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INTHE MATTER OF ARBITRATION BETWEEN:

RELIANCE INDUSTRIES LIMITED
3*? FLOOR, MAKER CHAMBERS-IV,

222, NARITMAN POINT, MUMBAI-400021, INDIA
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EMAIL: IP.LEGAL@RIL.COM
..COMPLAINANT
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PETJIO WORLD PRIVATE LIMITED
307 ARCH SQUARE, SALT LAKE SECTOR-V,
KOLKATA - 700091, INDIA

ALSO THROUGH

PRATIK SEN

(DIRECTOR OF PETJIO WORLD PRIVATE LIMITED)

65A/2, KENDUA MAIN ROAD,

KOLKATA — 700084

PHONE: +91-9830277111

EMAIL: SENPRATIK3475@GMAIL.COM - RESPONDENT

AWARD SIGNED AND PRONOUNCED ON 04.07.2026

DISPUTED DOMAIN NAME: WWW.PETJIO.IN
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THE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL COMPRISING OF SR. ADVOCATE,
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA, DR. PANKAJ GARG
SOLE ARBITRATOR

IN THE MATTER OF ARBITRATION BETWEEN:

RELTANCE INDUSTRIES LIMITED

3®' FLOOR, MAKER CHAMBERS-1V,

222, NARIMAN POINT, MUMBAI-400021, INDIA
TELEPHONE: +91-22-35555000

EMAIL: IP.LEGAL@RIL.COM

WCOMPLAINANT
VERSUS
PETJIO WORLD PRIVATE LIMITED
307 ARCH SQUARE, SALT LAKE SECTOR-V,
KOLKATA - 700091, INDIA
ALSO THROUGH
PRATIK SEN
(DIRECTOR OF PETJIO WORLD PRIVATE LIMITED)
65A/2, KENDUA MAIN ROAD,
KOLKATA - 700054
PHONE: +91-9830277111
EMAIL: SENPRATIK3475@ GMAIL.COM ..RESPONDENT

A, CONSTITUTION OF THE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL
The constitution of the present Arbitral Tribunal was initiated by the National
Internet Exchange of India (hereinafter referred to as “NIXI™) on 30.04.2026 by
way of a reference addressed to Dr. Pankaj Garg, for the adjudication of the
disputes and differences between Reliance Industries Limited and Petjio World
Private Limited with regard to the Domain Name ‘www.petjio.in', in terms of

IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (hereinafter referred to as “INDRP
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iggue was given by Dr. Pankaj Garg to the NIXI on 04.05.2026 along with a
statement of the impartiality. On 05.05.2026, a notice was issued to the parties
through email with the direction to the Complainant to supply within three days
the hard copy of the Complaint to the Respondent and the Respondent was also
directed to file the objections/reply on the Complaint latest by 12.05.2026. Thus,
this Arbitral Tribunal was constituted on 05.05.2026 when the notices were issued

to the parties.

In terms of Rule 5(d) of INDRP Rules, the date of commencement of the
arbitration proceedings is the date on which the Arbitrator issued notice to the

Respondent. Therefore, the present arbitration proceedings commenced on
015.05.2026 when the notice was issued by the Tribunal. In terms of Rule 5(e} of
the INDEP Rules, an Award is mandatorily to be passed within 60 days from the

date of commencement of the arbitration proceedings and in exceptional

circumstances, this period of 60 days may be further extended by a maximum
period of 30 days by the Arbitrator subject to a reasonable justification in writing.

The Award in the present arbitration proceedings in terms of Rule 5(e) of INDRP
Rules has to be passed and pronounced necessarily up to 04.07.2026 and
thereafter in terms of Rule 5(f) has to be communicated to the parties as well as

to NIXI.

B. JURISDICTION OF THE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL

This Tribunal has been constituted under the INDR Policy and INDRP Rules

exercises the jurisdiction to adjudicate the domain dispute covered under Clause

4 of INDR Policy,

The Tribunal constituted under the INDR Policy and Rules exercises the general
powers under Rule 13 of INDRP Rules. Under this Rule, the arbitration
edings have to be conducted in accordance with the Arbitration and
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Conciliation Act, 1996 amended as per the Arbitration and Conciliation
(Amendment) Act, 2019 read with the Arbitration and Conciliation Rules,
Dispute Resolution Policy and its bylaws and guidelines, as amended from time
to time. Therefore, the present arbitration proceedings are not only being
governed by the INDR Palicy and Rules but are also being govermned by the

provisions of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.

C. DESCRIPTION OF THE PARTIES

The Complainant is an Indian multinational conglomerate, headguartered in
Mumbai. Its businesses include energy, petrochemicals, natural gas, retail,
telecommunications, mass media, and textiles. The Complainant is the largest
public company in India by market capitalization and revenue. Itis India's largest
private tax payer and largest exporter, accounting for more than 7% of Tndia's total
merchandise exports. The Complainant along with its subsidiaries and affiliate
companies constitute the Reliance Industries Limited Group (hereinafier the "RIL
Group' or the *Complainant Group’), India's largest private sector conglomerate.
The Complainant is involved in wide range businesses ranging from

petrochemicals, textiles, retail 1o telecommunications.

L L]

The Respondent is the promoter and operator of “Petjie”- an all-in-one pet care
ecasystem built for the Indian market, particularly serving Tier 2 cities of India
where organized pet care services are conspicuously absent. The Respondent’s
services include pet boarding (kennel and home), grooming, veterinary care,
online vet consultation, paravet services, training, dog walkers, day boarding, a
pet marketplace, NGO fundraising, pet abuse reporting and digital pel health

records- all unified under a hyperlocal, mobile-first platform.
D FA BACK ND

,Ei;T e facts submitted by the Complainant in its Complaint are being reproduced as
i
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A. The domain name is identical to trademarks in which the Complainant has
righis;

(Rudes, Paragraph 4(b)ivi))

The Complainant is a Company having its registered office as mentioned in the

case title hereto. The Complainant is the owner of the globally well-known and

famous trademark JIOY @ falong with other JIO" formatives that are
registered across several classes and in many jurisdictions. The Complainant,
through its licensee(s) and/or affiliate(s) operates India’s leading telecom
services business under the trademark 'JO'. The Complainant has created a
massive digital ecosystem for one billion Indians with domain expertive across
several business verticals. The Complainant not only provides world-class fixed-
mabile converged conmectivity, but also digital solutions across the entire
customer life cyele. The JIO business of the Complainant is operated through
Reliance Jio Infocomm Lid. and Jio Platforms Ltd, which are subsidiaries of the

Complainant, Reliance Industries Limited.

Brief Background of the Complainant

. The Complainant is an Indian multinational conglomerate, headguartered in
Mumbai. Its businesses include energy, petrochemicals, natural gas, retail,
telecommunications, mass media, and textiles. The Complainant is the largest

¥ company in India by market capitalization and revenue. It is India's
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largest private tax payer and largest exporier, accounting for more than 7%
of India's total merchandise exports. The Complainant along with its
subsidiaries and affiliate companies constitute the Reliance [ndustries
Limited Group (hereinafier the ‘RIL Group' or the ‘Complainant Group ),
India's largest private sector conglomerate. The Complainant are invol ved in
wide range businesses ranging from petrochemicals, textiles, retail to
telecommunications. The RIL Group's consolidated revenue for financial
year 2023-24 is US$119.9 billion (approximately). Amual report containing

financial statements is annexed herewith as Annexure E.

ii. The Complainant is currently ranked 86th on the Fortune Global 300 list,
49th on the Forbes Global 2000 list for 2024, and named "Most Respected

Company ' in India by BW Businessworld,

jii. In the past five decades, the Complainant has expanded their business
globaily and has become one af the fastest growing companies in India. The
Complainant commands tremendous goodwill and reputation in domestic as
well as international markets and their products and services are known for

their unparalleled quality and innovation,

tv, The Complainant has evolved from being a textiles and polyester company to

integrated player across energy, miaterials, retail, telecommunication,

inment and digital services. The Complainant s products and sevvices
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portfolio touches almost all Indians on a daily basis, across economic and
social spectrums. The Complainant is now focused on building platforms that
will herald the Fourth Industrial Revolution and will create opportunities and
avenues for India and all its citizens.
About various businesses operating under the JIO mark

v. The Complainant, under its JIO brand, has miade investments in excess of
LIS$30 billion since its inception to create the largest and most advanced
digital and comnectivity ecosystem in India, with a rich bouguet of successful
apps and platforms. The Complainant 's JI0O services span across comnectivity
and cloud, media, digital commerce, financial services, gaming, education,
healthcare, agriculture, Governmient to Citizen (G2C), smart cities and

manufacturing.

vi. The Complainant, wunder its JIO brand, has created strong internal
capabilities across different key digital technologies such as Infrastructure
as a Service (laa¥), Platform as a Service (FaaS), Big Data, dugmented
Reality/Virtual Reality (AR/VR), Imternet of Things (ToT), Blockehain,
Artificial Intelligence (AI), Machine Leaning (ML), edge computing,
speech/natural language, supercomputing, computer vision, robotics and
drones. These capabilities will power the creation of reimagined solutions for

Ious ecosysiems across the world
Ay
e o
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D Panksi g
* 1 arg
. Wu *

%{i‘ Arbi 'I.ﬁ""'d‘

Page 6 of 217



vii. The Complainant, under its JIO brand, envisages a significant apporiunity in
building a digital society for the citizens of the couniry, which besides
catalyzing productivity and overall economic growth would also generate

shareholder returas over the next several decades.

viii. The Complainant, for the first time, adopted the mark JIO for their telecom
Business in December 2011, The JI0 brand was announced to the piehlic in
June 2013 when the name of the Complaingnt's group entity which 15
engaged in providing telecom services was changed to Reliance Jio
Infocomm Limited (RJIL). On September 5, 2016, RJIL launched its flagship
telecom services under the brand JIO across the country. Due fo the high
quality of services which were provided at competitive pricing, the mark JIO
hecame well known within a short span of time from its launch. RJIL had
aver 100 million subscribers within 120 days of launch. As of March 2025,
it has erossed the mark of 500 million custoniers. RJIL is the largest telecom

company in India based on the number of customers.

iv. Recently, the Complainant under its JIO brand launched its True 3G
cervices in India with coverage expanded to more than 2,300 cities and
tawns. The Complainant's telecom service under the brand JIO carries
move than 53% data traffic in India. The strong growth in the digital

vices business is reflected in its financial performance. The

inant's digital services EBITDA jor FY 2023-24 (towards services
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rendered wnder the JIQ brand) stood at INR 36,697 crores, marking an

increase af 12.7% from the previous year,

x. The Complainant has built a mobility network with over 99% population
coverage and reached 25 million homes with its JIO fiber offering. The
Complainant's offerings wunder the JIO brand have the widest and deepest
market presence through its 9,000 digital stores, more than I million
merchant partmers and more than 3 million Jio Associates' to enhance
customer outreach. The Compiainant’s JIO connectivity platform enables
digital platforms across ecosysiems, including Media & Entertainment,
Commerce, Financial Services, Education, Gaming, e-Governance,

