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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

———————————————————————————————————————————————— -~ - X
RAHUL MANCHANDA, '
Plaintiff, Case No.:
v, . NOTICE OF REMOVAL
REBECCA ROSENBERG, :
NEWS CORP dba NY POST, . Removed from the Civil Court of
: the City of New York, County of New
Defendants. : York, Index No. 003665/2016
__________________________________ [E— -~ X

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendants Rebecca Rosenberg and News Corporation
(collectively, “Defendants™) hereby remove the above-entitled action from the Civil Court of the
City of New York, County of New York, to the United States District Court, Southern District of
New York, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1441, and 1446. In support of removal to this Court,

Defendants respectfully state as follows:

L BACKGROUND

1. On or about March 7, 2016, Plaintiff Rahul Manchanda commenced a civil action
against Defendants by filing a Summons and Complaint in the Civil Court of the City of New
York, County of New York, Index No. 003665/2016 (the “State Court Action™).

2. On March 8, 2016, Plaintiff Rahul Manchanda hand delivered and mailed a copy
of the Summons and Complaint in the State Court Action to the Robert D. Balin, the attorney for
Defendants. On March 11, 2016, Mr. Balin advised Mr. Manchanda that although this did not
constitute proper service of process, that he would accept service of process on behalf of

Defendants, effective as of March 11, 2016.
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3. Plaintiff’s Complaint asserts federal law claims under the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C.
§ 1117, and “Civil RICO” statutes. (See Summons and Complaint attached hereto as Exhibit A,
at 94 5-6, j, n). The Complaint also alleges pendant state law claims.

4. No further proceedings have occurred in the State Court Action as of the date of
the filing of this Notice of Removal.

1I. REMOVAL IS PROPER UNDER 28 U.S.C. § 1441(c) BECAUSE THIS COURT
HAS ORIGINAL JURISDICTION PURSUANT 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

5. Removal of this matter is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1441 because this is a
civil action “of which the district courts have original jurisdiction” and is founded on claims
“arising under . . . the laws . . . of the United States.” 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a), (c). Specifically, this
Court has original jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, because the Complaint
asserts claims under federal statutes as set forth above in paragraph 3.

6. This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ pendant state law claims
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1367 and 1441(c).

III. THE PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR REMOVAL HAVE BEEN

SATISFIED.
7. There has been no previous removal of this action.
8. Section 1446 provides that “the notice of removal of a civil action or proceeding

shall be filed within thirty days after receipt by the defendant, through service or otherwise, of a
copy of the initial pleading setting forth the claim for relief upon which such action or
proceeding is based.” 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b).

9. Defendants’ attorney accepted service of the Summons and Complaint on March

11, 2016. Plaintiff asserts that he served Defendants on March 8, 2016. In either case, this
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Notice of Removal is being timely filed within 30 days after service of the Summons and
Complaint pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b).

10. Removal to this Court is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), because the
United States District Court for the Southern District of New York embraces the Civil Court of
the City of New York, County of New York, where Plaintiff’s State Court Action is pending.

1. As required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), a true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s
Summons and Complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit A. This document constitutes “all
process, pleadings, and orders” served on Defendants in the State Court action. 7d.

12. All Defendants to the State Court action have joined in and consent to the filing of
this Notice of Removal,

13, Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d), Defendants will file a written notice of this
removal with the clerk of the State Court where Plaintiff’s action is pending. Copies of this
Notice of Removal and the written notice of this removal will also be served on Plaintiff in
accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d).

IV.  RESERVATION OF DEFENSES AND RIGHTS

14, Defendants reserve all defenses in this action, as well as reserve the right to
amend or supplement this Notice of Removal.

15, The undersigned counsel for Defendants has read the foregoing and signs this
Notice of Removal pursuant to Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, as required by
28 U.S.C. § 1446(a).

