
 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY 

ORDINARY ORIGINAL CIVIL JURISDICITION 

SUIT NO.               OF 2018 

MR. VIKAS BAHL    )     

Aged 47 years, Indian Inhabitant  ) 

Occupation-Film Director   )    )                 

…Plaintiff 

 

Versus 

 

1. MR. ANURAG KASHYAP  )      

Aged 46 years, Indian Inhabitant  ) 

  

 

2. MR. VIKRAMADITYA MOTWANE)      

Aged 42 years, Indian Inhabitant  ) 

 

 

3. OATH GLOBAL BRANDS (INDIA) )     

PVT. LTD. a company incorporated  ) 

under the  Companies Act, 1956 and  ) 

having its  Office 1-89-3/B/40 to   ) 

42/KS/902, 9th Floor, MSR Block,  ) 

Krishe Sapphire Building, Survey no: ) 

88, Hitech City Road, Madhapur,  ) 

Hyderabad - 500081   ) 

 

4. RITUPARNA CHATTERJEE  ) 

The Editor in Chief – HuffPost  ) 

Bar & Bench (www.barandbench.com)



5. DECCAN CHRONICLE HOLDINGS)  

LIMITED, a company incorporated  ) 

under the Indian Companies Act, 1956  ) 

having its corporate office at   ) 

Sigma House, Plot No. 43,  ) 

Ground Floor, R A Kidwani Marg, )  

 Near Wadala Station,    ) 

  Mumbai – 400 031   ) 

 

6. A. T. Jayanti    ) 

Editor in Chief – Deccan Chronicles ) 

having its corporate office at   ) 

Sigma House, Plot No. 43,  ) 

Ground Floor, R A Kidwani Marg, )  

 Near Wadala Station,    ) 

  Mumbai – 400 031   ) 

 

7. BENNETT COLEMAN AND   ) 

COMPANY LIMITED   ) 

A company incorporated under the  ) 

Companies Act, 1956 having its   ) 

Registered office at 3rd Floor,  )  

Times of India Building,  Dr D N Road,  ) 

Fort, Mumbai – 400001   ) 

 

8. BODHISATTVA GANGULI  ) 

The Editor – Economic Times  ) 

A company incorporated under the  ) 

Companies Act, 1956 having its   ) 

Registered office at 3rd Floor,  )  

Times of India Building,  Dr D N Road,  ) 
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Fort, Mumbai – 400001   ) 

 

SUIT IS VALUED AT RS. 10 CRORE FOR 

DEFAMATION, MANDATORY INJUNCTION 

AND DAMAGES: 

THE PLAINTIFF ABOVENAMED STATES AS FOLLOWS: 

 PARTIES: 

1. The Plaintiff is a director/producer by profession and is residing at the address 

stated in the cause title. The Plaintiff completed his post graduation in Master of 

Business Administration (MBA) from the renowned Narsi Monjee Institute of 

Management Studies (NMIMS). He was a gold medalist of the 1995 batch of 

NMIMS. He then joined Ogilvy and Mather, an advertising agency as a 

Management Trainee through campus recruitment. The Plaintiff was later 

promoted as an Account Director at Ogilvy and Mather. The Plaintiff thereafter 

joined Radio Mirchi, India’s No.1 radio channel as its National Marketing Head. 

The Plaintiff then went on to become the Business Head at Sony Television for 

SAB TV, during which it became India’s top five channels.  

 

2. The Plaintiff has also created India's first content driven movie production brand 

called “UTV Spotboy”. The Plaintiff has also directed several advertisements for 

Vogue India, Nestle India, VIP Bags, 7UP Nimbooz (2015), 7UP Nimbooz 

(2016), Dabur Babool, Havells, Britannia, Shaadi.com, Tata Sky Olympics Star 

TV, Samsung (Plant), Samsung (Fashion Film) etc. 

 

3. The Plaintiff made his debut in Bollywood as a director of the film “Chillar 

Party” in 2011, which won two National Awards for Best Children’s Film and 

Best Screenplay. Although, the Plaintiff came from a humble background, he rose 

up the ladders of success in a very short time frame due to his nuanced approach 

in movie making. The Plaintiff alongwith the Defendant Nos. 1, 2 and one Mr. 