Healtheare and Agriculture.

xi. The Complainant, under its JIO brand, has established itself as a strong
market leader in India's digital services ecosystem which includes its Jio
Fiber' service, as mentioned above. The Compiainant's JIO digital
ecosystem carries more than 10 Exabyies of monthly data mraffic. The
Complainant has also expanded the use of its JIO brand to different marker
horizons such as ‘Jio Studios ' in the media and content industry and Jfio
Cinema . Jio Cinema ' recently became India’'s No. I OTT platform and has

emerged as a game changer in the media and entertainment sector hy

fa and various other enlertainment comlenl across genres and
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languages. The Complainant’s ‘Jie Studios' has demorvstrated scale,
commercial success as well as garnered cvitical acelaim with several films
and web series sweeping over 100 awards in India and internationally. The
Complainant s JioSaavn app is an Indian Music streaming service and a
digital distribwior of Hindi, Marathi, English, Malayalam, Bengali,
Kannada, Tamil, Telugu, Bhojpuri and other regional Music of India
around the world. It has acguired rights to over 80 million music tracks in

16 languages.

xit. Further, through its other ventures like Jio-bp, the Complainamt has
partrnered with several plavers jrom the automobile sector, real estate and
mall developers, e-commerce players, fleet operators, corporates and other
large establishiments to ereate a robust public EV charging infrastructure
and barttery swapping network, Jio-bp has registered a growth of 33% in
direct sales volume, staying ahead of the competition and reinforcing
customer trust. Further, JioGenNext's Marker Access Programme (MAP)
engages startups fo explore opportunities within the Reliance ecosystem and
receive hands-on guidance for scaling up. JioGenNext aims to enhance its
support 1o startups and foster mutually beneficial partmerships within the

stariup ecosysien.
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xiif, The Complainant also operates vavious flagship businesses in the retail
sector under the mark JIO with ventures like AJIO, JioMart, Relianece
Trends, Reliance Digital, My Jio and other digital stores, etc. JioMart is a
cross-category digital commerce platform for Grocery, Electromics,
Fashion, Home & Kitchen, Jewellery, Beanty and more. JioMart offers for
sale products wunder the JIQ brand, as well as many key national and

international brands through exclusive license arrangements.

xiv. AJIO is the leading digital commerce fashion destination in the country that
affers curated collections across thowsands of national and international
brands as well as a wide collection of ewn brands across product
categories. AJIO Business has pavtnered with merchants across the country
and provides them with access fo wide bougquet of high-quality fashion
merchandise. The Complainant also regularly organizes many large-scale
events that have seen the presence of prominent celebrities, business
leaders, statesmen and others, under the JIO brand such as the “Jio World

Divive" launch event held at Mumbai, JioMart s Crafis Mela, ere.

xv. The Complainant has also recently launched andior is about to launch
several other producis and services under the JIO brand, such ay the

JioBharat mobile device, JioDive VR headset, JioBook Laptop, and Jio
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About the Complainant’s JioGauSamriddhi services

i JioGauSamriddhi is a technology-enabled cattle management and dairy-
support solution offered under the Complainant’s JIO ecosystem, aimed at
modernizing dairy and livestock management in India through the use of IoT,
data analytics and digital platforms. The services comprise deplayment of smart
sensor-based devices (inclnding wearable neck tags and gateways), integrated
with mobile and web-based applications, to enable continuous monitoring of
cattle health, behaviowr, activity, rumination and reproductive cycles. By
collecting and processing real-time data, the platform facilitates early
identification of health anomalies, detection of heat evcles, optimization af
breeding schedules, and monitoring of milk productivity, thereby assisting
Jarmers and dairy enterprises in improving operational efficiency, animal
welfare and overall farm productivity in compliance with applicable

agricultural, animal welfare and allied regulatory frameworks in India,

xvii. Further, JioGauSamriddhi provides a unified digital interface for herd-level
data management, aleris, analytics and decision-support tools, enabling
evidence-based farm management and reducing reliance on  manual
observation. The solution is designed to support scalable dairy operations,

including individual farmers, cooperatives and commercial dairy enterprises,

oting proactive animal care, reduction of economic losses duwe to

. b
‘.ll'.Fi.qJ.a'i At
*| \W* Page 11 of 217
T




delayed treatment or ingfficient breeding, and enhancement of productivity
through data-driven insights. In substance, the platform constitutes a value-
added digital agricultural service, leveraging telecommunications and
information technology infrastructure lawfully operated by the Complainant
and its group entities, with the objective of advancing sustainable dairy farming,
improving farmer livelihoods, and fostering rechnological integration in India’s

agri-dairy sector in accordance with prevailing Indian laws and policies.

xvilidn support of its proprietary rights, the Complainant has secwred multiple
trademark registrations over the term JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI. These include,
inter alia, Indian Trademark Application Nos, 6051232 (JIOGAUSAMRIDDHT]
and 6051260 (JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI), all filed in August 2023 (much prior 1o
the date of registration of the impugned domain) in Classes 09 and 42 and ave

currently registered.

xix. The Complainant’s JioGauSamriddhi services are accessible to the world at

large through its website “www jioganusamriddhi com ™ (Sereenshots annexed

herewith as Annexure F).

Past_action dertaken by the Complainant against third party_infringers

using Jio / Jio formative names

xx. The Complainant has been vigilant in protecting its rights subsisting in its JIO/

tive marks / names. In furtherance thereoy, the Complainant has, in the
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past, initiated and successfully pursued multiple proceedings before various
forums, including domain name complaints before the National Internet
Exchange of India (NIXT) and the WIPQ Arbitration and Mediation Center, as
well as company name related complaints before the Office of the Regional
Director, Ministry of Corporate Affairs, Govermment of India, The details of the

such decisions ordered in favour of the Complainant are tabulated hevein below:

AWARDS PASSED BY NIXI/ WIPO ARBITRATION AND |
MEDI. TER
S. No. | Domain in dispute Date of decision

1 www.reliancejioinfocomm.com | 15th July 2014

2. www.fio.chat 02nd Deceniber 20115
3 www.fio.buzz 02nd December 2015
| www. fio.money (2nd December 2015

6. www. fiodhandhanadhan. in | 05th September 2017

7. www. flodhandhanadhan.com | 15th September 2017

8. www jiomarifranchise. in O07th October 2012()
g, www. fiobp. com (09th November 202()
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T, www. jioaiclovd.con 17th December 2024
11 WWW.jiacol i 0fst Cctober 2025

12, Wwww. jioeatnow.com (3th September 2023
13, www. fincoin,.in 08th December 2025 |
I4. www. jia. sk 26th Januwary 2026

' DECISIONS PASSED BY THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR, MINISTRY
OF CORORATE AFFAIRS, GOVT. OF INDIA

8. No. | Impugned company name Date of decision
1. Jivevents Private Limited 25th January 2018
2. Jio Impex Private Limited 25th January 2018
3. Jio Soft Private Limited 24th April 2018

4. Jiokind Healthcare Private Limited 26th June 2019

L Jio Rich Private Limited 26th June 2019

f. | Daoctor Jio Healthcare Privare Limited 27th June 2019

7. Jiogas Private Limited (02nd August 2019
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& Jivlar Automotive India Private Limited 02ned August 2019

9, Medfio Pharmaceuticals Private Limited | 27th August 2019

10, Jio Beverages Private Limited (dth Seprember 2019

11 JioJal Aqua Technology Private Limited | (dth September 2019

2 Jio Natwral Products India Private Limited | 03rd June 202()

Submissions

xxi. As is evident from the aforementioned, the Complainant through its various

XXl

businesses under the mark JI0 has extablished itself as a company of tremendous

repute and value across the world, including in India.

The Complainant owns over 1400 JIO / JTO-formative trademarks, which are
registered or in the process of being registered. The earliest registration of the
Complainant's JIO mark date back to December 2011, in classes % and 38 wnder
numbers 2247460 and 2247360 respectively. Registration of these marks is valid
and subsisting. The Complainant has been wsing the JIO' trademark
continuously, consistently and extensively in respect of the abovementioned
products and services that they provide to their customers globally, as a

consequence of which the Complainant’s 'JIO' trademark enjovs statutory

Rglection and recognition across various jurisdictions. An {llustrative list of
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various pending andior registered trademarks owned by the Complainant is

annexed hereto as Annexure G.

xxiii. The Complainant also enjoys vast goodwill and reputation wunder JIO"'/

o,

along with other JIO formative marks which have been registered under various

classes. An fllustrative list of JIO / JIO formative registrations owned by the

Complainant in classes 09, 31, 35, 38 41, 42, 44 and 45 in India is provided

below:
Sr. No. Application Trademark Name Classes Dare Of Sicituis
Number Application

! 2247460 Jio 9 09-12-2011 Registered
2 2391608 Jio I 07-09-2012 | Registered
3 2423380 JioHealth F 06-11-2012 Registered
1 2423586 JiaGames 9 06-11-2012 | Registered
5 2423587 JioFinance 9 06-11-2012 Registered
6 242359] JioePay 9 (a-11-2012 Registered |
7 2423597 JioDigital g 06-11-2012 | Registered
& | 2423613 JioClond g 06-11-2012 Registered
9 | 2430621 Tl 9 21112012 | Registered

