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Statement of Jurisdiction

The petitioners have approached this Hon’ble High Court invoking its Original Jurisdiction under Art.226 in separate Writs against the Union of India (Respondent – 2) and the Inventor ‘A’ (Respondent - 1).

Respondent – 2 humbly submits to the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble High Court, while objecting to the clubbing of petitions, as has been further elucidated in Arguments Advanced.

Statement of Facts

1. ‘A’, an American inventor (hereinafter Respondent-1), after a personal experience in which he was teleported by a distance of 50 metres, attempted to provide a scientific explanation of the phenomenon of Teleportation.

2. His explanation involved explanations of Gravitational Waves, 7 vortices of the human body, hyperspace, and wormholes.

3. Applying all the above principles, Respondent-1 applied for a patent in the United States of America, as well as in India, claiming- “A Full Body Teleportation System consisting of generating a pulsed gravitational wave which propagates through a magnetic vortex wormhole generator; and generating a wormhole with the magnetic vortex generator whereby the pulsed gravitational wave traverses through the wormhole and enters into hyperspace where the wave is enormously magnified due to the lower speed of light in that dimension.”

4. In India, the patent was opposed by ‘Sarv Gyan’, an association of spiritual leaders on the grounds of “Traditional Knowledge”.

5. Acharya Sadanand, hereinafter Petitioner-1, then proposed basic principles of a machine for teleporting humans and worked with Winrus Corporation (hereinafter Petitioner-2), to develop a ‘rudimentary’ machine.

6. Government banned the said machine as being opposed to public interest, safety, ecology and morality.

7. Appeals and Writs were filed against both the orders. A special Bench framed the three major questions regarding Grant of Patent, Banning of Machine and Infringement of Patent.

8. Thus, the present petition before the Hon’ble High Court.

Statement Of Issues

I. Whether the present Writ Petitions are Maintainable?

II. Whether Respondent-1’s Full Body Teleportation System is Patentable?

III. Whether the ban on Petitioner’s Teleportation Machine is unconstitutional?
IV. Whether Petitioner’s Teleportation Machine would constitute an infringement of Respondent-1’s Full Body Teleportation System?

Summary of Arguments

MAINTAINABILITY:

While conceding maintainability of the petition, Respondent-2 questions the clubbing of petitions.

GRANT OF PATENT & INFRINGEMENT:

Since Respondent-2 does not have any legal standing on this legal issue, no submissions are made on this point before the Hon’ble Court so as not to waste the time of the Court.

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE BAN ON PETITIONER’S TELEPORTATION MACHINE

Due to the grave risks to Public Health and Morality, the Teleportation Machine is inherently dangerous and may be classified as “Res Extra Commercium”.

Arguendo, the inherent health hazards would justify total prohibition on the machine.

Arguments Advanced
I. 
Clubbing of Writ Petitions Unwarranted

Although Respondent-2 does not contend that the Writ brought by Petitioners is not prima facie maintainable (while not conceding the actual merits of the Writ), since question of infringement of Fundamental Rights have been raised against the State, Respondent-2 raises objections against the clubbing of two entirely separate matters, unrelated in any particulars regarding legal questions raised (although dealing with same fact situation).

II. Respondent-2 Unconcerned With patentability of Respondent-1’s Machine 

Since Respondent-2 does not have any legal standing on this legal issue, no submissions are made on this point before the Hon’ble Court so as not to waste the time of the Court, contending merely that it is a matter to be decided between concerned parties only. 
III. Ban / Prohibition on Manufacture Unconstitutional

1. Manufacture of Teleportation Machine “Res Extra Commercium”: Respondent – 2 contends that there is no Fundamental Right inhering in Petitioners to carry on any Business, Profession, Trade or Occupation that is inherently dangerous or injurious to health, safety and welfare of the general public, as the same is “Res Extra Commercium”.
 

2. Risk to Public Health: Hyperspace Wormholes, coated with Quantum “exotic matter”,
 are inherently violently unstable,
 and suffer black-hole collapse or inflationary expansion,
 or fluctuate out of existence.
 

3. Against General Public Interest: Either fate would probably be fatal to any human traverser of such wormhole as s/he would either be trapped inside a black hole or suffer total informational collapse of the consciousness and could also wreak untold havoc on the surrounding ecology,
 thus posing a grave risk to all users as well as to general public interest, public health and safety, as well as ecology. 

4. Arguendo, Total Prohibition on Teleportation Machine Reasonable: Arguendo, Respondent – 2 contends that such a Fundamental Right would be amenable to Total Prohibition as a “Reasonable Restriction” under Art.19(6), as any lesser alternative would be inadequate,
 (since even the strictest Restriction and Regulation could not change the fundamental nature of the unstable, volatile working of Teleportation) in the “interests of the general public” which would include the above-mentioned grounds of morality, health, safety and welfare of the general public,
 as has already been argued above. Further, application of “Precautionary Principle” would lead to the same result, as it would be impossible, given the level of uncertainty and instability of Wormholes, for Petitioners to prove that their action is environmentally benign.

IV. 
Respondent-2 Unconcerned With infringement Of Respondent-1’s patent By Petitioner’s Machine

Since Respondent-2 does not have any legal standing on this legal issue, no submissions are made on this point before the Hon’ble Court so as not to waste the time of the Court, contending merely that it is a matter to be decided between concerned parties only. 
PRAYER

Wherefore, in the light of the facts stated, issued raised and arguments advanced, the Honourable High Court of Delhi may be pleased to, adjudge, hold and declare -

· That the ban on the Petitioner’s Teleportation Machine is constitutionally valid.

And pass any other order in favor of Respondent-2 that it may deem fit 

in the ends of justice, equity, and good conscience.

All of which is most humbly submitted.
………………………

S/d Counsel for Respondent - 2 
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