Madhu Mantena then incorporated a company known as Phantom Films Ltd., 

Bar & Bench (www.barandbench.com)



popularly known as the “the Director’s Company”, for producing and directing 

films. In 2014, the Plaintiff directed the film “Queen”, which garnered 

tremendous acclaim and a super run at the Box Office and won national award for 

the best Hindi film. The Plaintiff’s latest offering as a director was “Shaandaar” 

starring Shahid Kapoor & Alia Bhatt. The Plaintiff in a short span of 4 years has 

successfully produced several films like “Wrong Side Raju”, “Udta Punjab”, 

“Raman Raghav 2.0”, “Masaan”, “Bombay Velvet”, “Hunterrr”, “NH10”, “Hasee 

Toh Phasee”, “Lootera”, “Ugly”, “Trapped”, “Mukkabazz”, “High Jack”, and 

“Bhavesh Joshi”. The Plaintiff was also the creative producer of the films “Thank 

you”, “7 Khoon Maaf”, and “No One Killed Jessica”. He has also worked as the 

associate producer/co-producer of the films “Udaan”, “ExTerminators, “Dev.D”, 

“Welcome to Sajjanpur” and “Aamir”. The Plaintiff is currently producing the 

Film “Super 30” starring Mr. Hrithik Roshan, which is set to release in January, 

2019. 

 

4. In view of the Plaintiff’s aforesaid achievements and popularity, the Plaintiff has 

a large number of fan/followers in India and world-wide and has thus gained 

enormous good will and popularity amongst the public at large. These followers 

have utmost regard to the words spoken and actions performed by the Plaintiff. 

The Plaintiff commands a good reputation and respectability amongst his 

superiors, peers and fans as well as amongst the people of the society he thrives in 

as well as his relatives and family members. During his career as a public figure, 

he has demonstrated a lengthy record of distinguished service in the film industry. 

 

5. Defendant No. 1 is an Indian film director, producer and screenwriter and resides 

at the address stated in the cause title. Defendant No. 1 has produced films like 

“No Smoking”, “Dev D”, “Gulaal”, “That Girl in Yellow Boots”, “Gangs of 

Wasseypur”, etc. Defendant No. 1 operates a Twitter account through his official 

Twitter handle “@anuragkashyap72” and has approximately 3,88,000 followers 

on Twitter.  
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6. Defendant No. 2 is a writer, director and producer and is residing at the address 

stated in the cause title. Defendant No. 2 has directed films like “Udaan”, 

“Robber”, “Trapped”, “Bhavesh Joshi”, etc. He operates a Twitter account 

through his official Twitter handle “@VikramMotwane” and has approximately 

154000 followers on Twitter.  

 

7. Defendant No. 3 is a company incorporated under the Companies Act, 1956, 

having its office at the address stated in the cause title. Defendant No. 3 owns, 

runs and manages a website known as “Huffpost India”, at the following URL: 

www.huffingtonpost.in, on which it posts news and various other articles. 

Defendant No. 4 is the Editor-in-Chief of the said website.  

 

8. Defendant No. 5 is a company incorporated under the Companies Act, 1956, 

which has its registered office at the address stated in the cause title. Defendant 

No. 5 owns the newspaper daily known as “Deccan Chronicle”. Defendant No. 5 

also uses its website/domain name www.deccanchronicle.com to post news and 

various other articles. Defendant No. 6 is the Chief Editor of the said newspaper.  

 

9. Defendant No. 7 is a company incorporated under the Companies Act, 1956, and 

has its registered office at the address stated in the cause title. Defendant No. 7 

operates the newspaper daily known as the “Economic Times”. Defendant No. 7 

also uses its website/domain name www.economictimes.indiatimes.com to post 

news and various other articles. Defendant No. 8 is the Editor of the said 

newspaper.  

 

SUBJECT MATTER OF THE SUIT: 

 

10. The Plaintiff is filing the present Suit against the Defendants inter alia seeking a 

permanent injunction against the Defendants restraining them from publishing 

defamatory articles/posts against the Plaintiff which are completely false, 

erroneous and defamatory in nature and which have caused irreparable harm, loss 
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and damage to the reputation of the Plaintiff amongst his fans, followers, peers, 

colleagues, etc. and before the public at large. The Plaintiff states that Defendant 

Nos. 1 and 2, taking advantage of the ongoing “#MeToo” movement in the 

country, published false, malicious, unsubstantiated imputations, allegations and 

statements against the Plaintiff through their twitter accounts and other social 

media platforms. Defendant Nos. 3 to 8 have further circulated and continue to 

circulate defamatory stories about the Plaintiff through their social media 

platforms. The Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 have published these defamatory 

tweets/articles/statements against the Plaintiff with an intent to settle personal 

scores, exact vendetta, and due to professional jealousy and with the sole intent to 

defame the Plaintiff, malign his image and destroy his career which is 

demonstrated by the facts and circumstances set out hereinbelow. The Defendant 

Nos. 3 to 8 have re-published the defamatory tweets/articles of the Defendant 

Nos. 1 and 2 and other defamatory material against the Plaintiff without any 

verification to create sensation in the minds of the public and to increase TRP and 

viewership. These publications so made by the Defendants are freely accessible to 

the world at large and there is no requirement of any prior subscription to access 

the articles and comments posted by them. The Plaintiff states that due these 

defamatory tweets, articles, imputations, allegations and statements which have 

no factual basis or any cogent/clear evidence, the Plaintiff is unnecessarily being 

subjected to a media trial which has caused and continues to cause irreparable 

loss, harm and injury to the Plaintiff’s reputation. Hence, the Plaintiff has been 

constrained to file the present Suit.    