| 2430623 JioPay 9 21-11-2012 | Registered

Page 16 of 217




11 2466084 Jio 9 24-01-2013 i Registered |
i3 2760417 Jio Health g 23-06-2014 | Registered
13 3267198 | JioJoin 9 24-05-2016 Registered
i4 4306031 JIO (DEVANAGARI) |9 27.09-2019 | Registered
15 4306033 JIO 9 27-09-2019 : Registered
16 4306034 JIO (BENGALI) 9 27-09-2019 Registered
17 6051232 JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI | 9 (1 -Aug-23 Registered
18 2466106 jio 3l 24-Jan-13 Registered
19 2301635 Jio 35 (7-Sep-12 Registered
20 2430734 JioMedia 35 21-Nov-12 Registered
21 2466109 Jio 35 24-Jan-13 Reaistered
22 | 3020814 Ji0 CENTRE 33 3113 Regisiered |
23 3267221 JioCenter 35 | 24-May-16 Registered
24 3267222 JioCare 35 24-May-16 Registered
25 3461646 Jio 3s 20-Jan-17 | Registered
26 3461647 Jio 35 20-Jan-17 Registered
27 3461648 Jio 35 20-Jan-17 Registered
28 3633102 JIQ FIBER 35 12-Sep-17 Registered
29 3633108 JioFiber 33 12-Sep-17 Registered
30| 3700351 JIO GROCERY 35 12-Dec-17 Registered |
S—
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31 3717178 Jio JioGarden 35 02-Jan-18 Registered
32 3867714 JIO ONE 35 22-Jun-18 Registered
33 4337086 Jio Engage 35 04-Nov-19 Registered
34 4337087 JioEngage 35 04-Nov-19 Registered
33 4560540 JIO 35 07-Jul-20 Registered
36 43550004 JIO 35 22-Jul-20 Registered
37 | 4951545 JioMart 35 15-Apr-21 Registered
38 4951547 Jia 33 15-Apr-21 Registered
39 | 5282388 MYJIO 35 12-Jan-22 Regisiered
40 6051229 JIOSTORE L5 O07-Aug-23 Registered
41 6443067 JIO WORLD | 35 21-May-24 Registered
CENTRE
42 6869689 JioMart QUICK 35 20-Feb-25 Registered
43 2423700 JicePay 38 06-11-2012 | Registered
| 2430822 JioLiving 38 20-11-2012 | Registered
435 2423686 JioGurikool 38 06-11-2012 Registered
5 2466112 jio 38 24-01-2013 | Registered
47 | 2247360 | Jia 38 09-12-2011 Registered
48 2423690 JioGanmes 38 06-11-2012 | Registered
49 2430817 JioMobile 38 21-11-2012 | Registered
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30 2391638 Jio 38 | 07-09-2012 Regisiered
51 2423695 Jiofootprint 38 06-11-2012 Registered |
52 2430816 JioMoney 38 21-11-2012 | Registered
53 2391641 Jio 41 41159 Registered
54 2423795 | Jio Academy 41 06-Nov-12 | Registered
33 2430836 JioWebstore ¥l 21-Nov-12 Registered
56 2430541 JiaTV 41 21-Now-12 Registered
57 2430849 JioRadio 41 21-Nov-12 Registered
38 2430852 JioPay il 21-Nov-12 Registered
59 2466115 Jio 41 24-Jan-13 Registered |
600 3123799 JIO UNIVERSITY |41 i4-Dec-15 Registered
61 | 3267229 JioGarden 41 | 24-May-16 Registered
I 62 3267230 JioPlay 4] | 24-May-16 Regisrered
63 | 4229553 Jio Studios 41 08-Jul-19 Registered
64 4571398 JioMeet 41 14-Jul-20 Registered
65 4571402 Jio 4l [ 4-Jul-20 Registered
66 4571406 JioMeet with device | 41 14-J1ad-20 Registered
67 4652711 JIOENGAGE 41 10-Sep-20 Registered
JSio Institute 41 i1-Aug-21 ! Registered
Jio Institute 41 3i-Jan-22 | Registered
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70 5705592 JIOGAMES 41 01-Dec-22 Registered
i 3705601 JIOMEET 41 (-Dec-22 Registered
72 5705614 JIONEWS 41 30-Nov-22 Registered
73 5705650 JOTV 4] 29-Nov-22 Registered
74 5710234 JIOMEET il 02-Dec-22 Registered
75 5710240 JIOCHAT 41 02-Dec-22 Registered
76 5710245 JIOCHAT 4/ 02-Dec-22 Registered
77 6443065 JIO WORLD | 41 21-May-24 Registered |
CENTRE
78 | 2466116 Jio 42 24-01-2013 | Registered
79 2430852 Jio Sporis 42 2i-11-2012 | Registered
&0 2430899 JioMoney 42 21-11-2012 | Registered
51 2391642 Jia 42 07-09-2012 | Registered
82 2423823 JioCloud 42 06-11-2012 | Registered
83 | 4009560 Jio Store 42 27-11-2018 | Registered
84 2423811 JioDigital 42 06-11-2012 | Registered
85 2423798 JioGroup 42 06-11-2012 | Registered
86 3084463 Jio 42 26-10-2015 | Registered
§7 | 3084460 Jio 42 (26-10-2015 | Registered
88 2430889 JioPay 42 21-11-2012 | Registered
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| 89 6051260 JTOGAUSAMRIDDHI | 42 | 02-Aug-23 Registered
o0 2423841 Jiolndia dd Ot-Nov-12 Registered
9] 2423842 JioHolding 44 06-Nov-12 | Registered |
02 2423843 JioHealth 44 06-Nov-12 Registered
93 | 2423844 JioGroup 44 06-Nov-12 Registered
94 2423845 JioGlobal 44 (G-Nov-12 Registered

95 2423846 JioEnterprise 44 06-Nov-12 Registered
96 2430911 JioLifetouch 44 21-Nov-12 | Registered
97 3267225 JioGarden 44 24-May-16 Registered
o8 3267226 JioHealthHub dd 24-May-16 Regisiered
99 3717181 Jio JioGarden 44 02-Jan-18 | Registered
100 | 2391645 Jio 45 07-Sep-12 -Reg:'.ﬂerﬂd
i 2423853 JioEnterprise 45 (6-Nov-12 Registerad

102 | 3070618 JIO CHAT 45 06-Oct-15 Registered
103 | 3267227 JioExtend 45 24-May-16 Registered
104 3267228 JiaTV 45 24-May-16 Registered I|
105 | 4571399 JioMeet 45 14-Jul-20 Registered
106 45771403 i 45 | 14-Jul-20 Registered

107 4571407 | JioMeer with device | 45 F. 4-Jul-200 negistered

O Jio Institute 45 Hi-Aug-21 Registered

& 3
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109

5310389

Jio Institure

45

| 31-Jan-22

Registered

110

5705602

JIOMEET

43

G i-Dec-22

Registered

Copies of the readily available registration certificates pertaining to some of the

abovementioned most relevant trademarks have been annexed hereto as

Annexure H (collectively).

xxiv, The Complainant has been extensively promoting ifs sevvices wnder its said

Xxw.

reputed and renowned trademark JIO' by way of advertisements / promotions,

events, partnerships and CSR activities across various media, as a consequence

af which the stellar goodwill and reputation of the Complainant’s trademeark

JIO' s widely rvecognized throughowt the world Apart from the

aforementioned, the Complainant ‘s website www.ril.com and www_jio.com lists

the Complainant’s profile and the full range of brands and services offered hy

the Complainant. The Compiainani relies upon the same for the purposes of the

present Complaint, the contents of which are not being reproduced herein for

the sake of brevigy.

Dwe to such extensive and consistent infernational use, the trademark JIO' of

the Complainant has acgquired a unigue reputation and goodwill in the eyes of

the general public and trade, and services/products bearing the trademark JC

exclusively associated with the Complainant alone. The JIO trademark of
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vl

the Complainant has assumed the distinction of being a well-known and famous
trademark and is considered synommons with the highest quality of services
that ave offered by the Complainant. The presence of any aother entity /
individual that uses or incorporates 'JI0'" as part of its trademark, trade name
and / or domain name would inevitably result in the public and trade getting
deceived and misled into assuming that all such services/products are
emanating from the Complainant itself. In fact, the Hon 'ble Bombay High Court
has judicially recognized the Complainant's trademark JI0 as a well-known
mark (Order dated August 23, 2021 in Reliance Industries Limited & Anr. vs

Ashok Kumar, Commercial IP Suif (L) NO. 14473 of 2021; Annexure I).

The present complaint is being filed against the registration and usage of the
impugned domain name “www.petjio.in ' by the Respondent. The Respondent has
illegally, dishonestly and with mala fide motives procured the registration of the
impugned domain name without the leave, license or consemt of the
Complainant, which is a divect infringement of the Complainant's intellectual

property and common law rights.

The Complainant became aware of the Respondent and its registration of the
impugned domain ‘www.petfio.in ' recently, in the first week of January, 2026.

The Respondent, being completely aware of the Complainant's famous andwell-

with the malicions and wnlawful intent to chear and defraud the public at
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large. The Respondent has registered the impugned domain with the ulterior
mative af cybersquatting- to wrongfully prevent the Complainant  from

registering or using the domain name ‘www.petfio.in’ in connection with its

legitimate business aperations

xxviil. A mere glance at the website accessible through the said domain makes it clear

“etjio!

that the Respondent uses the trademark prominently on
the main page of the website. It also becomes abundantly clear that the
Respondent has deliberately and with mala fide motive adopted / used the

Petjio!

impugred name / mark - in a manner / font / colowr that

the word / mark “JIO/ @ is highlighted as the dominant part of the same.,
Criven the foregoing, the Respondent being completely aware of ithe
Complainant’s famous and well-known brand JIO" has procured the impugned
domain name ‘www.petiio.in’ in bad faith with the sole objective of squatting
and preventing the Complainant from obtaining and / or using the said domain
names for its products / services. Extracts of the impugned domain name are

annexed herein as Annexure J..

xxiv. It is submitted that the word JIQ' is an arbitrary word that was first adopted

he Complainant in 2011 for its products and services. The mavk ‘JIO" is
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inherently distinctive and exchisively associated with the Complainant, The
Respondent can, by no stretch of imagination, bona fidely explain the purchase

and/or use of the ‘www.petjio.in’ domain, especially since it is using the

Complainant's registered trademarks. Ergo, it is clear that the Respondent
illegally and maliciously exploited the circumstances at the time when the
impugaed domain ‘www.petfio.in’ was available for purchase and purchased it
for the sole purpose of cheating and misleading the public, committing theft of
money, phishing, and wrongfully misappropriating sensitive financial and
personal data of the consumers, besides squatting / preventing the Complainant

from legitimately obtaining and using the said domain for its business.

That around last week of March 2023, the Complainant became aware of two
trademark applications filed for registration af the trademark "PETJO" by ane

Myr. Pratik Sen details of which are mentioned here in below:

Sr. App. No. | Trade Mark | Class App. Date Status

No,

I 6838627 | Petfio LET'S| 35 03-Feb-25 | Formalities Chk
PET Pass

2 6886129 | Pefjic LETS | 3] (3-Mar-25 | Formalities Chk
PET Pass
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Petjiol

Both these applications consist of a logo * which also

appears on the website of the domain name www.petjio.in, however both

applications were filed as “proposed to be used ",

The Complainant issued a cease-and-desist notice to said Mr. Pratik Sen on
March 25, 2025. Mr. Pratik Sen denied any similarity between the marks;
however, he did not provide or claim any use of the mark. Thus, the Complaints
were waiting for the advertisement of the said mark to initiate the opposition.
However, in first week of January 2026, the complaingnt became aware of
incorporation af a company under the corporate name “PetJio World Private
Limited"” wherein said Mr. Pratik Sen was a promoior and divector, The records

af the Company incorporation consisted of email address corporatel@petiio.in

which led to discovery of existence of the website “www.petiio.in', further the said

website also carries the same logo as applied by said Mr. Pratik Sen.