WHEREFORE, Defendants Rebecca Rosenberg and News Corporation hereby remove

the within action from the Civil Court of the City of New York, New York County, to this Court.
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Dated: New York, New York
March 25, 2016

TO:  Rahul Manchanda, Esq.
82 Beaver Street, Suite 301
New York, New York 10005
(212) 968-8600

Plaintiff pro se

DBWT 2809105 1v] 3830033-000070

Respectfully submitted,

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

By: %/7

Robert . Balin
Jeremy A. Chase

1251 Avenue of the Americas, 21% Floor

New York, New York 10020

Tel:  (212) 489-8230

Email: robbalin@dwt.com
ierernychase@dwt.com

Attorneys for Defendants Rebecca Rosenberg and
News Corporation
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CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

_________________________________ x
Index No.: @g}gﬁﬁs
RAHUL MANCHANDA ,
Plaintiff, SUMMONS
~against-
Plaintiff’s Business Address:
REBECCA ROUSENBERG, 82 Beaver Street Suite 301
NEWS CORP dba WY POST New York, NY 100050
Defendants.
The basis of the venue is the
Plaintiff place of business
__________________________________ %

Te the Above-named PDefendants:

vYOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED to appear in the Civil Court of the
City of New York, County of New York at the office of the said
court at 111 Centre Street, New York, New York, 10013, in the
County of New York, within the time provided by the law as roted
helow and to file your answer tc the annexed complaint with the
Clerk; upon your failure to answer, judgment will be tak against
you together with the costs of this action. - v oo

Dated: New York, New York ' . .
) Febxuary'm 2016 WW/ -

r

Manchanda Law Dffice: PLLC
By: Rahul Manchanda, Bbsqg.
rRebecoa Rosenberg and 82 Beaver Street Suite 301
News Corp dba NY Post New York, New York 10008
1211 Avenue of the Americas Tel: {(212) 2683-8600
New York, NY 10036 Fax: (212} 268-8601

NOTE: The law provides that (a) 1f this summons is served by its
gelivery to you personally within the City of New York, you must
appear and answver within TWENTY (20) davs after such gservice; or

(b} if this summons is served by delivery (o any person othexr
than you personally, or ls served outside the City of New York, or
by publication, or by any neans other than personal delivery to you
within the City of New Yerk, you are allowed THIRTY (30} days after
proof of service thereof is filed with the Clerk of the Court
within which to appear and answer.

B
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cIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

———————————————————————————————————— x
RAHUL MANCHANWDA,

Plaintiff, COMPLAINT
~zgainst-

Index No.:

RERECCA ROSENBERG,
NERSE CORP dba NY POST,

Defendants.
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm x

Plaintiff, Rahul Manchanda, for its complaint against

i}

defendants, REBECCA ROSENBERG and NEWS CORP dba NY pOST alleges:
1. piaintiff, at all times relevant hereto, was and ig a lawyer
located at 17 State Street, guite 4000, New York, NY 100604,
whe provides legal aned  real estate Dbroker Services.
Defendants, dolng business at 1211 Avenue of the bmericas, New
IR

vork, NY 10036-87%0, is a reporter and a newspaper and onlins

news company, respectively.

2. Plaintiff was falsely arrested by his ex~girlfriend Kate Bose

for a non-vielent argument pased on her lies and deception to

<l

the NYPD and NY Family Court on ox about August 27, 2014.

The =allegations made by Kate Bose contained within the

{ud

criminal and family court were subseguently recanted,

withdrawn, and admitted as lies and fabricatiens by Kate Bose,



Lt
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including but neot limited to making and signing notarized

Tyl

[
n
o

affidavits, fares, and mails to rthe Marhattan Dis

Attornevs GLfice and cthers.

v

Plaintiff filed a police complaint foxr a false complaint and

cther eriminal acts against Kate Bose, and upon information

and pelief those investigations are currently pending, but

upon information and pelief Kate Bose has absconded and flec

the state.