 

FACTUAL MATRIX: 

 

11. In the year 2011, the Plaintiff along with Defendant Nos. 1, 2 and one Mr. Madhu 

Mantena, incorporated a company known as Phantom Films Ltd. (hereinafter 

referred to as “Phantom”) which is also known in the media industry as “the 

Directors’ Company”. Phantom is in the business inter alia of making/producing 

and directing films and things incidental thereto. At the time of incorporation of 
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Phantom, the Plaintiff, Defendant Nos. 1, 2 and Mr. Madhu Mantena were 25% 

shareholders each of Phantom. Thereafter, in 2015, Reliance Entertainment Pvt. 

Ltd. purchased 50% shares of Phantom and accordingly the Plaintiff, Defendant 

Nos. 1, 2 and Mr. Madhu Mantena now hold 12.5% shares each of Phantom. The 

Plaintiff states that Phantom achieved its first box office success in the year 2014 

with the movie “Queen” which was directed by the Plaintiff. This film in more 

ways than one enhanced the reputation of Phantom and obviously the commercial 

demand and value of the Defendants given that it won several accolades. Though 

several films have been directed/ produced over the years by the Defendants and 

others under Phantom’s banner, the commercial contribution of “Queen” to 

Phantom’s growth trajectory is undisputedly the most significant. 

 

12. The Plaintiff states that while he was being widely appreciated for the movie 

“Queen”, Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 were not at their professional best and 2015-

2018 had not been relatively successful years for the said Defendants. In 2015, 

Defendant No. 1 directed the film “Bombay Velvet” which failed terribly at the 

box office. Thereafter, Defendant No. 1 went on to direct the Film 

“Manmarziyan” which released in 2018 but once again failed to impress the 

audience. Defendant No. 2 directed the films “Trapped” which released in 2017 

and “Bhavesh Joshi” which released in 2018, but both failed to garner any 

appreciation from the audience. While the Defendants were struggling for a 

comeback, the Plaintiff was directing a 100 crore budget “A-list” film titled 

“Super 30” starring Mr. Hrithik Roshan which is now set to release in January, 

2019. The Plaintiff states that trade analysts have predicted this as one of the films 

to watch out for in terms of the commercial success that it promises which will 

further catapult the reputation of the Plaintiff after Queen.  

 

13. The Plaintiff states that from January 2017 onwards the Directors of Phantom 

started facing creative and professional differences between each other after 

which the Defendant No. 1 and 2 started distancing themselves from Phantom and 

went on to produce and direct films with others. 
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14. On 6 April 2017, an article appeared in the Mumbai Mirror titled “Woman 

Employee at Phantom Films accuses director Vikas Bahl of Molestation”. The 

said article is still available on the website of Mumbai Mirror at the following 

URL: https://mumbaimirror.indiatimes.com/mumbai/cover-story/fact-or-

phantom/articleshow/58037715.cms. In the said article, it was stated that the 

Plaintiff had been accused of allegedly molesting an employee working at 

Phantom. The article dealt with an alleged incident which had taken place in May, 

2015. The version of the Plaintiff and that of Mr. Madhu Mantena, denying the 

allegations, was also published in the said article. The said article also contained 

false and defamatory allegations by a stakeholder of Phantom, who chose to 

remain anonymous. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “A” is a copy of the said 

article dated 6
th

 April 2017 published in Mumbai Mirror. 

 

15. Thereafter, on 7 April 2017, Phantom through its Director Mr. Madhu Mantena 

issued a notice to the Plaintiff calling upon him to give a detailed written 

explanation regarding the alleged incident within seven days. Hereto annexed and 

marked Exhibit “B” is a copy of the said notice dated 7 April 2017 issued by 

Phantom to the Plaintiff. 

 

16. On 14 April 2017, the Plaintiff sent a written response to the aforesaid notice vide 

an email to Mr. Madhu Mantena of Phantom. In the said response, the Plaintiff 

denied the allegations contained in the aforesaid newspaper article and inter alia 

pointed out that there had been no complaint to this effect. The Plaintiff in the 

said letter categorically stated that he was being victimized by a Director of 

Phantom, who despite knowing that there was no complaint against the Plaintiff 

regarding the alleged incident has gone ahead and anonymously provided false 

information to Mumbai Mirror to publish the aforesaid article, with ulterior 

motive to malign the Plaintiff’s reputation. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “    

C” is a copy of the said response dated 14 April 2017 addressed by the Plaintiff.  
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17. The Plaintiff states that after receiving the Plaintiff’s reply no action was taken by 

Phantom against the Plaintiff.  If Defendant Nos. 1-2 had any reason, at this time, 

to believe that there was some truth in the allegations contained in the aforesaid 

article, nothing ever prevented them from filing a complaint or from taking any 

action against the Plaintiff. Instead, not only did Phantom including the Defendant 

Nos. 1 and 2 not take any action, but they also continued working with the 

Plaintiff thereafter. 