Thus, the malafide intent on the part of the Respondent is clearly visible that in
spite of being aware of the objections of the Complaint, the Respondent adopted
the said domain name consisting wademark "JIO". The Complainant is in
process of initiating necessary action against the said entity PETJIQ WORLD
PRIVATE LIMITED for infringing the trademark J10. The copies of the cease

and desist notice dated March 25, 2025 and reply dated March 27, 20235 are
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xxxi, Additionally, it is seitled law that trademarks and domain names are not
mutually exclusive and there is an overlap between trademarks and services
rendered under domain names (Satyam [nfoway Ltd. v. Sifynet Solutions P,
Led.,, 2004(3) AWC 2366 SC; Annexure M). Thus, the Respondent has
wrongfully obtained the impugned domain name ‘www.petjio.in’, which entirely
incorparates the Complainant's JIO mark, thereby infringing statutory and
common law rights of the Complainant, It is also trite law that the mere addition
of the ".in" domain name is insufficient to render the domain name dissimilar
to the Complainant's well known and famous 'JIO' trademark, as well as the
Complainant's fio.com® and other JIO' related domain names (Morgan
Sranley vs. Bharat Jain, NIXI Sole Arbitrator, 28th October 2010; Annexure
N).

xxxil. Further, it is widely known that internet users are familiar with the practice af
companies using domain names that incorporate their company name,
trademark, and/or product or service name, In case of uncertainty, the seneral
public attempts to use such identifving features followed by “.in", or other
generic TLDs. In this context, clients and consumers who intend to reach the
Complainant s websites may end up getting confused andfor deceived and get

redirected to the impugned domain ‘www petjio.in’. Such confusion and/or

deception on the part af the public will amount to irreparable loss and damage

to the Complainant's stellar reputation and goodwill. While drawing traffic
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nane, the Respondent will also stand to gain illegal and wnlawfid revenue by

way of selling the impugned domain name at a higher price.

The Respondent has no rights or legifimate interests in respect of the domain

namefs);
(Rules, Paragraph 47b){vi))

xxxiff. The Respondent has no legitimate rights or interesis in the impugned domain
name ‘www.petfip.in’. In fact, the Respondent has also illegally reproduced
the Complainant 's registered trademark JIO' in the impugned domain name.
The uniawful acguisition of the impugned domain name “www petjio.in”
withowt due reason and with the sole objective of obtaining illegal revenue om
account of misdirected raffic intending to reach the Complainant's website,
further establishes that the Respondent has registered the same in bad faith,
The Respondent has adopted the impugned domain name with the clear intent

to misappropriate the Complainant 's brand equity and unlawfully impersonate
the Complainant 's business, to commit chearing, theft and misappropriation of
data, among other offerces. Further, the Respondenmt has registered the
impugned domain name in bad faith to squat on a domain thar rightfully
belongs to the Complainant, thereby precluding the Complainant from using

the said domain in connection with their legitimate business operations,
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xxxiv. The registration and usage of the impugned domain ‘www.petiio.in” by the

Respondent is an attempt to ride on the back af the massive repuration and
goodwill that is enjoyed by the Complainant and to pass off the impugned
dotain name as that belonging to the Complainant. In facy, it is an established
principle that a domain name adopted by the Complainant is entitled to equal
protection against passing off, as in the case af a trademark. In support of this
submission, reliance is placed upon the judgments in Yahoo! Inc. vs Akash
Arora & Anr. (78 (1999) DLT 283) and Rediff Communication Lid Vs,

Cyberbooth and Anr AIR 2000 AIR Bom. 27 — Annexure O (collectively).

xxxv.  The Respondent is not affiliated andlor connected in any manner whatsoever
with the Complainant or its group entities. It is also pertinent to note that the
Respondent has never had any prior dealings with the Complainant or its
affiliates and’or subsidiaries in connection with the JIO business of the
Complainant. On the basis of these facts, there cannot be any legitimate
interest or justification made out by the Respondent in respect of elaiming any
right in the impugned domain name or otherwise. The Respondent has no
authorization, leave, license andlor consent from the Complainant to use the

empugned dontain name in iy manner.

xxxvi. It is therefore amply clear that the Respondent has absolutely no rights

whatsoever in the impugned domiain name www.petfio.in’. The registration

ﬁmwg
( : ;

use of the impugned domain are therefore plainly in bad faith, with the
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objective of cheating and misleading the public, committing theft of money,
phishing, and wrongfully misappropriating sensitive financial and personal
data of consumers, besides squatting and preventing the Complainant from

legitimately obtaining and using the said domain for its business.

The domain name was registercd and is being used in bad faith.

xxxwit. Based on the Whois report and commercial investigation conducted by the
Complainant as well as the aforementioned facts and circumstances, it is
submitted that the Respondent has acquired and registered the impugned

domain name ‘www.petfio.in’ primarily for the unlawful purpose of diluting

the reputation and goodwill of the Complainant's 'JI0" marks, to mislead and
deceive its customers and to squat and prevent the Complainant from bona fide
use of the said domain, The Respondent might try to sell, vent, or otherwise
ransfer the impugned domain name registration to the Complainant, which is
the owner of the aforesaid trademarks along with JIO' based dowiain names,
or ta a competitor of the Complainant, for valuable consideration in excess of
the documented out-of-pocket costs incurred by the Respondent in relation to
the domain name. In support of the said contentions, the Complainant places
reliance wpon the submissions made in the preceding paragraphs, which are

not being reproduced for the sake of brevity,
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xvxviii. Further, from the afarementioned facts and averments it is clear bevond doubt

xxxtx.

that the impugned domain name ‘www petjio.in’ has been acquired by the
Respondent with the sole objective of misappropriating and encashing the vast
goodwill and reputation subsisting in favour of the Complainant, playing a
fraud on innocent individuals and to prevent the Complainant as the owner of
the well-known JIO" trademarks to exercise its legal rights and conduct

business using a corresponding domain name that reflects the trademark

ewned By it

The mischievous and mala fide conduct of the Respondent is evident from the
fact that the Respondent deliberately chose to acquire the impugned domain

name ‘www.petiiodn ' in the year 2025, whilst having no association with either

the Complainant or any of its group companies, or with the word JIO'. The
Respondent, by intentionally creating a likelihood of confusion and deception
as to the source, affiliation, patronage and/or endorsement of its webhsite, has
attempted to attract unsuspecting visitors o its website accessible through the
impugned domain ‘www. petjio.in’, resulting in unjust enrichment of the

Respondent on the back of the Complainant’s hard-earned goodwill and

FeEpUlaiton.

VII. Remedies Requested

(Rules Paragraph 4(b)(vii}; Policy Paragraph 10)
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9. In accordance with Paragraph 10 of the Policy, for the reasons menticned
hereinabove, the Complainant humbly requests the Ld Sole Arbitraior

appointed in these proceedings that the domain name ‘www.petfio.in ' be

transferred to the Complainant forthwith without any cost or consideration.
Any other relief{s) against the Respondent and in favour of the Complainant

may also be awarded, as deemed fit by the Ld. Arbitrator.

VIIT. Other Legal Proceedings

(Rules, Paragraph 4(b){viii))

10.No other legal proceedings have been initiated by the Complainant against

the Respondent as yet.
IX, Communications
(Rules, Paragraphs 2, 3 and 7)
11.This Complaint is being submitted to NIXI in electronic form, imcluding
annexes, in the appropriate formar.
X. Payment
(Rules, Paragraph 16)

12 4s required by the Rules, payment af the amount af INR 33,400/~ has been

made by bank transfer. A copy of the bank transfer receipt is enclosed
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XL Certification

(Rules, Paragraph 4(b)(ix})

13.The Complainani, by submitting the Complaint agrees 1o the sertlement of
the dispute, regarding the domain name which is the object of the Complaint
by final and binding arbitration in India conducted in accordance with the
Arbitration & Conciliation Act, 1996 amended as per the Arbitration and
Cornciliation (Amendment) Act, 2019 fas amended upto date) read with the
Arbitration & Conciliation Rules, the IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution
Policy of .IN Registry; Rules of Procedwre and any by-laws, rules or

guidelines framed there under, as amended from time to time.

14. Complainant agrees that its claims and remedies concerning the registration
aof the domain name, the dispute, or the dispute’s resolution shall be selely
against the domain-nanie holder and waives all such claims and remedies
against the IN REGISTRY, as well as their directors, officers, employees,

and agenis and the arbitrator who will hear the dispute,

15.The Complainant, by submitting this Complaint, agrees that the decision of

the Arbitrator to be appointed in this matter may be made public and may

he published on the website including, without limitation, other forms of
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16.Complainant certifies that the information contained in this Complaint is
true to the Complainant 's knowledge and is complete and acewrate, also that
this Complaint is not being presented for any improper purpose, such as o

harass the Respondent efc.

E. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 05.05.2026

On 05.05.2026, taking note of the Complaint for the domain name dispute
www.petjio.in preferred by Reliance Industries Limited, against the Respondent,
Notice was issned to Reliance Industries Limited (C omplainant) and Petjio World
Private Limited through its Director, Mr. Pratik Sen (Respondent) with certain
directions,

COn 05.05.2026 at 4:26 am, an E-mail Communication was received on behall of
the Respondent, contents of which are reproduced hereinbelow:

“Dear Learned Arbitrator,

I Pratik Sen, on behalf of myself and Petjio World Private Limited {collectively,
the "Respondents”), acknowledge receipt of the communication dated 04 May
2026 from NIXI in INDRP Case No. 2128 concerning the domain name petjio.in,

along with the soft copy of the Complaint and accompanying annexures.
I confirm receipt of the complete set of documents.

The Respondents shall file their response within the timeline prescribed under the
INDRP Rules of Procedure.
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For continuity, this email ID (senpratik3475 (@gmail.com) shall remain on record
for service. Additionally, the following email 1Ds are placed on record for

parallel service on the Respondents:
pratik@petjio.in — Pratik Sen. Director (official corporate ID)

legali@petjio.in— official lewal correspondence, monitored by Mr. Rizwan Khan,
Practising Company Secretary (Membership No. A37664, COP No. 27281)

Kindly acknowledge receipt of this communication.

Regards,

Pratik Sen

Founder & CEQ

Petjic World Private limited,

+9]9830277111"

The said E-mail communication was hereby taken on recard.

In view of the abave, Notice was hereby issued to Reliance Industries Limited
(Complainant) and Petjio World Private Limited Through its Director, Mr.