[th

Neadless to say, Rebecca Rosenberg and the NY Post wrote
defamatory, slanderous, and libelous article which contalned
multiple instances of erroneous information, poorly performed
research, non-corroboratéed statements, defamatory portrayals
©of Plaintiff, reckless disregard for the truth, negligent
disregard for the truth, censationalism aimed at capitallzing
on Plaintiff’s guasi-celebrity status to sell newspapers and
attract people to their paid print and online advertisements,
violations of his USPTOC registered Trademarks (Rahul Manchands

USPTC Reg No 4,485,094 and Manchanda Law Office USPTO Reg HNo
4,504,612} in order te divert search engine revenue derived
from Plaintiff’s Trademark to their website in erder for
people to view and buy their advertised products, confusing

Plaintiff’ s customers when typing in his name on the searach

sngines in order to be diverted to NY Post’s website wheares




o
o]

0
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they view and purchase NY post’ s own paid advertising clienths

information, and other torts.

The remedies for trademark infringesment which

o

in eithey state oY federal court undgr the Leanham Acl

sratutory and consist of: {a) injunctive relief; {ih' an

accounting for profits; © damages, including
of treble damages when appropriate: (d) attorney's feesg in

)

cxceptional cases;" and costs. See 15 U.8.C. § 1117,

remedies are cumulative, meaning that a successful plaintify

1

AT

may rscover The Defendants's profits in addition to

damages, or other remedies awarded.

Tnvisible meta-tags used to lure Internet search engines

a trademark iz a “use in commerce” of the trademark.

American Medical Corpepration v. Axiom Werldwide, Ino. o

Cir. April 7, Z2008).

s & result Plaintiff has suffered severe emobional distress,
1oss of business and personal relationships, has driven him
further into bankruptey and financial strife, iocss of
credibility, destroyed his relationships with family and

friends, and has otherwise made him intoe an online pariah.

Pue to the Defendants’ illegal and unethical actlens,

mieconduct, and bad behavior as described above, Plaintiff has
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been damaged in multiple claims each in an amount of £25,000

in actual and proximete damages, with punitive

e

L.

¥
v

determined at tri

punitive Damsges may be awarded when the fact-finder
determines that the Defendants’ conduct was wanton and
reckless or malicious. Punitive damages may be awarded [or
conduct thalt represents a high dedgree of immorality and shows
such wanton dishonesty as to imply a criminal indifference to
civil obligations. The purpose of punitive damages isg not 0

=

Defendants fov

m

compensate the plaintiff put to punish the

wanton and reckless or malicicus acts and tThereby to

discourage the Defendants and others from acting in a simil:

way in the future. An act 1is mallicious when it i1s done

deliberately with knowledge of the plaintiff's rights,
with the intent to interfere with those rights. 2An act 1is
wanten and reckless whern it dencristrates conscious

oo

indifference and utter disregard of its effect upon =

health, safety and rights of ethers. Punitive damages awards

must be proportionate to the conduct of the Defendants as well

‘as the harm to plaintiff, and must pot be grossly exces

such that it would vioclate due process. When evaluating
whether +to invalidate a punitive damages award, courts
consider he following factors: the degrae oF
reprehensibility; the disparity between the harm or potential

narm suffered and the punitive damages award; and Ghs
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difference between this remedy and the civil penalt?

u

5

authorized or imposed in comparable cases. Punitive damages

may net be covered by Iinsurance MNew York a8 a matter of
rublic policy. Hartford Acc. & Indem. Co. wv. Vill. of

48 N.Y.z2d 218, 227, 397 WN.E.2d 737 (1979},

4

PG Specifically in the newspaper article, sensationalist tille,

article content, and online posting referring to me as =

2y
-
3

TEugar daddy” and “wealthy fat I
http:’/nypoﬁt.comfZOlﬁ/O6/01/wemanwEays~manwfrom~sugar—daddv

—gite-threatened-to~kill-her/

doss rmot  “regularly appear on  the

ia 2 false statement:

Tr was net my “posh Financial District pad,” bt Lo fac

zee and complete ownership was under Kate Bose,

Famatory portrayal of me, which is ancther falss

M o piaintiff was not arrested “when (11 turned himself in at ULhe

pracinct on Sept. 2,7 but in fact was arrested alt the NY

ilv Court when I showed up fer a family court hearing, which 1s

another false statement;




Case 1:16-cv-02218-ALC  Document 1-1  Filed 03/25/16 Page 7 of 12

The newspaper keeps referring te fhe apartment in guestion a=
“his digs near the New vark Stock Exchange” when in fact the

was completely and totally under Kate Bose’! nams on

ned with the building - the apartment

leass ar

ERE
34 LG

o var month and was under her namne with her credit applicats

3

ownership or lesse

e I had nothipng to 4o with either the

secause I was homeless and in bankzuptoy

-

holding of that apartment

proceedings at Tthe time - so how am I the “wealthy fat cat SUDE &

Meddy” hers? Looks more 14ke she was bthe “sugar mama’” and I was

A

sugar babv” - this goes right to the heart of the deliberately

defamatory manier in which Defendants portrays me

whicoh are other false statements;

al litigati

1 practice in immigration law, not “internationa

rticle falsely states - in point of fact I
aterrnational litigation case in 14 years of law practice, with

i R

srousands of immigration law cases - 50 this fs agais

ndreds of

Ffalse statement; and

(i other migleading, defamatoery, slanderousg, Tibelous, and falsao
smiatoments.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff reguests a judgment against Defendants REBECCA

SNBERG and NEWS CORP dba NY POST Inc. as follows:




T
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o Fhe Tirst cause of action, Defamation, =

that Defendants unlawfully defamed Plaintiff te the tuns o

0;

£25, 01

(i
LR
<3

on the second cauvse of action, Libel, 2 judgment declas
that Defandants unliawfully libeled Plaintiff te ths tune

e )
325, 000;

On the second cause of action, Slander, a judgment declarl

rhat Defandants vsnlawfully slandered Plaintiff to ths btur

$25,000;

Oom the Third cause of action, Tortious Interference with

Contract, a judgment declaring that due to Defendants’ actions
Pilaintiff has been unable to secure additional contracts witn

clients in damages of $25,000;

5]

feud

O the Fourth cause of action, Breach of Fiduciary Duty,. =

Judgment declaring that Defendants caused injury to Plainhti

in damages of £25,000;

the ¥Vifth cause of action, Breach of the Duty of Loyalty,
s judgment declaring that due to Defendants’ disloyal actions

-

Plaintiff has been irreparably damaged in damages of 325

.‘
<
L

'
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O the Siumth cause of action, Unfaixr Trade Practices, ¢

Judgment declaring that due to Defendants’ actlons Plaing

has been lrreparably damaged in damages ot 525, 000;

Or the Seventh cause of action, False Advertising, a judgment

o

declaring that due to Defendants’ actions Plaintiff

irreparably damaged in dameges of 225,000;

On the Bighth cause of action, Unlawful Trespass, 2 G udament
declaring that due to Defendants”’ actiong he has heen

=

irreparably damaged in damages of $25,000;

o the Ninth cause of action, Civil RICO,

rhat due Lo Defendants’ actions Plaintiff

damaged in damages of $25,000;

Orn the Tenth cause of action, Uajust Enxichment, a dudgment
deciaring that due to Defendants’ actions Plaintif¥ has beac
irreparably damaged in damages of $§25,000;

On the Fleventh cause of action, Intentional Infliction of
Emotional Distress, & judgment declaring that due o
Sefendants’ actions Plaintiff has been irreparably damagecd 1n

damages of %25,000;



ey
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O the Twel frh cause of action, Negligent Infliction of
Bwmotional Distress, a Judgment declaring that duc to

Defendants’ actions Plaintiff has been irreparably d

damages of $25,000;

