other and further orders as this Hon’ble Court may deem

fit and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.

This application may be taken on record in the interest of justice and

equity.

Place: BENGALURU
Date:
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU

MISCELLANEOUS FIRST APPEAL No. OF 2026 (CPC)
BETWEEN
SRI.DARSHAN SRINIVAS & Anr ...APPLICANTS
AND
SIRI PRODUCTIONS & Ors ...RESPONDENTS
AFFIDAVIT
I, Smt. Vijayalakshmi Darshan, aged about years, Wife of Sri.

Darshan Srinivas, residing at #217, Thoogu Deepa Nilaya, F-
Road, Ideal Home Township, Rajarajeshwari Nagar, Bengaluru -

560098, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows:

I am the Appellant No.2 in the present case and I am authorised to swear
this affidavit on behalf of the Appellant No.1 and hence this Affidavit.,
Appellant No.1 is one of the most celebrated actors in the Kannada film
industry, universally and exclusively identified by his trade monikers
'Challenging Star Darshan,' 'Boss,' and 'D Boss.' These appellations are
not mere titles but constitute a unique, singular, and commercially
valuable personality identity inseparably associated with the Appellant
No.1 in the minds of the public of Karnataka and the South Indian film

industry.

On 09.06.2024, Crime No0.0250/2024 was registered by the
Kamakshipalya Police Station, Bengaluru, under Sections 302 and 201 IPC
against Appellant No.1 (arrayed as Accused No.2), in connection with the
Q_E:’_)ok&u o
N
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alleged murder of Sri. Renukaswamy, a fan of Appellant No.1. Upon filing
of the charge sheet, the matter was registered as S.C. No0.1319/2024
before the LVI Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru. The
trial is presently ongoing on a day-to-day basis. Appellant No.1 is an
undertrial prisoner. The presumption of innocence under Article 21 of the

Constitution operates fully and unreservedly in his favour.

In this charged milieu, Respondents No.1 (Siri Productions, represented
by Sri. Tanush S) and No.2 (Sri. Lava V, director) produced a Kannada
feature film bearing the title 'BOSS.' On 09.03.2026, Respondents No.1
and No.2 released the teaser of the film on YouTube, X/Twitter, and
Facebook, bearing in its very opening frame the declaration: ‘Inspired by
True Events.' A plain viewing of the teaser discloses a minimum of thirteen
(13) precise, deliberate, and unmistakable factual parallels to the
prosecution's case in S.C. N0.1319/2024, including: (a) the film's title
'BOSS' — which is the exclusive public identity of Appellant No.1; (b) the
protagonist called 'Boss' by his fans; (c) a celebrity accused of
involvement in the death of a fan who sent objectionable messages to the
protagonist's wife; (d) the victim's alleged plea 'Don't kill me, 1 have a
pregnant wife and aged parents' — a verbatim replication of material in
the FIR; (e) the victim's body found near a 'Palya'; (f) the protagonist's
wife named 'Lakshmi'; and (g) the film being Bengaluru-centric in all

settings.

Upon becoming aware of the film, the Appellants issued a statutory notice
to the Central Board of Film Certification (Respondent No.3/CBFC) under
Section 5B of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 on 12.03.2026.
Notwithstanding the statutory notice and the existence of five binding
protective court orders (tabulated below), the CBFC issued Certificate No.
DIL/7/33/2026-BAN on 17.03.2026 — a mere five days after the notice
— based on a demonstrably false plot summary provided by Respondents

No.1 and No.2, which described the protagonist as a 'famous cricket

«player' — a characterisation that finds no reflection in the teaser,

promotional material, or the publicly available content of the film.

hslmlw
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5. The Appellants instituted 0.S. No.2151/2026 before the XVII Additional
City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru (CCH-16), and on 27.03.2026,
the Learned Trial Court, upon recording a prima facie case, granted a
comprehensive ex-parte ad-interim injunction under Order XXXIX Rules 1
& 2 r/w Section 151 CPC, restraining Respondents No.1 and No.2, their
servants, agents, and all persons claiming through them, from in any
manner producing, filming, editing, promoting, marketing, releasing,
distributing, exhibiting, telecasting, streaming, selling, licensing, leasing,
or otherwise dealing with the film titled 'BOSS' or any content based on
the Appellants' life, the pending criminal proceedings, or their personality

rights.