Pratik Sen (Respondent) with the following directions:

. The Complainant shall file and supply a hard copy of the Complaint before this

Tribunal and simultaneously serve a hard copy upon the Respondent within three
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2. The Respondent, whe has already acknowledged the receipt of the Complaint
alongwith Annexures in the above mentioned E -mail Communication, shall file
its Reply/Counter before this Tribunal, along with all documents and evidences
refied — upon,  latest By 12.05.2026, thraugh E-mail  af
arbitratordrpankajgarg. 1962@gmail.com, with an advance copy 10 Reliance
Industries Limited through its Authorized Representative, namely, A jay Sahni &
Assaciates, Advocates, having its office at 31/42, Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi-
110026, (Telephone No. +91 1141032782), (Email id: posthoxi@asahni.co),

(ankitsahni@asahni.co) , alongwith Affidavit of Service with this Tribunal.

3. The Respondent shall also file the hard copy of the Reply/Counter befove this
Tribunal and serve the same upon the Complainant, alongwith the Affidavit of

Service with this Tribunal,

4. The Complainant, through its Authorized Representative namely Ajay Sahni &
Associates, Advocates, having its affice at 31/42, Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi-
110026, (Telephone No. +91 1141032782}, (Email id: posthox@wasahni.ce,
ankitsahni@asakni.co), shall be at liberty to file a Rejoinder, |f so desired,
within three (3) days thereafter, L.e, by 15.05.2026, at the Tribunal 's E-mail 1D

mentioned above, with an advance copy to the Respondent on its E-mail ids

senpratiki47 Si@email.com, pratifi@petjio.in, legali@petjip. in, as provided by the

_,.E-;espumiem‘ in the said E-mail communication. Hard copies of the same shall also
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be supplied to the Tribunal as well as the Respondent and Affidavit af Service of
the same be also filed with this Tribunal.

The next date of hearing was fixed on 16.05.2026 at 4:00 pm for further
proceedings/Orders.

F. ARBITRATI

In compliance with the Order dated 05.05.2026 passed by this Tribunal. the
complete hard copy of the Complaint along with its Annexures was received by
this Tribunal on 07.05.2026, together with a Compact Disc containing soft copies
of the Complaint and Annexures in PDF format. The same was hereby taken on

record.

Further, on 12.05.2026 at 1:16 PM, the Respondent filed the soft copy of the
Reply/Counter Statement along with Annexures, and subsequently, contents of

which are reproduced hereinbelow:

“REPLY/ COUNTER STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT

(In the matter of the disputed domain name www. petiio.in)

MOST RESPETFULLY SHOWETH:

I. PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS

1. That the present ReplwCounter Statement is being filed on behalf of the
Respondent, M/ Petjio Waorld Private Limited
(CIN: U96092WB2025PTC279265), a company duly incorporated under the
Companies Aet, 2013, having its registered office at Block GP&EP Plor-X2,
Arch Sguare Sector V, Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Saltlake, North 24 Parganas
—_ 700091, West Bengal, through ite Director and Founder, Mr, Pratik Sen, who
/@E ' Iv authorised vide Board Resolution dated & May 20126 {Annexure R-1}.
]

»
&
)
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41-

The Respondent acknowledges receipt of the Complaint dated 16.02.2026 along
with amexures. and the Order dated 05.05.2026 passed by this Hon'ble
Tribunal. The Respondent has, by its e-mail dated 05.05 2026 (already on the

record of this Tribunal), confirmed receipt of the complete set af doctonents,

This Reply is filed without prejudice to such further submissions, evidence,
expert affidavits, judicial precedents, and argunments - inchuding but not limited
to linguistic, etymological, market — segmentation, consumer — confusion, and
rade — channel evidence — as the respondent may seek leave 1o lead at the stage
of rejoinder, oral hearing, and final arguments. The respondent expressly
reserves the right to file additional pleadings, affidavits and documentary

material as the proceedings unfold

The contents of the complaint are denied save and except where specifically and
expressly admitted herein, Nothing in the Complaint shall be deesmed to be
admitted by reason of non-traverse, lack of specific reply, or otherwise. The
Respondent denies each and every allegation, contention, averment and
inference made in the Complaint as being misconceived, factually incorrect,
legally untenable, and made with the deliberate object of obtaining wrongful

transfer of a legitimately owned and howna fide used domain name.

At the outset, the Respondent submits that the Complaint is an attempl af reverse
domain name hijacking, in that the Complainant, a corporaie behemoth with
vast legal resources, has chosen to invoke the INDRP machinery against a
small, recognised, legitimate Indian start-up after sleeping over its purported
claim for nearly twelve months. The detailed grounds in suppart of this
submission are reserved and shall be developed at the stage of oral argitments,

e P.;nhaj ¢ | |
)

o L
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6. The Respondent humbly submits that the Complaint fails on each of the three
cumulative reguirements under Paragraph 4 of the INDRF Policy and is liable

to be dismissed in ity entirety with costs.

Il. STATEMENT OF FACTS

A, The Respondent and its Bona Fide Pet Care Venture

7. The Respondent is the promoter and operator of "Petfie " — an all-in-one pet
care ecosystem built for the Indian market, particularly serving Tier 2 cities
of India where organised pet carve services are conspicuously absent. The
Respondent's services include pet boarding (kennel and home), grooming,
veterinary care, online vet comsultation, paravet services, fraining, dog
walkers, day boarding, a pet marketplace, NGO fundraising, per abuse
reporting and digital pet health vecords — all unified under a hyperlocal,

mabile-first platform,

8. The brand "Petjio"” is an Indic coinage formed by combining the English word
"Pet" with the Hindi/Urdu/Bengali word fargt / "lio" — a culturally resonant

Indian language verb meaning "to live" or "may you live". The Respondent's
tagline "LET'S PET" reinforces this Indic brand voice. The word "jio" — being
the natural Roman-seript transliteration of appears in classical Indian poetry,
popular cinema, devotional and folk usage, and everyday Indian speech long
predating any modern commercial appropriation, and is part of the everyday
linguistic vocabulary of approximately a billion Indians. The Respondent's
reliance upon the Indic etymology of the word fio, and its rich linguistic-
cultural pedigree shall be developed in detail in the refoinder and at oral
cuments, supported, if so by linguistic affidavit evidence.
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B. Registration of the Disputed Domain

9. The disputed domain name www.petfio.in was registered by the Respondent's
promaoter, Mr, Pratik Sen, on 11 Januwary 2025, through One.com (a globally
recognised registrar). True copies of the (i) signed domain registration form
dated 11.01.2025 and (ii) Invoice No. 40403607 dated 11.01.2025 issued by
One.com (Order No. 9837974), are filed herewith and marked as Annexure

R-2 fcolly.).

10. Demonstrating that the brand Petfio was conceived as a comprehensive, long-
term venture and not a tactical or opportunistic registration of any single
domain, the Respondent's promoter further registered the corresponding .com
domain — www.petjioworld.com — on 16 January 20235, just five days later,
Invoice No. 40442845 dated 16.00.2025 (Order No. Y8456358) isswed by
Cne.com is filed herewith and marked as Annexure R-3. The sivndtancous
registration of paired .in and .com domains is the conduct af a serious
entrepreneur protecting a trand for the long rerm, and not the conduct of a

cybersguatter.

11.That the Respondent's deliberate selection of the .in country-code top-level
domain was a principled choice, reflective of the Respondent's exclusive
India-focus. As a Government of India-recognised Startup India entity in the

"Pets & Animals" industry (Annexure R-8), and as a ventwre building a
hyperlocal, India-first pet-care ecosystem — particularly serving Tier 2

Indian cities, where organised pet care services are conspicuously abhsent —

the .in extension was the natural, logical, and entively appropriate choice for

the Respondent. Significantly, ai the date of registration of the disputed

domain (and as on the date of filing of this Reply), the domain petjio.com was,

3% befr'i‘ d continues to be, held by an unrelated third-party regisirant, and is
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presently listed for sale on the GoDaddy.com domain marketplace at a broker
vervice fee of 716,999 (Rupees Sixteen Thousand Nine Hundred and Ninety-
Nine only), with the corvesponding URL parking page operated through
GoDaddy.com. The Respondent has at no time approached, attempted to
acquire, or otherwise sought to obtain petjio.com from any party. True coples
of the relevant GoDaddy.com listing pages and the parked-domain page are
filed herewith and marked as Annexure R-34 (colly.).

12.The Respondent respectfully invites this Hon'ble Tribunal's attention to the

considerable evidentiary weight of the foregoing fact:

(a) Had the Respondent's intent been — as the Complainant insinuates — 1o
capture, exploft, or trade off the supposed brand equity of any mark of
Complainant, the Respondent would, like any genuine cybersquarter, have
made every effort, inchuding by way of a paid acquisition through the
secondary market, to obtain the manifestly more valuable .com variant of

petjio. The Respondent did not.

Instead, the Respondent registered the .in extension which corresponds with
its Indig-only focus, and registered petjioworld com as a defenyive companion

onlyy;

(b) The continued availability of petiio.com on a third-party brokerage page for
a modest sum further establishes that the term petjio carries no speciai,
exclusive, or notarious association with the Complainant in the global domain
ecosystem. Were the Complainant's claim of exclusive association with the
term peljio even remotely tenable, petjio.com would not be sitting parked,

available for purchase at 316,999, on a third-party brokerage page; and
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{e) The Respondent's actual conduct — measured, India-focused, defensive of ils
own brand, and consistent with a serfous entrepreneurial venture — is the

very antithesis of the conduct alleged in the Complaint.

C. Substantive and Continuous Bona Fide Use

I3, From and after registration of the disputed domain in January 2023, the
Respondent and its promoter have engaged in continuous, substantive, public-
facing and demonstrably bona fide use of the Petjio brand. By way of

illustrative summary (without limitation)

(a) February 2025 onwards: Public-facing communications on Facebook
(operated under the brand PetJio) and on the personal page of Mr. Pratik
Sen — including content on pet welfare, pet care education {"Breed
Gyan"), reporting of pet abuse, festival greetings, and operational
reportage from the field. A consolidated bundle of dated, public Facebook
posts (March 2025 to April 2026) is filed herewith and marked as

Annexure R-4 {colly.).

