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* IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI
% ~ Judgment delivered on: 28.03.2026

+ C.0.(COMM.IPD-CR) 770/2022

BOMBAY METALS PVTLTD ... Petitioner
versus
TARA SINGHAND ANR . Respondents

Advocates who appeared in this case

For the Petitioner ; Mr. Sachin Gupta, Ms. Prashansa
. Singh, Ms. Mahima Chanchalani, Mr.
Rohit Pradhan, Ms. Diksha Tekriwal

& Mr. Ajay, Advocates.

For the Respondents : Ms. Nishi Ranjan Singh, Advocate for
- Respondent Nos.1A and 1B.

CORAM:
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE TEJAS KARIA

JUDGMENT

TEJAS KARIA, J
L. This is a Petition filed under Section 50 of the Copyright Act, 1957

(“Act”) seeking removal / rectification of Copyright Registration No. A-
76602/2006 (“Impugned Registration”).

FACTUAL BACKGROUND:

2. The Petitioner, Bombay Metal Works (P) Ltd., is a company engaged

in the business of manufacturing and marketing bicycle parts. The Petitioner
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claims that the said parts are marketed under a Trade Mark comprising a
Trade Dress / Packaging, which has a distinctive colour combination, layout,
arrangement of features and get-up to distiﬁguish the produéts of the
Petitioner from those of others in the market.

3. One such cycle part marketed by the Petitioner is Ball Head Racer.
The Petitioner is the owner.of copyright in various packaging of Ball Head

- Racer products. The details of the said registrations are as under:

Artistic Work Copyright Registration No.

BM Ball Head Racer Packaging A-11136/74
BM Screw Racer Packaging A-11138/74
BM Ball Head Racer Packaging ' A-55236/98
BM Ball Head Racer Packaging . A-55238/98
BM Screw Racer Packaging A-55214/98

4. It is claimed in the Petition that along with the said packaging, the
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Petitioner also introduced a square sticker * M_ i £ (“Petitioner’s
Sticker”) comprising a yellow circle on a golden background and text in
black lettering around the cirde, and the center of the circle comprises of the
colour combination of red background and yellow lettering for the Trade
. Name Logo of the Petitioner.

5. The Petitioner owns the copyright in the Petitioner’s Sticker,
registered under No. A-74419/2005 (“Petitioner’s Copyright”). It is
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SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENTS:
14.  The learned Counsel for Respondent Nos. 1A and 1B advanced the

following submissions:

14.1. The title of the artistic work in the Petitioner’s Sticker is ‘BM
LIMITED’, whereas the title of the Respondents’ work in the
Impugned Sticker is ‘RAJIS QUALITY AND QUANTITY" .
The distinctiveness in the respective titles is clearly evident and
self-explanatory, both in terms of actual content and overall
phonetic identity, and that there is no resemblance either visual,
structural or conceptual between the two.

14.2. The clear dissimilarity in titles highlights that there is no scope
for confusion, deception or overlap in the identity of the works.
The overall get-up, Trade Dress and presentation of the
Respondents’ Impugned Sticker is not a slavish imitation of the

Petitioner’s Sticker, and that the Petitioner’s grievance is
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elements such as colour.

14.3. It is well-settled in law that the Petitioner cannot dissect and
isolate the generic features to fabricate a claim of infringement
or to seek cancellation of the Impugned Registration. The
admitted divergence in titles is a crucial factor that negates the .
Petitioner’s claim of copying or deception caused by the

Impugned Sticker.

14.4. The Petitioner seeks cancellation of the Impugned Copyright
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observation of a Sherlock Holmes. We have therefore
no doubt that the defendants’ wrapper is deceptively
similar to the plaintiffs’ which was registered. We do
not think it necessary, to refer to the decisions referred
to at the Bar as in our view each case will have to be
Judged on its own features and it would be of no use to
note on how many points there was similarity and in
how many others there was absence of it.”

7. Though the above observation has been rendered in the context of
comparison of label marks in a passing off action, the tests for
comparison of labels which are artistic works, would be the same.”

[Emphasis Supplied]

20. A comparison of the artistic works in the Petitioner’s Sticker and the

Impugned Sticker is as under:

Petitioner’s Sticker Impugned Sticker

L

21. " From the above comparison, it is clear that the artistic work in the
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