6. In defiance of this order, Respondents No.1 and No.2, acting in cencert
with Respondents No.5, No.6, and No.7 (Meta/Facebook, X Corp, and
Google/YouTube), continued the promotion and exhibition of the teaser
and promotional material of the film 'BOSS' on mass digital platforms
throughout the period 27.03.2026 to 02.06.2026

7. By the Impugned Order dated 02.06.2026, the Learned XVII Additional
City Civil and Sessions Judge: (i) dismissed I.A. No.1l; (ii) vacated the
comprehensive ex-parte ad-interim injunction; (iii) characterised the
Appellants' case as founded on 'wild guessing/imaginations'; (iv) held that
the Court 'cannot sit as a Super Censor Board'; (v} held that the balance
of convenience lay with the Respondents on account of commercial
investment; and (vi) held that monetary compensation would adequately
recompense any injury to the Appellants if they succeeded at trial. The
Impugned Order has thus removed the only operative judicial barrier to
the release of the film 'BOSS' and its consequent mass-audience exposure
to a dramatised, commercially produced version of the prosecution's case

in a murder trial that is ongoing and unresolved

8. The Appellants are informed and verily believe that Respondents No.1
and No.2 are actively taking steps to schedule a theatrical release and/or
streaming release of the film on OTT platforms with immediate effect. The
Applicants most respectfully submit that unless this Hon'ble Court
intervenes by way of an ad-interim ex-parte stay of the Impugned Order
and a consequential restraint upon the release of the film, the Impugned

\
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Order will be rendered irreversible in its consequences and the relief

sought in the MFA will become wholly infructuous.

TABLE OF SUBSISTING PROTECTIVE ORBZERS
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Mr. Justicg Networks  (Regulation

Sachin Act, 1995; broadcast

Shankar declared per se illegal

Magadum prima facie contemp
found.

PART II: PRIMA FACIE CASE — THE APPLICANTS HAVE AN
OVERWHELMING AND DEMONSTRABLE PRIMA FACIE CASE

The Applicants most respectfully submit that a compelling and
overwhelming prima facie case is made out on the following grounds, each

of which is independently sufficient and cumulatively irresistible:

A. Thirteen Undeniable Factual Parallels — The Impugned Crder's

Finding of 'Wild Guessing' is Perverse

9. The Applicants' prima facie case is not founded on speculation. It is
founded upon thirteen objectively ascertainable factual parallels between
the film 'BOSS' and the prosecution's case in S.C. N0.1319/2024, each of
which is visible in the teaser that is part of the record before the Trial
Court. These parallels include the verbatim replication of the alleged last
words of the deceased victim, the precise geographical reference to
'Palya,' the naming of the protagonist’s wife as 'Lakshmi,’ the 'Inspired by
True Events' declaration in the opening frame, and the unique moniker
'Boss' — which, in the context of Kannada cinema and Karnataka public
discourse, identifies one and only one person: Appellant No.1. The Ld.
Trial Court's characterisation of this case as based on ‘'wild

guessing/imaginations' is ex-facie perverse,

10. The legal test for similarity in cases involving films based on real sub-
judice events is not a character-for-character identity, but whether the
substance and overall impression of the film is based on the real events
constituting the subject matter of the ongoing proceedings. A colourable
device - calling the protagonist a 'cricketer' in a paper summary while
retaining thirteen precise factual parallels — cannot sanitise the film. It is

the substance and the overall impression that governs.



B. The Black Friday Ratio — Directly Applicable and Not

Distinguished by the Trial Court

11. The Division Bench of the Bombay High Court in Mushtag Moosa Tarani
v. Government of India (2005 SCC OnLine Bom 385) — commonly known
as the 'Black Friday' case — granted injunction against a CBFC-certified
film based on events forming the subject matter of a pending criminal

trial, holding at paragraph 12 thereof:

The film is based on the real events which are the subject matter o.
the pending trial...It is likely to have a prejudicial effect on the faii
administration of justice. It prejudices and, in any case, tends tc
interfere with the due course of judicial proceeding...Cinema is ¢
powerful medium capable of stirring emotions far more deeply thar
news reports, and even a trained judicial mind cannot be presumec

completely immune from its influence.
— Mushtaq Moosa Tarani v. Government of India, (2005 SC{
OnlLine Bom 385), para 1:

C. Constitution Bench Authority Empowers Grant of the Relief
Sought

12. The Constitution Bench of the Supreme Court in Sahara India Real Estate
Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI (2012) 10 SCC 603 expressly held at paragraphs 17
and 20 thereof:

We hold that the High Courts and the Supreme Court have inheren,
jurisdiction to pass postponement orders...in appropriate cases...The
postponement orders can be passed by courts even in civil anc
criminal cases to prevent real and substantial risk of prejudice to the
proper administration of justice as a last resort where such risk cannoi

be prevented by other reasonably available means.
— Sahara India Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI, (2012) i€
SCC 603, paras 17 & 20 (Constitution Beanch)

=
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D. Trial by Cinema — A Fortiori More Prejudicial than Trial by
Media

13. The Supreme Court in M.P. Lohia v. State of West Bengal (2005) 2 SCC
686 (at paragraph 5) strongly deprecated 'trial by media when the matter
is sub-judice' as ‘interference with the administration of justice." In
Sidhartha Vashisht @ Manu Sharma v. State (NCT of Delhi) (2010) 6 SCC
1 (at paragraph 47), the Supreme Court reaffirmed that any publication
which tends to prejudice a fair trial and interferes with the administration
of justice amounts to contempt of court. If a news report qualifies as
prejudicial pre-trial publicity, a commercially distributed full-length
feature film — with its far greater emotional impact, mass reach, and

artistic persuasion — is a fortiori more severely prejudicial.

14. This Hon'ble Court, in its own order in W.P. No0.7473/2026
(NC:2026:KHC:24468) pronounced on 30.04.2026, per the Hon'ble Mr.
Justice Sachin Shankar Magadum, held at paragraph 24 thereof: 'Freedom
of speech is a cherished constitutional value; however, when it
degenerates into media-driven adjudication, it ceases to be a safeguard
of democracy and becomes a threat to it...Courts cannot permit the course
of justice to be overshadowed by the glare of studio lights.' The Impugned
Order, by permitting the release of the film 'BOSS," directly contradicts
this coordinate order of this Hon'ble Court.

E. CBFC Certification is Not Dispositive — Certificate Obtained by

Misrepresentation is Void Ab Initio

15. The Ld. Trial Court held that it 'cannot sit as a Super Censor Board.' This
is a fundamental misconstruction of the Court's role. The question before
the Ld. Trial Court was not one of censorship — it was whether the
exhibition of the film would amount to contempt of court and interference
with the administration of justice. That is a question exclusively within the
domain of courts and not the CBFC. The Division Bench in the Black Friday
case expressly rejected the identical CBFC-certification defence at
paragraph 14 thereof: 'Merely because the film has been certified by the
Board of Censors does not mean that a court cannot restrain its public

exhibition, if the court comes to the conclusion that the exhibition of the
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film would amount to contempt of the court..The Board of Censors is not

a court.’

16. Further, Certificate No. DIL/7/33/2026-BAN was obtained by
Respondents No.1 and No.2 on the basis of a demonstrably false plot
summary — describing the protagonist as a 'famous cricket player' when
the teaser contained no cricket content whatsoever. A certificate obtained
through material misrepresentation or fraud is void ab initio under the

general law and cannot confer any legitimacy upon the film's exhibition.

F. Personality Rights and Privacy Under Article 21 —

Constitutionally Protected Rights Are Being Commercially
Violated

17. The Nine-Judge Constitution Bench in Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.)
v. Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1 (at paragraph 297) held that privacy is
a constitutionally protected right under Article 21 encompassing individual
autonomy and control over vital aspects of one's life. The Supreme Court
in R.N. Rajagopal v. State of Tamil Nadu (1994) 6 SCC 632 held that no
person can publish anything concerning an individual's family, marriage,
or personal life without consent, whether truthful or otherwise, and any
violation gives rise to an action for damages. The commercial exploitation
of Appellant No.1's unique public persona, family circumstances, and the
facts of his ongoing criminal trial — without consent, in a mass-produced
feature film declared as 'Inspired by True Events' — is a direct and

continuing violation of these constitutionally protected rights.