(b) 01 May 2025: Server-side cowfiguration of petjio.in — file manager
records show the .htaccess file with timestamp (1 :05:04 hrs om 01.03,20235,

evidencing live, operational hosting infrastructure. Marked as Annexure

R-3.

fe) 06 May 2025: Public launch of community engagement on the website
www.pelfio.in, with public Facebook posts divectly inviting pet pareils,
veterinarians, groomers, walkers and boarding facilities to "join owr
community at www.pelfio.in" and "Register now at www.petiio.in®,

Marked as Annexure R-6.
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(d) 08 May 2025: Incorporation of the Respondent Company under the
Companies Aet, 2013, with the Registrar of Companies. Ceriificate af
Incorporation, CIN U96092WEB2025PTC279265, marked as Annexure R-

i

(e) 13 June 2025: Recognition by the Government of India, Department far
Pramotion of Indusiry Promotion of Industry and Internal Trade (DPLIT),
Ministry of Contmerce and Industry, as a Startup in the "Pels & Animals"
Industry vide Certificate No. DIPP207809 valid until 07.05,.2035. This is
a guasi-statutory acknowledgement by the Union Government that the
Respondent is a recognised, legitimate, innovating Indian starf-up in the
Pets & Animals industry — a sector wholly distinet from the Complainant's
known fields of activiry. Marked as Annexure R-8,

() April - May 2025: Independent media coverage, including Business
Review Live feature on the Respondent's seed-funding outreach. The
Respondent has been recognised in the start-up press as a serious entrant

in the Indian pei-tech space. Marked as Annexure R-9.

() Trademark filings: The Respondent and its promoter have filed trademark
applications before the Trade Marks Registry, Government of India, in
respect of "PETJIO" and the device mark, in the appropriate classes
pertaining to the Respondent's pet-care services. Status reports and copies
of the said applications, together with the official Reply to Examination
Report, are filed herewith and marked as Amnexure R-11) (colly.).

(k) Confinuing operations: The Respondent continues fo eperate the platform
www, petfio.in, post regularly on social media, register pet parents and pet-

care service providers, publish pet care educational content, conduct

urveys, and engage in NGO partnerships, throughout calendar year 2025
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and into 2026, all under the Petjfio brand. Conmtinuity is evidenced in

Annexure R-4.

D. The Complainant’s Own Conduct: The Cease & Desist Notice and the
Respondent's Open, Public, and Good-Faith Response

14. The Complainant, by way af a cease & desist communication dated 25 March
2025, first asserted certain rights against the Respondent (which rights are
denied as detatled hereinbelow). The Respondent, on 28 March 2025 — within
seventy-two hours — issued a substantive, good-faith reply, asserting its prior
rights and the Indic enmology of Petjio, which is now sought to be re-litigated
through the present Complaint. The said exchange is filed herewith and
marked as Annexure R-11 (colly.)

15. Most importantly, on the very same day — 27 March 2025 — the Respondent,
in a remarkable demonstration of its bona fides. openly and publicly
addressed the issue of phonetic similarity in a public Facebook post
(Annexure R-4 / specific exhibit), wherein the Respondent acknowledged the
isswe and stated that it was actively engaging with the same. This single
public, dated communication — voluntarily made by the Respondent ten
months before the Complainant elected to file the present Complaint — is
decisive proof of the absence of bad faith. Cvbersquaiters do not openly post

about their own audience. They conceal. The Respondent disclosed

16. Theregfter for almast twelve months, the Complainant chose not to pursie the
matter while the Respondent continued, openly, to invest, build, register, hire,
post, secure recognition, file trademarks, and grow its bona fide pet-care

business under the Petfio name. The Complainant's election to remain silent

- ﬁ%ﬂ!ﬂ]mf a vear, while watching the Respondent invest substantially in the
i
e
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brand, is a matter the Respondent reserves the vight to develop in detail at the

stage of refoinder and oral arguments.

I REPLY ON THE THREE INDRP ELEMENTS

17, Under Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy, the Complainant must establish
each of the following three elements cumulatively, and faflure on any one

element entails dismissal of the Complaint:

(i)  The Respondent's domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a

name, trademark or service mark in which the Complainant has rights;”

(it} The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the

domain name, and

(iti)  The Respondent's domain name has been registered or iv being used in
bad faith.

I18. The Respondent submiis that the Complainant fails on each and every of the

three elements.
Element 1 — No Identity or Confusing Similarity

19. The disputed domain petfio is not identical to any mark of the Complainant,
and the Complainant does not contend otherwise. The contention, {f any, must
rest on alleged confusing similavity. That contention is misconceived for, inter
alia, the following reasons:

{a) Composite, non-severable mark: "Petfio” is a unitary, composire, four

syllable Indic coinage. It is not formed by appending some claimed mark of

Arky
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Pet + Jfafﬁ-’-ﬁ (Hindi: to live), where the second component is itself an
ordinary, common curvency Indic word with documented usage long
predating any commercial association the Complainant claims, The
dominant impression of Petjio — visually, phonetically and conceptually —
is "a venture concerned with pels and their thriving'™, it is not a Jio sub-

brand.

(b) Wholly different goods, services and trade channels: The Complainant
claimed activities under the impugned mark relate, inter alia, io
telecommunications, digital conmectivity, retail, energy and broadcasting.
The Respondent operates exclusively in the field of pet care services —
boarding, grooming, velerinary service training, walking, markeiplace,
NGO support — under Trade Marks classes 35,41 and 44. The two aperate
in entirely distinct industries, serve entively different consumer needs, and
reach the consumer through entively different trade channels. The Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India has repearedly held that the consideration of "trade
charnels" and "nature of goods" is central to any infringement / passing off
enguiry, and that confusion is to be assessed in the real-world commercial

context, not in the abstract.

(c) Different consumer base: The Respondent's user is the Indian pet parent
typically a Millennial or Gen Z resident of Tier 1 or Tier 2 India seeking
trusted, organised, hyperlocal pet-care services. There is no rational nexus

between this consumer's expectations and the Complainant’s telecom/retail

CORSLMET,

(d) No likelihood of confusion: There is no likelihood of confusion. The

Complainant cannot establish that the Respondent s domain name, viewed

whole, is likely to mislead Internet wsers into believing that the disputed
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240.

21,

domain name is sponsored by, affiliated with, or otherwise connected to the
Complainant, The parties operate in materially different fields. serve
different consumer segments, and use distinct trade channels. The terin
“iio, " in the present context, is descriptive or otherwise weak and cannot
confer a monapoly ever every use of that element, particularly where the
Respondent’s brand is anchored by the dominant prefix "Pet," which
immediately conveys a separate and wholly distinct commercial impression,
The Respondent's branding is further distinguished by a carefully selected
color palette and playful visual identity, deliberately adopted to appeal to
millennials, Gen £, and older consumers of both sexes, and to evoke a
friendly, energetic, and approachable hrand character. On any proper
application of the test of imperfect recollection, an Internet user af ordinary
intelligence would not conclude that pelfio.in originates from, is endorsed

by, or is otherwise associated with the Complainant.

Detailed jurisprudence on the appropriate test for confusing similarity in
domain disputes — including the principles laid down by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court in Satyam Infoway Led. v. Sifinet Solutions Put. Lid., (2004)
& SCC 143, the Delhi High Court in Yahoo! Inc. v. Akash Arora, 1999 G
(19) 201, and consistently followed INDRP and WIPO UDRP precedens —

is reserved for development at oral argumenis.

-

Element If — The Respondent Has Demonstrable Rights and Legitimat

Paragraph 7 of the INDRP Policy enumeraies circumstances demonstrate the
Respondent's rights or legitimate interests. The Respondent of Paragraph 7

(a) Paragraph 7(i} — Bena fide use prior to notice of dispule: The
Respondent the disputed domain on 11.01.2023; the Complainart's first
notice (the C&D dated 25.03.2025) post-dates vegistration by over fa0
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months. Between registration (11,01.2025) and the C&D (25.03.2025), the
Respondent had already commenced public-facing brand-building activity
(Annexure R-4). Thus, as of the date of notice of any dispute, the
Respondent had already used petjio.in in connection with a bona fide

offering of goods and services in pet care.

(b} Paragraph 7(il) — Commonly known by the domain name: Within
manths of the domain's registration, the Respondent had become commonly
known by the name Petjio — through Facebook, Linkedin, the Respondent's
webgite, third-party press, govermment recognition (DPIIT), trademark
filings, and incorporation of a corporate entity bearing the name Peljio
World Private Limited, Annexires R-2 to R- 10 establish this beyond any

reasonable dowbt,

(c) Paragraph 7(iii) — Legitimate, non-commercial or fair use: The
Respondent's NGO fundraising, animal welfare reporting fe.g., the field
reportage of the distressed animal in Pahalgaon, March 2023), and pet
abuse reporting features further reinforce that the Respondent's wse is
legitimate and substantively socially valwable, in addition to being

commercial,

22, Independently and additionally, the Respondent submits that the following
factors — each individually sufficient, and cumulatively decisive — establish

legitimate interest:

(i) Pending statutory trademark applications for PETJIO (Annexure R-111);
(i) DPIT Startup India recognition specifically in the 'Pets & Animals' industry
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(ifi) Substantial documented imvestment in branding, technology, content and
aperations (Annexures R-4 to R-59);

(i) Continuous, public, dated, third-party-verifiable uye of the brand and the
domain through 2025-2026 {Annextire R-4);

v) Independent press recognition (Annexure R-9);

(vi) Incorporation of a corporate entity wholly built around the name (Annexure
R-7); and
(vii) Defensive registration of the corvesponding .com domain (Anne.yue R-3)

establishing seriousness of long-term commercial intent.

23, These factors collectively bring the Respondent squarely within the principles
articulated in foundational UDRP jurisprudence, including the well-kmown
test in Oki Dara Americas, Inc. v. ASD, Inc., WIPQ Case No. D2001-0903,
and the consistently applied INDRP standard. Further specific precedential
authority shall be deploved at oral arguments.

Element III — No Bad Faith in Registration or Use

24. Bad faith — the third and final cumulative reguirement — is wholly absent in
the present case. Paragraph 6 of the INDRP Policy enumerates the indicia of bad

faith. None applies:

(a) No registration for resale to the Complainant: The Respondent has never
offered the disputed domain for sale, transfer, lease or other consideration to
the Complainant or any competitor. The domain is in active, prodpctive

commercial use,

(b) No pattern of cybersquatting: The Respondent has registered exactly two
domains — petjio.in and petjioworld.com — both for its single, real,

@?@B\ﬂgﬂiﬁf& pet-care busingss. There is no pattern, no portfolio of similar
&
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trademark-based registrations, and no history of any analogous conduct,
Indeed, as already submitted at paragraphs 11-12 above, the manifestly more
valuable variant — petjio.com — was never even pursued by the Respondent
and continues to be held by an wnrelated third party, presently parked on a
domain brokerage at Rs. 16,999 This single fact is dispositive cf any
allegation of bad-faith intent on the pail of the Respondent,

(c) No disruption of the Complainant's business: The Complainant operates in
fields entirely unrelated to pet care. The Respondent's operations cannot, by

any stretch of imagination, disrupt the Complainant's business.