 

18. Since ________, 2018 onwards, as the creative and professional differences 

between the Directors of Phantom grew, there have been ongoing discussions 

between all four directors at Phantom to part ways amicably owing to certain 

creative and professional differences.  

 

19. In this background, whilst the discussions for dissolving Phantom were still 

ongoing, on 5
th

 October 2018, Defendant No. 2 published a Tweet through his 

official Twitter handle @VikramMotwane stating that the Plaintiff, Defendant 

Nos. 1 and 2 and Madhu had decided to dissolve Phantom and wishing good luck 

to all of them on their journeys forward. Hereto annexed at Exhibit “D” is a copy 

of the said Tweet dated 5
th

 October 2018 published by Defendant No. 2. 

 

20. Thereafter, on 6
th

 October, 2018, Defendant No. 1 published the following Tweet 

through his official twitter handle @anuragkashyap72: 

“Phantom was a dream, a glorious one and all dreams come to an end. 

We did our best and we succeeded and we failed. But i know for sure we 

will come out of this stronger, wiser and will continue to pursue our 

dreams our own individual ways. We wish each other the best.” 

A copy of the aforesaid tweet dated 6
th

 October, 2018 published by Defendant No. 

1 is annexed at Exhibit “E”. 

 

21. Soon thereafter, the Plaintiff was shocked and surprised when he came across an 

online article dated 6
th

 October, 2018 published by Defendant Nos. 3 and 4 titled 
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'Queen' Director Vikas Bahl Sexually Assaulted Me, Phantom Films Did Nothing: 

Survivor Speaks Out’ wherein Defendant No. 1 made several serious, one-sided, 

scandalous and defamatory statements against the Plaintiff. The said article is still 

available on the website of Defendant Nos. 3 and 4 at the following web link: 

https://www.huffingtonpost.in/2018/10/06/queen-director-vikas-bahl-sexually-

assaulted-me-phantom-films-did-nothing-survivor-speaks-out_a_23552623/  

 

22. The Plaintiff states and submits that the said article contains one-sided, 

scandalous, false and defamatory allegations against the Plaintiff which are not 

being repeated / set out herein. The said article is defamatory in its entirety. This 

article distinctly gave the impression that the allegations made therein by the 

anonymous alleged victim against the Plaintiff are true. The gist of the false 

allegations against the Plaintiff is that the Plaintiff sexually harassed a female 

crew member of Phantom on 4
th

 May 2017 during a party in Goa, before the 

release of the film “Bombay Velvet”, directed by the Defendant No. 1. The sexual 

harassment is falsely alleged to have taken place in the following ways: (i) the 

Plaintiff is falsely alleged to have not left the said female crew member’s hotel 

room despite being allegedly asked to repeatedly leave; (ii) the Plaintiff is falsely 

alleged to have “put his hand inside her dress” despite the resistance of the said 

crew member; (iii) the Plaintiff is falsely alleged to have “dropped his pants and 

[begun] to masturbate…onto her back”; and (iv) the Plaintiff is falsely alleged to 

have verbally abused the said female crew member when his alleged advances 

were refused; (v) the Plaintiff is falsely alleged to have tried to “gaslight her, by 

muddling her own recollection of the events of the night before”; and (vi) the 

Plaintiff is falsely alleged to have “taken to harassing her at work” in the months 

thereafter.  Defendant No. 1 committed defamation by informing Defendant No. 3 

that the said false allegations against the Plaintiff were true, and by making false 

claims like saying that “People have already started distancing themselves from 

[the Plaintiff]”. Hereto annexed at Exhibit “F” is a copy of the said defamatory 

article published by Defendant Nos. 3 and 4 dated 6
th

 October 2018. The said 
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allegations against the Plaintiff are admittedly not true to the personal knowledge 

of Defendant No. 1.  

 

23. After the publication of the aforesaid article, on 7
th

 October 2018 Defendant No. 1 

through his official Twitter handle @anuragkashyap72 issued a two-page 

statement, imputing serious defamatory allegations against the Plaintiff. In it, 

Defendant No. 1 said that he was responsible for the defamatory and scandalous 

allegations that have been made against the Plaintiff in the press, since Defendant 

No. 1 “corroborated” the story against the Plaintiff and revealed the Plaintiff’s 

identity. He also made several other false claims in the said statement, e.g., that 

the Plaintiff was “suspended”, “barred…from the premises”, that his “signing 

authority” was taken away, or that he was “named and shamed” privately. In any 

event, Defendant No. 1 admittedly has no personal knowledge of the facts. A 

copy of the aforesaid Tweet dated 7
th

 October 2018 published by Defendant No. 1 

through his official Twitter handle is hereto annexed and marked as Exhibit “G”.   

