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IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 11173 OF 2019

IN THE MATTER:
WORLD PHONE INTERNET SERVICES PRIVATE
LIMITED
...PETITIONER
VERSUS
UNION OF INDIA & ORS
...RESPONDENTS

REJOINDER/COUNTER AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF
THE PETITIONER

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

I, V Venkat Ramanan, aged about 52 years, s/o Late
Sh. N Vishwanathan, working as Sr Vice President in
the answering Petitioner Company duly authorised,
r/o L-043, 4t Floor, Gulshan Vivante, next to Felix

Hospital, Sector 137, Noida, Uttar Pradesh, presently

at New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare

ag‘under:-
QW

&
N

{ssions made by the Respondent no.1 &2 ,

at which are a matter of record and that

as stated and hence denied.



That the contents of para | & 2 of the counter

B

affidavit filed on behalf of the Respondent no. 1 &
2 is a matter of fact and needs no reply.

3. That the Respondent no.l & 2 have in fact
admitted to the averments made by the
Petitionerin their reply. It is pertinent to mention
that there is no specific denial of averments of
the Petitioner by Respondent no.l & 2. Hence
the petitioner’s writ petition deserves to be
allowed.

4. That the contents of para 3 of the reply/short
affidavit, save that which is matter of record is
correct, is wrong and denied. It is submitted that
the contents of para 1 to 3 of the writ petition are
reaffirmed and reiterated as correct. It is also
brought to the attention of this Hon’ble Court
that the Petitioner is not only aggrieved by the

ions of Respondent no.3 & 4 but also by the

of the Respondent no. 1 & 2 who have
e failed to regulate the illegal and
s#ulated functioning of the unlicensed
. I;lternet Telephony Service Provider providing

Internet Telephony/VoIP services of Respondent

no. 3 & 4. It is also admitted by the Respondent
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