(d) No attempt to attract Internet users hy creating confusion: The Respondent's
website, branding, content, services and consumer messaging are uniformly
and unambiguously about pet care. Visiting users are confronted not with

telecom or retail content, but with pet boarding, grooming, vet, NGO and pet-

parent community offerings.

23, In addition, the Respondent specifically draws the attention of this Hon'ble
Tribunal to two indicia affirmatively negating bad faith — both unigue to

this case and individually decisive.

(a) The 27 March 2025 phonetic-awareness post: As referenced at parceranh
15 above, the Responden. — within sevenny-two hours of receiving I}}E
Complainant’s C&D and ten months before the institution of the present
Complaint — veluntary openly and publicly engaged with the very issue of
phonetic similarity in a public Facebook commumication io its own audience,
This is the antithesis of bad faith. A bad — faith registrant docsn 't weite public

S engaging with phonetic concerns; a bad — faith registrant conceals.
)
]
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(b) Government of India recognirion: On 13 June 20235, the government of India,
through DPIIT, formally recagnised the Respondent as a startup India entity
in the “Pets & Animals " industry. The Union Government 's quasi — statutory
acknowledgement of the Respondent as a legitimate innovating start-up is

incompatible with any imputation of bad faith.

26.  The principle that bad faith must be both established and proven by the
Complainant — not presumed — is settled by, inter alia, the foundational
decision in Telstra Corporation Lid. v. Nuelear Marshmalfows, WIPQ Case
No. D2000-0003, and consistently followed thereafier, The Complainant has
discharged no burden whatsoever in this regard. The Respondent reserves
the right to develop in greater detail, in its refoinder and at oral arguments,
the long line of INDRP / UDRF authorities holding that mere phonetic
sinilarity, in the absence of demonstrable predatory intens, iv insufficient to

miake owt bad faith.

IV. RESERVATIONS AND FURTHER GROUNDS

27, Without prefudice to the foregoing, and entirely without conceding any of the
contentions of the Complainant, the Respondent expressly reserves the right
Io raise, at the stage of refoinder, oral arguments, or any further stage of these
proceedings, the following further grounds and submissions, which are not

exhaustively pleaded herein in the interesis of brevity and procedural

ECOFIOM.

(i} Detailed linguistic / etymological analysis of the word "jio" / TG in the
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(ki)

(iti)

fiv)

v/

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

Specific INDRP and WIPO UDRP precedents — including, where relevant,
decisions adverse to the Complainant or its group entities — concerning
analogous claims of phonetic similarity, descriptive Indic-origin marks,

and bona tide stari-up registrants;

Detailed grounds in support of the contention that the present Complaint

constitutes reverse domain name hijacking and ought 1o be dismissed with

conseguential findings;

Documentary evidence of the Respondent's substantive business
operations, vendor onboarding, registered wusers, and financial

transactions, as may be required; customers attesting to the bona fide

character of the venture;

Affidavits of the Respondent’s co-founders, advisors, vendor pariners and

customers attesting to the bona fide character of the venture;

Detailed trade-channel and consumer-perception submissions, including

evidence of market segmentation, a distinet consumer base, and absernce of

any actual or notional confusion in the marketplace;

Submissions on the application of Sections 34 and 35 of the Trade Marks
Act, 1999 o the extent they meay be of analogical relevance to the INDRP

enguiry; and

Such further and other grounds as the Respondent may, with the leave of
this Hon'ble Tribunal, urge.
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V. PRAYER

28. Inview of the foregoing facts, submissions, and the documents filed herewith,
the Respondent most respectfully prays that this Hon 'ble Tribunal may be pleased

fo:

(a) Dismiss the Complaint filed by Reliance Industries Limited in INDRF Case
No. 2128 in its entirety;

(B) Declare that the Respondent is the legitimate, lawful, and bona fide registrant
of the disputed domain name www.peijio.in, and that the Respondent has

rights and legitimate interests therein;

(c) Hold that the registration and wse of the disputed domain by the Respondent
has been in good faith;

(d) Record a finding of reverse domain name hijacking against the Complainant,

with such consequential directions as this Hon 'ble Tribunal may deem fit;
(e) Award costs of the procéedings 1o the Respondent; and

(f) Pass such further or other arder(s) as this Hon'ble Tribunal may deem just

and proper in the facts and circumstances of the present case.

AND FOR THIS ACT OF KINDNESS, THE RESPONDENT, AS IN DUTY

BOUND, SHALL EVER PRAY.
@J i
Boret
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS s ANNEXURES

Annexure R-1 — Board Resolution dated 8 May 2026 authorising Mr. Pratik Sen
and Rizwan Khan to defend the present proceedings.

Annexure R-2 (colly.) — Domain Registration Form for petjio.in dated
11.01.2025 and Invoice No. 40403607 dated 11.01.2025 issued by One.com,

Annexure R-3 — Invoice No, 40442845 dated 16.01.2025 issued by One.com for

peifioworld com.

Annexure R-34 (colly.) — GoDaddy.com listing page and parked-domain page
evidencing third-party ownership of petjio.com and its current secondary-markei
listing at a broker service fee of Ra. 6,9999

Annexure R-4 (colly.) — Bundle of dated, public Facebook posts bv/on behalf of
Pettio {and personal page of Mr. Pratik Sen) for the period March 2025 to April
2026.

Annexure R-5 — File-manager screenshot evidencing htaccess timestamp

(1:05:04 hrs on 01.03. 2023 for the petjio.in hosting environment,

Annexure R-6 — Public Facebook postis) dated 06.05. 2025 inviting community

participation at www.petfio.in.

Annexure R-7 — Certificate of Incorporation of Peljio World Private Limited
dared 08.05.2025, CIN U9s0G2WB2023PTC279263.

Annexure R-8 — Certificate of Recognition issued by DPHT, Government of
India, dated 13.06.2023, Certificate No. DIPP207807.

Annexure R-9 — Independent press coverage including BusinessReviewlive

Jearure on Petjio's seed-funding round (April 2023).
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Annexure R-10 (eolly.) — Trademark applications, Trade Marks Registry status
reports, and Reply to Examination Report for the marks PETJO and PETJHO
(Levicel.

Annexure R-ll (eolly.) — Cease & Desist communication dated 25.03.2025 and
the Respondent's reply dated 28.03.2025 (sent to RIL s IP Legal team and Ms.
Sarita Joglekar, with the Trade Marks Registry offices in copy).

Annexure R-12 — Corporate identity proofs (PAN, MoA/dod, ete.) of Petjio
World Private Limited

Annexure R-13 — Linkedin post index and supporting communications

evidencing brand presence and continuous use.

Annexure R-14 (colly.) — Representative screenshots of the Petjio mobile
application interface login pages, onboarding screens, branding assets, and
marketplace/store interface evidencing independent development, branding
imvestment, and bona fide commercial use of the Petjio platform,

VERIFICATION

1, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, residing at 65472
Kendua Main Road, Kolkata — 700084, presently in New Delhi, the Director of
Mis Petjio World Private Limited {the Respondent), do hereby verify and siate
that the contents of paragraphs | to 28 above are true and correct 1o my
knowledge hased an records of the Respondent and information believed by me
ta be true; that the documents filed as Annexures R-1 to R-14 arc true copies of
the ariginals in the possession of the Respondent; and that nothing material has

been concealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on 10 May, 2026"
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The hard copy thereof was received by this Tribunal on 12,05.2026 along with the
Aflidavit of Service dated 11.05.2026, contents of which are reproduced herein
below,

"AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, Director of Petjio
World Private Limited, having its registered office at Block GP&EP Plot-X2, Arch
Square Sector V, Bidhan Nagar CK Marker, Saltiake, North 24 Parganas - 700091,
West Bengal, presently in New Delhi do hereby solemnly affivin and state as under:

- That [ am the Director and Authorised Representative of the Respondent Company
and am duly awthorised to swear this Affidavit on behalf of the Respondent.

That the Respondent has filed its Reply/ Counter Statement along with Annexures
R-1 to R-14 in INDRP Case No. 21285,

That in compliance with the applicable provisions af the INDRP Policy and
directions of this Hon'ble Tribunal, the Respondent has duly served copies of the

Reply / Counter Statement along with all annexures upon:

{n) The Complainant
Reliance Industries Limited

o Mode of Service: Speed Post

e Date of Service: 11 May 2026

» Documents Served: Reply/'Counter Statement along with Annexures R-1
fo R-14

(B) The Learned Sole Arbitrator / Tribunal
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o Documenis Served: Reply / Counter Statement along with Annexures R-1

fo R-14

4. That the speed post receipts dated 11 May 2026, towards proof of the same, are
enclosed with thiz affidavir,

3. Thar the service upon both the Complainant and the Learned Tribunal has been
effected within the prescribed timelines and in accordance with the INDRP

procedural requirements,

6. That this Affidavit is being filed to place on record the due and proper service of

the Reply / Counter Statement along with annexures.

VERIFICATION

I, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents of paragraphs 1 to
6 of this Affidavit are true and corvect o my knowledge and belief and nothing

material has been concealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this 11 day of May, 2026.

Pratik Sen
Director

Petjio World Private Limited "

The same were taken on record.

Thereafier, on 15.05.2026 at 1:01 PM, the soft copy of the Rejoinder along with

exures was received on behalf of the Complainant, together with the Affidavit
AT

dated 15.05.2026, contents of which are reproduced hereinbelow:
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"REJOINDER ON BEHALF OF THE COMPLAINANT

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS
The Complainant and its well-known JIO trademark

1. The Complainant is one of India's largest multinational conglomerates,
headquartered in Mumbai, India. Its businesses span energy, petrachemicals,
natural gas, retail, telecommunications, mass media, financial services and
textiles. The Complainant is the largest public company in India by market
capitalization and revenue. It is India's largest private taxpayer and largest
exporter, accounting for more than 7% of India’s total merchandise exporis.
The Complainant along with its subsidiaries and affiliate companies
constitutes the Relianee Industries Limited Group, India’s largest private

sector conglomerate.

b

The Complainant is the proprietor of the globally well-known and famous

trademark JIO /

across multiple classes in India and in numerous jurisdictions worldhwide.,

along with other JIO-formative marks registered

3. The Complainant, adopted the mark JIO for their telecom business and filed
the applications for registration of the said trademark in December 201 ] The
JIQ brand was announced to the public in January 2013 when the name of the
Complainant's group entity which is engaged in providing telecom services
was changed to Reliance Jio Infocomm Limited (RJIL). On September 5, 20]6,
RJIL launched its flagship telecom services wnder the brand JIO across the
atry. Due to the high guality of services which were provided ar
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compelitive pricing, the mark JIO became well known within a short span of
titne from its lawnch. RIIL had over 100 million subscribers within 120 days
of launch, As of September 2025, it has crossed the mark af 500 million
customers. RJAL ix the largest telecom company in India based on the number

of customers.