 

24. On 7 October 2018, Defendant No. 2 published a defamatory and scandalous 

Tweet through his official Twitter handle @ VikramMotwane, in which he said, 

inter alia, that the Plaintiff “is a sexual offender” who has “preyed on a young 

woman, abused her trust, ruined her life”. The Plaintiffs states that this tweet is 

absolutely false, malicious and defamatory. In fact, it is admittedly not true to the 

personal knowledge of Defendant No. 2. A copy of the said defamatory 

tweet/statement on Twitter is annexed herewith at Exhibit “H”. 

 

25. The aforesaid Defendants, by publishing the said false, scandalous, one-sided 

defamatory material, have falsely suggested to the public /media that the reason 

the directors of Phantom decided to part ways was the alleged incident of sexual 

harassment in May 2015. The Plaintiff states that thereafter within a short span of 

time, several online websites, newspapers and publications including those 

run/managed/operated by Defendant Nos. 5 to 8 relied on the aforesaid 

defamatory tweets/articles published by Defendants No. 1 to 4 and replicated the 

same information on their own websites without any proper verification of the 
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contents published therein. Hereto annexed at Exhibit “I-Colly” is a copy of the 

various defamatory articles published by Defendant Nos. 5 to 8 wherein the 

defamatory Tweets of Defendants No. 1 and 2 have been quoted. Further, the 

Plaintiff states that Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 have several thousand followers who 

have re-tweeted and commented on the unsubstantiated, false, one-sided, 

scandalous and defamatory tweets published by Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 causing 

serious prejudice to the Plaintiff. Thus, the Defendants by their words, whether 

tweeted, written, imputed, spoken or published, have intentionally and with a 

mala fide objective harmed the reputation of the Plaintiff, which has caused grave 

and irreparable loss and mental agony to the Plaintiff. 

 

26. The impugned defamatory tweets/articles published by the Defendants are 

maliciously false, defamatory and scandalous and have been published with 

oblique motives which is established by the fact that the alleged incident dates 

back to May 2015 and until today, neither has any criminal complaint been filed 

by the alleged victim against the Plaintiff nor has the Plaintiff been called upon by 

any investigation agency for investigation with respect to the alleged incident. 

The allegations made by the alleged victim in the Huffington Post published by 

the Defendant Nos. 3 and 4 are completely false and motivated. The Plaintiff 

states that the alleged victim worked for Defendant No. 1 and that the Plaintiff 

and the alleged victim shared a purely professional relationship which continued 

even after the said alleged incident which can be demonstrated from the various 

messages exchanged between the Plaintiff and the alleged victim. The Plaintiff 

craves the leave of this Hon’ble Court to refer to and rely upon the aforesaid 

messages. The Plaintiff states and submits that the Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 have 

raised this issue now after three years in order to meet their ulterior objectives, in 

order to settle personal/professional scores against the Plaintiff, and to use it to 

their commercial advantage.  

 

27. Further, between May 2017 and September 2018, there was no whisper in the 

media about this alleged incident but now that the Plaintiff is a few months away 
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from his next big release “Super 30”, this story of the alleged incident has 

surfaced again with Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 at its centre. This establishes that the 

Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 have spread false and defamatory stories about the 

Plaintiff with a view to cause him tremendous professional loss. Defendants No. 1 

and 2 have a vengeance driven agenda to wreck the Plaintiff’s goodwill in the 

film fraternity and destroy his career as a film producer and director. 

 

28. Defendant No. 1 in the said defamatory article/Tweet has stated that the Plaintiff 

was stripped of production rights, but this is false. Contrary to the said tweet, 

Defendant No. 1 reposed faith in the Plaintiff even after the alleged incident by 

naming him a producer on his own directional film “Mukkabaaz” and in 

Defendant No. 2’s film “Bhavesh Joshi”. This establishes that Defendant Nos. 1 

and 2 have spread false and defamatory rumours about the Plaintiff in order to 

settle personal / professional scores.  

 

29. The Plaintiff states that on 3 October 2018, Defendant No. 1, in the early hours of 

the morning, visited the Plaintiff and shared with him a WhatsApp communication 

between Defendant No. 2 and the alleged victim. The said communication related 

to the event / party which was held on 4 May 2015, at which the alleged incident 

is falsely said to have occurred. The said communication and its tenor clearly 

establishes that the said alleged incident did not occur and despite the Defendant 

No. 2 having himself shown the said WhatsApp to the Petitioner, the Defendant 

No. 2 has by the said defamatory tweet (Exhibit “H” hereto) called the Plaintiff 

“a sexual offender”. The Plaintiff craves leave to refer to the said WhatsApp 

communication. 