PART III: BALANCE OF CONVENIENCE — OVERWHEL MINGLY IR
FAVOUR OF THE APPLICANTS

18. The Supreme Court in Bloomberg Television Production Services India
Pvt. Ltd. v. Zee Entertainment Enterprises Ltd. (2024 SCC OnLine SC 426)
— the most recent Supreme Court pronouncement on the tripartite test
in media injunction suits — held: 'In cases involving infringement of
fundamental rights, the court should carefully consider whether monetary
compensation after trial wouid be an adequate remedy. Fundamental
rights, by their very nature, cannot always be adequately compensated

by a monetary award. In such cases, the balance of convenience would

b
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generally tilt in favour of protecting the fundamental right, irrespective of
the commercial interests of the other party.' This is precisely the position

in the present case.

19. The balance of convenience overwhelmingly favours the Applicants on

the following grounds:

(a) If the injunction is not granted and the film is released, the harm
caused to the Applicants' constitutional rights — the right to a fair trial,
the right to privacy, and the right to reputation under Article 21 — will be
instantaneous, mass-scale, and wholiy irreversible.

(b) If the injunction is granted and the Applicants ultimately fail at trial,
the Respondents will suffer only a temporary and calculable commercial
delay — a loss that is fully quantifiable and compensable in money terms.
By contrast, the contamination of the evidentiary environment in S.C.
No0.1319/2024 and the irreversible mass prejudice to Appellant No.1l's

right to a fair trial cannot be undone by any monetary award.

(c) The Respondents' financial investment — heavily relied upon by the
Ld. Trial Court — was made with full knowledge of the five subsisting
protective court orders, the statutory notice served on the CBFC, and the
Appellants' assertion of their rights. A party who knowingly makes
commercial investments in wilful defiance of binding court orders cannot
thereafter invoke equity to protect those investments against the
enforcement of those orders. The Respondents approach this Court with

unclean hands.

(d} The continuance of the ex-parte injunction of 27.03.2026 maintains
the status quo as it existed before the Respondents embarked upon this
enterprise. There is no hardship to the Respondents in maintaining the

status quo that existed since 27.03.2026 during the pendency of this MFA.

20. The Ld. Trial Court's finding th‘at the balance of convenience tilts in
favour of the Respondents because of their commercial investment, and
its further finding that monetary compensation would adequately
recompense the Applicants, are directly contrary to the Supreme Court's
binding holding in Bloomberg (supra) and constitute grave errors of law
that this Hon'ble Court should correct at the earliest.

»
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PART 1V: TRREPARABLE HARM AND INJURY INCAPABLE GF
MONETARY COMPENSATION

The Applicants most respectfully submit that the injury that will flow from
a failure to grant the stay is of a character that defies all monetary
quantification and cannot be remedied by any award of damages, for the

following reasons:

A. Irreversible Contamination of the Evidentiary Environment in
S.C. N0o.1319/2024

21. Thetrialin S.C. N0.1319/2024 is live and ongoing on a day-to-day basis
before the LVI Additional City Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru. The
evidence of prosecution witnesses is being recorded as this application is
being filed. The release of a commercially distributed feature film —
declaring itself ‘'Inspired by True Events' and dramatising the
prosecution's version of the alleged crime — will inevitably reach mass
audiences that may include witnesses, potential jurors in any future
context, and persons associated with the trial. The contamination of
witness memory, the erosion of the presumption of innocence in the public
mind, and the creation of a hostile pre-conviction environment around an
undertrial prisoner are injuries of a kind that no court and no monetary

decree can reverse or repair once they occur.

B. Irreversible Erosion of the Presumption of Innocence

22. The European Court of Human Rights in Allenet de Ribemont v. France
(1995) 20 EHRR 557, cited with approval by this Hon'ble Court in W.P.
No.7473/2026, held that the presumption of innocence is violated when
public authorities or media incite the public to consider an accused person
as guilty before the conclusion of trial. A commercially distributed feature
film that presents the prosecution's case as 'Inspired by True Events' to
millions of viewers constitutes the most powerful and irreversible form of
such incitement. The United States Supreme Court in Sheppard v.
Maxwell, 384 U.5. 333 (1966), equally cited by this Hon'ble Court in W.P.
N0.7473/2026, held that prejudicial publicity can create a 'carnival
atmosphere' around pending criminal proceedings that renders a fair trial

impossible. Once such conditions are created by the mass release of the
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film, no legal or monetary remedy can restore the sanctlty of the

proceedings.