O the Thirteenth csuse of action, Trademark Infringement

vionlation of the Lanham Act and other relevant statutes of

SPTO registered Trademarks (Rahul Manchanda USPTO Reg N

4,485,084 and Manchanda Law Cffice USPTO Reg Neo 4, 3
order to divert search englne revenuse derived Lrom omy

Trademarks/Advertising to their website in order for peoplc T

-
§

buy their advertised products, confusing my customers 10 [eE

diverted to the NY Post’s website where they consume their awn
¥

paid ads for 525,000, including but not limited to

injunction, treble damages, attorneys feeg, and an accoun

for profits Tthareon.

sZueh other and Ffurther relief as the Court deems just
sroper, including applicable interest and the costs ZIRe

i

cdisbursements of thig action.

York, NY wﬁégkkﬁ%zﬁzgéi_h

Taraed: February 28, 2016 Rahul Manchanda, Esg.
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RAHUL MANCHANDA

Reg. No. 4,485,094 RAHUL D, MANCHANDA (UNITED §TATES INDIVIDUAL)
i ) 14 WALL STREET, 20TH FLOOR
Registered Feb. 18, 2014 new YORK, NY 10005

fnt. 1 458 PR T EGAL SERVICES, IN CLASS 45 (1.5, CLS. 100 AND 161y

) ) EIRST U 3-1-2002; I COMM BRCE 3-1-2002.
SERVICE MARK
_ THE MARK CONSISTS OF STANDARD CHARA CTRERS WITHOUT CLARM 10 aNY FAR-
PRINCIPAL REGISTER VICULAR FONT, §TYLE, SIZE. OR COLOR,

FHE NAME "RAHUL MANCHAKDA" JDENTIFIES & LIVING INDIVIDLAL WHOSE L0
SENT 18 OF RECORD.
SER. NG, 86-010,070, FILED 7-15-2013,

MELISSA VALLILLG, EXAMINING aATTORNEY

TN

Hepury Direesgr of the Enited Stotes
Batens and 'Teadiermark (iffice
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Enited States Patent and Crabemark Ofice

MANCHANDA LAW OFFICES

Reg, Mo, 4,504,612
Registered Apr 1, 2014

int. 71 45

SERVICE MARK

PRINCIPAL REGISTER

—'M*"” ‘ chn bl rzfﬂ Zi'.‘nm_

Pepizts Threorss o the United Stutes
HFutentand Trademak Office

RAHUL I MANCHANDA (UNITEDRD SPATTS INDIVHH AL
SEWALL STRERT, 307H FLOOR ’

SEW YORK,NY 00

FOR,LEGAL SERVICES IN CTLASS 48 (U8 CLE 1o AN Ut s

FHRST LISF 3-1.2002; IN COMMERCE 3. 12002,

THE MARK CONSISTS OF STANDARD CHARALCTERS WITHOUT CL AN 7 any 0o
THAULAR FONT, 8TYLE, SIZ25. OR COLOR.

NGULAIMISMADRTO THRE EXCLUSIVE RTGHT T USE "L AW OFFICTS" APaRT i
FHE MARK AS SHOWN,

SEC W
SRR, NO. 86010,076, FILED T- 152013,

MELISSA VALLILLG. EXAMINING ATTORNEY
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that on March 25, 2016, | caused to be served a copy of the
annexed NOTICE OF REMOVAL, CIVIL COVER SHEET, and RULE 7.1 STATEMENT by
depositing it in the custody of the United States Postal Service to be delivered viafirst class mall
directed to the following:
Rahul Manchanda

82 Beaver Street, Suite 301
New York, NY 10005

/s/ Robert D. Balin
Robert D. Balin
Jeremy A. Chase

1251 Avenue of the Americas, 21% Floor

New York, New Y ork 10020

Tel: (212) 489-8230

Email: robbalin@dwt.com
jeremychase@dwt.com

Attorneys for Defendants Rebecca
Rosenberg and News Cor poration