 

30. Defendant No. 1 has even attempted to bribe/ offer money/ offer incentives to 

another employee of Phantom in order to get that employee to make a similar 

false complaint against the Plaintiff.  Defendant No. 1 has sent messages to 

several people threatening them of dire consequences if they do not support 
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Defendant No. 1 in these endeavours. The Plaintiff craves leave to refer to the 

said messages.  

 

31. Defendants No. 1 and 2 have no personal knowledge of the alleged incident which 

allegedly took place in May 2015. The said Defendants are with a malafide 

intention abusing the “#MeToo” movement in the country in order to settle scores 

with the Plaintiff and to tarnish the image of the Plaintiff and to cause disrepute to 

him in view of their professional jealousy and since the Plaintiff’ film “Super 30” 

is closer to its release. Even the article in Huffpost India says that the victim was 

suspicious that Defendant No. 1 wanted to settle scores with the Plaintiff.  

 

32. Upon learning about the said defamatory articles, the Plaintiff through his 

advocates issued notices dated 9
th

 October 2018 to the Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 to 

withdraw the defamatory tweets published by them, to tender an unconditional 

apology to the Plaintiff and to desist from making such fraudulent and defamatory 

publications in the future. A copy of the said notices are annexed herewith at 

EXHIBIT “J-Colly”. However, after receiving the said notice, Defendant Nos. 1 

and 2 through their Advocates’ letter dated 9
th

 October 2018 sent an interim 

response. A copy of the said interim responses dated 9
th

 October 2018 is annexed 

hereto at Exhibit “K-Colly”. 

 

33. In view of the aforesaid facts, it is clear that the Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 have 

made and continue to make false, defamatory, derogatory, reckless and 

irresponsible statements through their Twitter accounts against the Plaintiff and 

have circulated articles/Tweets in the press only with a view to lower and damage 

the Plaintiff’s high reputation and goodwill, which the Plaintiff has built over the 

past several years. Defendant Nos. 3 and 8 have repeated the said false and 

defamatory allegations against the Plaintiff, without seeking to ascertain the truth 

of what transpired in May 2015, and only to spread scandalous and false 

information so that their readership increases at the cost of the Plaintiff’s 

reputation. Due to these acts of the Defendants, the Plaintiff’s reputation in the 
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eyes of his family, colleagues, well-wishers and the public at large has been 

lowered and has tremendously suffered. The Plaintiff states that the said 

defamatory material has been published/tweeted by the Defendants in bad faith 

and with the intent to assassinate the character of the Plaintiff and to ruin his good 

reputation.  

 

34. Pursuant to the publication of the aforesaid defamatory articles/tweets, the 

Plaintiff has been contacted by several persons including his friends and relatives 

who came across the defamatory articles/tweets and inquired about the same, 

which has subjected the Plaintiff to ridicule. The Plaintiff has suffered immense 

prejudice and loss of goodwill, reputation and standing before the public at large. 

It is evident that the defamatory articles/tweets have been designedly and 

calculatedly published with the underlying mischief of harassing the Plaintiff. The 

said defamatory articles have caused the Plaintiff great mental and physical agony 

and have lowered his reputation in the society he thrives in and amongst his fans. 

 

35. The Plaintiff states that the alleged victim failed to file any complaint against the 

Plaintiff before the Local Complaints Committee under the provisions of the 

Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, Prohibition and 

Redressal) Act, 2013. If any such complaint had been filed, the contents of such a 

complaint could not be published by any of the Defendants. The Defendants 

cannot now seek to take advantage of the failure of the victim to file such a 

complaint to malign/defame the Plaintiff in the press.  

 

36. That the Plaintiff states and submits that the defamatory contents have been 

published by the defendants without verifying and studying if the same are 

genuine and on the basis of unsubstantiated allegations. The Defendant nos. 3 to 7 

being reputed publishers/editors, the general public lookup to them for truthful 

news. The Defendants have therefore neglected their social and moral 

responsibilities and engaged in cheap publicity in collusion and connivance with 

each other. The Defendants ought to have investigated the aforesaid facts prior to 
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circulating and re-circulating any such defamatory content published by the 

Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 against Plaintiff despite having complete knowledge that 

such publication shall cause severe disrepute to the Plaintiff. 

 

37. The publication of the said defamatory articles/Tweets has also threatened the 

success of the Plaintiff’s new film “Super 30” which is to be released in January 

2019. Consequently, the investment of crores of rupees by the Plaintiff and the 

producers in this film and other projects of the Plaintiff will become unprofitable. 

