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The Indian Performing Rights Socier Limited, 2

IN THE COURT OF THE LEARNED DISTRICT JUDGE,
CHANDIGARH
ook

Civil Suit No. _ ot 2013

Company incorporated
under the Compam'.es Act, 1956 having its RegiStered. Office at 208,
Golden Chambers, New Andher Link Road, Andheri (West) Oshiwara
Mumbai -400050 and having its Liaison Office at H. No. 427, Sector-60,

Mohali through its authorized tepresentative-cum-Licensing Executive

Sh. Arvind Sharma. ... Plaintiff

Versus
1) Durga Das Foundadon, Nehru Bhavan, Sector 24-B, Chandigarh —

160023 through its Trustee/authorzed representatve

20 Tagore Thearre, Sector 3 Chandirach “hean s 10 A aaace-

ity Masacer

...Defendant
Suit under the Copyright Act, 1957 (as
amended) for Permanent Injunction for
restraining the Defendants from using the
musical and literary works of the Plaintiff for
communication to the public in the premises
of the Defendant No. 2 without paying the
requisite  license fee and obtaining the
mandatory public performance license from
the Plaintff,

Respectfully Showeth:-

L That the Plainaff is a company incorporated under the

provisions of the Companies Acs, 1956, having its office at 208, Golden



Tn the Court of Shalini Singh Nagpal, Additional
District Judge, Chandigarh.
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Date of Crder: 26.2.2015.

The Indian Performing Rights Society Ltd
Vs.

1 Durga Das Foundation,Sector 24B,Chandigarh.

2 Tagore Theatre, Sector 18, Chandigarh.

SUIT UNDER THE COPYRIGHT ACT, 1957
FOR PERMANENT INJUNCTION.

* % % %
Present: Sh.Gaurz: Inopra, counssl for plaintiff.
Swmiz wzozived B xsiiziwant. It be checked
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Zrcm playing or comrinicat-rnz any of the musical or
literary works of the plainziif to the public in the
remises of defendant n0.2 = playing the Cassettes or
Compact Discs or thriugh live performance or in any
other form or means of diffusion so as to infringe

aintiff's copyright without obtaining the mandatory

crmance lizense to play the said musical

S I werks in the premises of defendant no.2 during the
A
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Bl . 1a) programme scheduled to ke heid today & tomorrow.
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\\émggg‘/ Heard. Record perused. It has been argued

that owners of copvright in the musical works had
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the plaintiff by wvirtus ¢ Taricus assignment deeds and
45 per ssctisn 18 .2 f the Copyright Act, plaintiff

wris. AS per segmzgn . it The Boi. plaintiff
Jas 2nz17.22 T2 Issus _iczns:z Ior public performance
of its wosical works. [Deisrdants were required to ob-
tain a valid licersz beizrs plaving the musical works

d.2 not obtain any license for

paid sny Zfees, =c. they wsrs .iable to be restrained

from violating the stazitcz. zzzvisions of the Copy-

£z of the suit along with
injunction applicatics to the defendants for 5.3.2015.

In the meanwhile, deifzndants, their servants and agents

are restrained from

claying/communicating any of the

musical/literary worx:s cf the
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in the premises of defendant no.2 by

playing the

Cassettes/Compact Discs or through live performance or

in any other diffusion so as to

infringe plaintiff's copyright without obtaining manda-

tory license to play the said musical works in the

premises of defendant no.2.
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