C. Irreversible Mass Damage to Reputation and Personality

Rights

23. The reputation of a public figure and the commercial value of a
distinctively identified public persona — 'D Boss," 'Challenging Star
Darshan' — built over two decades of artistic and public engagement,
represents a unique and irreplaceable property right. The association of
this persona with a dramatised cinematic portrayal of an alleged murder
trial will cause immediate and mass-scale damage to this reputation and
personality identity across all platforms and in the public consciousness.
This is not damage that can be measured in money and repaired by a
decree after trial. As the Supreme Court recognised in Puttaswamy
(supra) and R.N. Rajagopal (supra), the right to control how one's
persaonal identity and family circumstances are commercially expleited is
a non-derogable fundamental right that cannot be vindicable purely in

monetary terms.

D. Rendering of This MFA as Wholly Infructuous

24. If this Hon'ble Court does not grant the ad-interim stay sought, the film
'BOSS' will be released in theatres and/or on OTT platforms before this
MFA can be heard on merits. The relief sought in the MFA — restoration
of the injunction restraining the release of the film — will become wholly
infructuous. A party to whom the law accords a right of appeal would be
deprived of the effective benefit of that right if the subject matter of the
appeal is rendered infructuous pendente lite. The grant of the stay is
therefore essential to preserve the very jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court

to grant effective relief in the MFA.

E. Contempt of Coordinate Court Orders — Permitting the Filmn

Defeats Five Subsisting Orders

25. Five binding judicial orders — including an order of this Hon'ble Court in
W.P. N0.7473/2026 — have been passed to protect the integrity of the
proceedings in S.C. No. 1319/2024 and the constitutional rights of the

W&
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Applicants. The Impugned Order, by vacating the only remaining
operative injunction against the film 'BOSS,' renders all five protective
orders nugatory. This Hon'ble Court in W.P. No0.7473/2026 held at
paragraph 22 thereof that the broadcasts relating to the pending
proceedings attract 'the mischief of Section 2(c)(ii) and (iii) of the
Contempt of Courts Act, 1971." A full-length commercial feature film
dramatising the prosecution's case is an escalation of precisely the same
conduct on an exponentially larger scale. Permitting its release in defiance
of five subsisting orders would constitute judicial sanction for the erosion
of the authority of this Hon'ble Court and of the coordinate courts that

have passed the earlier protective orders.

PART V: NO OTHER ADEQUATE OR EFFICACIOQUS REMEDY

26. The Applicants submit that no other adequate or efficacious remedy

exists:

(a) Any remedy that becomes available only after the film's release —
including an injunction against further exhibition — would be wholly
inadequate, as the damage to the presumption of innocence, evidentiary
environment, and reputation would already have been caused by the
initial mass release.

(b) Contempt proceedings, even if initiated and ultimately successful,
would not undo the damage caused by mass public exposure to the film's

content.

(c) The appeal, even if ultimately allowed, cannot restore the sanctity of
the trial in S.C. No0.1319/2024 once the film has been released and its

portrayal of the prosecution's case has permeated the public

consciousness. Prevention is the only efficacious remedy.

PART VI: URGENCY AND GROUNDS FOR EX-PARTE RELIFF

27. The present application requires urgent ex-parte consideration on the

following grounds:

(@) The Impugned Order was passed on 02.06.2026. The Applicants are
credibly informed that Respondents No.1 and No.2 are actively preparing
an immediate release of the film. Any delay in the grant of the stay will

render the relief sought in the MFA wholly infructuous.
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(b) The ex-parte ad-interim injunction of 27.03.2026 constituted the only
operative judicial barrier to the film's release. The vacation of that order
by the Impugned Order has removed that barrier. The status quo that was
protected for over two months is now exposed to immediate and
irreversible disruption.

(c) Notice to Respondents No.1 and No.2 prior to the grant of the stay
would, in the very nature of things, create an opportunity for them to
advance the release of the film to defeat the stay. Ex-parte relief is

therefore the only effective remedy.

WHEREFORE It is humbly prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be pleased

to allow this IA in the interest of justice and equity.
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Solemnly sworn to before me on
this, the day of
2026, at

Bangalore, by the aforesaid
Smt. Vijayalakshmi Darshan.
; NOTARY