This will and has already resulted in reducing the net value/worth of the Plaintiff. 

 

38. The defamatory articles are accessible to the world at large and can be viewed 

from any part of the world. The said defamatory articles are very offensive and 

extremely derogatory. It is submitted that any person accessing search engines 

such as Google would come across the said defamatory articles which any person 

can read, share and comment. Any person reading these defamatory articles will 

be induced in believing that the Plaintiff is involved in the alleged crime. The 

existence of false and defamatory articles on the websites of the defendants is 

causing huge loss, harm and prejudice to the Plaintiff. 

 

39. That the Plaintiff states and submits that all the allegations/ insinuations against 

the Plaintiff are ex-facie false and mala fide. The Defendants statements contained 

in their tweets/articles about the Plaintiff are defamatory per se and are intended 

to lower the Plaintiffs prestige and esteem before the world at large. It is apparent 

that the defendants intend to continue with this campaign to spread malicious 

falsehoods and defamatory statements about the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff submits 

that if the Defendants are not permanently restrained from doing so, the Plaintiff 

will suffer grave harm and injury which cannot be compensated in terms of 

money. 

 

40. In the premises, it is submitted that it is absolutely just, necessary and convenient 

that this Hon’ble Court be pleased to restrain the Defendants by a permanent 

order and injunction from further reporting/publishing/communicating in any 
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manner to any person the defamatory statements, allegations and insinuations 

contained in Exhibits “F”, to “I-Colly” to the Plaint and from further 

publishing/reporting any false, misleading and/or defamatory 

statements/articles/allegations and insinuations in relation to the Plaintiff. 

 

41. The defamatory material at Exhibits “F” to “I-Colly” continues to be accessible 

on the internet and available to the public at large. It is therefore necessary that 

this Hon’ble Court be pleased to direct the Defendants to forthwith remove/delete 

the said defamatory contents/materials from their websites and elsewhere.  

 

42. That the Plaintiff states that the Defendants have deliberately published this 

malicious and injurious falsehoods and defamatory statements to harm and injure 

the Plaintiff. The publication of the defamatory statements/insinuation at Exhibits 

“F” to “I-Colly” has caused immense mental agony and financial loss to the 

Plaintiff whose reputation has been seriously prejudiced. The damage suffered by 

the Plaintiff is estimated as being in the sum of Rs. 10 Crores (Rupees Ten Crores 

Only). The defendants are liable to pay to the Plaintiff an amount of Rs. 10 Crores 

(Rupees Ten Crores Only) with interest at the rate of 18% p.a. from date hereof 

till payment/realization. 

 

43. The Plaintiff has a strong prima facie case on merits. If the Defendants are not 

restrained from making false and defamatory statements against the Plaintiff, then 

irreparable harm and prejudice will be caused to the Plaintiff. The balance of 

convenience is in favor of the Plaintiff. It is therefore submitted that a case has 

been made out for interim relief in favor of the Plaintiff. 

 

44. That the Plaintiff states and submits that if the defendants are not restrained by 

interim orders of this Hon’ble Court, the Defendants shall continue in their 

malicious campaign and continue to publish/have published defamatory and false 

material against the Plaintiff. It is submitted that if notice of this application is 

given to the Defendants, the Defendants will further circulate and publish the 
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Defamatory material with a view to defeating the orders of this Hon’ble court and 

as such the purpose of the applications and the order that may be passed by this 

Hon’ble Court would stand defeated. The Plaintiff apprehends that if the notice is 

given, the defendants may also publish the defamatory articles on various 

websites which are not known to the Plaintiff readily, without disclosing their 

names and identity. It is thus necessary that ex-parte ad-interim and interim reliefs 

be granted to the Plaintiff.  

 

45. The cause of action in the present suit first arose on 6 October 2018, when a 

defamatory article was published by Defendants No. 3 and 4, on the strength of 

statements made by Defendants No. 1 and 2, and statements were published on 

Twitter by Defendant Nos. 1 and 2. As the defamatory articles are still available 

on the websites/twitter accounts of the Defendants, the cause of action has been 

continuing. The present suit is therefore filed within time. 

 

46. This Hon’ble Court has the jurisdiction to hear and decide the present suit. This is 

because all the Defendants except Defendant Nos. 3 and 4 dwell/carry on business 

and/or personally work for gain within the territorial limits of the ordinary 

original civil jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Court. Further, the cause of action 

wholly arose within the territorial limits of the ordinary original civil jurisdiction 

of this Hon’ble Court, since all the defamatory articles / Tweets which are the 

subject matter of the present suit have been accessed / viewed / downloaded by 

the Plaintiff, his relatives, acquaintances, and several others, in Mumbai. The 

Plaintiff has in fact been contacted by several persons including friends and 

relatives who have accessed the said defamatory articles in Mumbai. Since, the 

Defendant Nos. 3 and 4 have their registered offices outside Mumbai, the Plaintiff 

has made an application before this Hon’ble Court for seeking leave under Clause 

XII of the Letters Patent of the High Court of Bombay, by way of abundant 

caution. 

 

47. The Plaintiff has paid the court fees of Rs. 3,00,000/- on the present suit. 
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48. The present suit has been filed in grave urgency and the Plaintiff craves leave to 

add/alter and delete averments and/or produce documents in support of the 

contentions made herein. 

 

49. The Plaintiff has not filed any other suit or other proceeding arising out of the 

same cause of action before this Hon’ble Court or the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 

India. 

 

50. The Plaint has been signed and verified by the Plaintiff. 

 

51. The Plaintiff will rely upon documents, a list whereof is annexed hereto. 

 

52. The Plaintiff therefore prays that:- 

a) This Hon’ble Court may be pleased to issue a permanent injunction 

restraining the Defendants, (themselves and through their servants, agents, 

assigns and/or any person claiming by or through them) from reporting 

and/or publishing and/or communicating and/or republishing in any 

manner, the defamatory contents, articles, statements, Tweets, allegations 

and insinuations in relation to the Plaintiff contained at Exhibits “F” to “I-

Colly” herein and/or any other defamatory and derogatory statements in 

relation to the allegations mentioned in the defamatory articles/Tweets at 

Exhibits “F” to “I-Colly” in any medium including television, print media 

and/or the internet; 

 

b) This Hon’ble Court be pleased to issue a mandatory order directing 

Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 to delete and/or remove the defamatory 

articles/Tweets at Exhibit “F” to “I-Colly” from their respective official 

twitter accounts; 
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c) This Hon’ble Court be pleased to pass a mandatory order directing the 

Defendant Nos. 3 to 8 to delete and/or remove the defamatory articles at 

Exhibit “F” to “I-Colly” from their respective websites; 

 

d) The Defendants be jointly and/or severally ordered and directed to pay to 

the Plaintiff an amount of Rs. 10 Crores together with interest thereon at 

18% p.a. from the date of filing of the suit until payment and/or realization; 

 

e) Pending and hearing and final disposal of this suit, this Hon’ble Court, be 

pleased to: 

(i) Direct Defendant Nos. 1 and 2 to delete and/or remove the 

defamatory Tweets/articles at Exhibit “F” to “I-Colly” hereto from 

their respective twitter accounts; 

(ii) Direct Defendants Nos. 3 to 8 to delete and/or remove the 

defamatory articles at Exhibit “F” to “I-Colly” hereto from their 

respective websites; 

(iii) Restrain the Defendants (by themselves and/or through their 

employees, nominees, servants, agents and assigns) from in any 

manner posting, publishing and/or re-publishing the defamatory 

articles at Exhibits “F” to “I-Colly” herein, and/or publishing 

further articles with respect to the allegations/contents of the said 

exhibits against the Plaintiff in any medium including television, 

print media and/or the internet; 

(iv) restrain Defendants No. 1-2 from speaking to the press on the 

allegations against the Plaintiff contained at Exhibits “F” to “I-

Colly” herein; 

f) Interim and/or ad-interim reliefs in terms of the above prayer clauses; 

g) Costs; 

h) Such further and/or other relief(s) as this Hon’ble Court may deem fit in 

the nature and circumstances of the case. 
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Solemnly affirmed at Mumbai  ) 

Dated this ____ day of October, 2018 )     

Mr. Vikas Bahl 

        (Plaintiff) 

 

Juris Corp 

Advocates & Solicitors 

Advocates for the Plaintiff 

 

VERIFICATION 

I, Vikas Bahl, Indian Inhabitant, Aged 47 years, residing at…do hereby solemnly 

declare that what is stated in paragraph 1 to __ of the Plaint is true to my own 

knowledge and what is stated in the remaining paragraphs ___ to ___ is based on 

information and I believe the same to be true. 

 

Solemnly affirmed at Mumbai  ) 

This ___ day of October 2018  ) 

  

         Before me, 

Juris Corp 

Advocates for the Plaintiff 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 

AT BOMBAY 

   ORDINARY ORIGINAL CIVIL JURISDICITION 

SUIT NO.               OF 2018 

Vikas Bahl          …Plaintiff 

    Versus 

Anurag Kashyap & Ors.  …Defendants 

 

 

 

            

      ************************************ 

             PLAINT 

************************************ 
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Dated this        day of October, 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Advocates for the Respondent 

Express Tower, 12th Floor, 

Ramnath Goenka Marg, 

Nariman Point, Mumbai - 400 021 

Tel: 022-4920 5555/2204 3574 

Mobile No. 9833545527 

Advocates’ Code No. 
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