The Complainant, under its JIO brand. has made invesiments in excess of
VS350 billion since its inception. The Complainant 's JTO services SPan across
connectivity and cloud, media, digital commerce, financial services, gaming,
education, healthcare, agriculiure, Government to Citizen (G 2C), smart cities
and manifacturing. The Coraplainant, under its JIO brand, has created strong
internal capabilities across different key digital technologies such as
Infrastructure as a Service (laaS), Platform as a Service (Paal), Big Data,
Augmented Reality'Virtual Reality (AR/VR), Internet of Things (laT),
Blockchain, Ariificial Intelligence (A1), Machine Learning (ML), edge
computing, speech/natural language, supercomputing, computer vision,
robotics and drones. These capabilities will power the ereation of reimagined

solutions for various ecosystems across the world

Owing to open, continuous, extensive and uninferrupted usa, massive
invesiments in excess of billions of dollars in digital infrastructure. -and
nationwide consumer penetration, the trademark JIO of the Compiainart has
acquired enviable goodwill, impeccable reputation and distinctiveness

exclusively associated with the Complainant,

The JIO mark has been judicially recognised as a well-kmown trademaric by
the Hon 'ble Bombay High Court vide Order dated 23 August 2021 in Reliance
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the Trade Marks Rules, 2017, the Trade Marks Registry has also published
Complainant’s JIO'" mark in the official list of well-knows trademarks in
Trade Marks Jowrnal No. 22350 dated 02 March 2026, under Well-Known
registration No. 810975 (Annexure R).

The Complainant has consistently and successfully enforced its rights in the
JO mark against third parties across diverse sectors and product categories,
including in respect of goods and services wwrelated 1o telecommunications,
Recently, the Hon'ble Delhi High Court in Reliance Mdustries Limited v,
Pawan Kumar Gupta & Ors., CS{COMM) 67572025, vide order dated 10 July
2025, pranted an ex-parte ad-interim infunction rvéstraining the use of the
marks RELIANCE, JIO and JIOformative marks by various third parties
which is not restricted to the goods which constitute / form part of the
Complainant's business. The said order (Annexure 8) continues to remain
operative and in force and demonsirates the broad and cross-sector protection

accorded to the Complainant’'s well-known JIQ mark.

The Complainant is the proprietor of in excess of 1,400 JIC and JIO-formative
registrations, with the earliest dating back to ¥ December 2011 (Application
Nao, 2247460 in Class 9). The illustrative schedule at paragraph xxiii of the
Complaint records JIO and JIO-formative registrations spanning Classes (09,
31, 35 38 41 42, 44 and 43, including JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI under
Application Nos. 6051232 (Class 09) and 6051260 (Class 42), filed on | and
2 August 2023, a fact permane to the Respondent’s plea of “entirely distinct

indusiries ', addressed in greaier detail hereinbelow,

Continuing pattern of JIO-formative cybersquarting and the binding indicia
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. The present dispute is not an isolated occwrrence. It forms part of a coRtinuing
pattern of epportunistic regisiration of JIO-formative domain names hv third
parties, each of whom, like the Respondent hevein, sought to dress Hp
appropriation of the Complainant’s distinctive mark as a coimeidental or
innocent adoption. The Complainant has, consistently initicted and
successfully pursued multiple proceedings against such third parties before
various forums, including domain name complaints before the National
Internet Exchange of India (NIXY) and the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation
Center, as well as company name related complaints before the Office of the
Regional Director, Ministry of Corporate Affairs, Governmenr of India. The
details of the such decisions ordered in favowr of the Complainant are

tabulated herein below:
AWARDS PASSED BY NIXI/ WIPO ARRITRATION AND
MEDIATION CENTER
8. No. Domain in dispute Date of decision

L www.reliancefioinfocomn.com 15% July 2014

2. wiww,jio.chat 02 December 2015 |
E wwwjio.buzz 02" December 2015

5 wwW. jio.money (12"¢ December 2015
| 6, www.fiodhandhanadhan.in 05" September 2017

4 www. jiodhandhanadhan.com I5™ September 2017

8, www. fiomartfranchise. in 07" October 2020

9. www jinbp. com 09* November 2(120
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10, www. fiogicloud. com | 17% December 2024
I WWW. jincoin.com 01 October 2025
12, www jioeatnow.com 05" September 2025
13 www. fiocoin.in 08" December 2025
14, W, fio. 5t 26" Jamuary 2026
I3, www.jioeat,in 19" February 2026
16. www, jiosh.menu 10" March 2026

- DECISIONS PASSED BY THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR, MINISTRY OF |
CORORATE AFFAIRS, GOVT. OF INDIA
5. No. Impugned company name Date of decision
L Jioevents Private Limited 25% January 2018
ol Jio Impex Private Limited 25™ January 2018
3 Jio Soft Private Limited 24" April 2018
4 Jiokind Healthcare Privare Limited 26" June 2019
5. Jio Rich Private Limited 26" June 2019
6. Doctor Jio Healtheare Private Limited | 27" June 2019
7 Jiogas Private Limited 02 August 2019
8. Jiotat Automotive India Private Limited | 02" August 2019
L Medjfio Pharmaceuticals Private Limited | 27" dugust 2019
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I, Jio Beverages Private Limired 04" September 2019

11, JiaJal Aqua Technology Private Limited | 04" September 2019
Jio Eamraf Products India Private

i2 03 June 2020
Limited

The Respondent’s own contemporaneous documents defeat its case

0. Before addressing the three substantive elements of the INDRP enguiry, the
Complainant respectfully invites the attention of this Hon'ble Trilunal io the
Respondent's own documents which conclusively establish the very
knowledge, targeting and bad faith that the Respondent's Reply purporis to
deny. The Complainant addresses two swch documents in particular, both

forming part of Annexure R4 (eolly.) to the Reply.

L1 The first such document is the Facebook post dated 27 March 2025. The
Respondent at paragraph 15 of the Reply claims this post as “decisive proaf
of the absence of bad faith” and as “a voluntary, public, dated
communication ” alleged(y demonstrating the Respondent 's transparency. The
said post, on its own terms and in the Respondent's own words, reads as
follows: "We are forced to stop any activities here due to owr phonetic
closeness to younger brother of #Jamiara (fust a phonetic closeness again).
Large one trying to eat new born pups. #animalkingdom in #corporateworld,
We are exploring aur options and will be back soon, You be in the safari Jeep
keep praying for the puppy.” The personal Facebook caption af the
Respondent’s promoter Mr. Pratik Sen accompanying his share of the said
post is the single, revealing word: “Sussssshhhhhh!!",
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12. Far from negating bad faith, the said post establishes it in the most conclusive
manner. First, the post contains an express written admission, in the
Respondent's own hand and on a conlemporanecus date, of "phonetic
closeness™ to the Complainant's mark, Secondly, the Respondent's own use
af the expression “phonetic closeness again” demonsirares conscious and
acknowledged awareness of similarity with the Complainant's mark and
materially undermines the Respondent's plea of innocent, coincidental or
subconscious adoption. Thirdly, the reference to the Complainant as the
“vounger brother of amiara' is. in evervaay Indian parlance, an
unmistakable allusion to phishing-based digital fraud, the town af Jamtara
having become synanymous in popular discourse with telecom-routed online
fraud; and the metaphor of a “Large one trying to eat new born pups " in the
“animalkingdom in Yeorporateworld” casts the Complainant in the role of
4 predatory corporate behemoth targeting the Respondent, whally
inconsistent with any plea of coincidental or innocent adoption. F. ourthly, the
personal Facebook caption “Sussssshihhhh!!1" accompanying the said post
Jurther demonstrates that the Respondent itself viewed the controversy
regarding similarity with the Complainant's mark as sensitive and
contentious, the very antithesis of the openness and [ransparency now sought
to be ascribed to the post. Fifthly, the stated intention to “stop any activities
here™ has been thoroughly betrayed by the Respondent's own continued and
escalated use of the disputed domain name and the impugned mark throughout
April 2025, May 2025 and well into 2026, as evidenced by the very same
Annexure R-4 (colly.) being relied upon by the Respondent. The said post is
therefore not a defensive document; it is, on every limb of the INDRP enguiry
into knowledge, targeting and bad faith, decisive against the Respondent,
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pet care app powered by Al..". The Respondent's own description of the
platform as one that was still “being built" as on 23 May 2023 materially
undermines the plea of established and bona fide commercial use allegedly
existing prior to the Complainant's cease and desist notice dated 25 Maveh
2025,

The composite “Petjio” wholly subsumes JIO; the linguistic / Indiccoinage

defence is misconceived

The Respondent's plea that 'Petjio’ i allegedly a unitary Indic cotnage af
"Pet" + “fio" is bald, unsupported and wntenable. It is well setfled that the
threshold test for confusing similarity under Paragraph 4(i) of the INDRP
Policy is satisfied where the Complainant's mark iy recagnisable within the
disputed domain name. The disputed domain name <petjio.in=> reproduces
the Complainant's registered and judicially-recognised well-kmown mark JIO
in its entivety, without alteration, abbreviation or modification. The mere
prefixation of the ovdinary English noun “pet” which itself is descriptive of
the market alleged to be served by the Respondent, neither erases nor
diminishes the dominant and immediately recognisable JIO element. The
countrycode Top-Level Domain ".in" is. on settled principle, 1o be
disregarded as a standard registration requirement bearing no bearing on the

recogrisability enguiry.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in Satvam Infoway Lid v. Sifinet
Solutions Pvt. Ltd.,, (2004) 6 8CC 145 (dnnexure M to the Complaint}, has
held that domain names and trademarks ave not mutually exclusive and that
there is an overlap between trademarks and services rendered under domain
names. The Hon'ble Delhi High Court 9 in Yahoo! Inc. v. Akash Arora. 78
(1999) DLT 285, and the Hon'ble Bombay High Couwrt in Rediff
wmication Ltd, v. Cyberbooth, AIR 2000 Bom. 27 {dmexure O

Page 65 of 217



16,

collectively to the Complaint), have held thar a dowmain name is entitled to
equal protection against passing off, as in the case of a trademark. It is also
frite law that the mere addition of the “.in" country-code top-level domain is
insufficient to render the domain name dissimilar to a prior adopted and well-
known mark, a principle recorded in Morgan Stanley v. Bharat Jain, NIXT
Sole Arbitrator decision dated 28 October 2010 (dnnexure N to the
Complaint).,

Un its own terms, the Respondent’s linguistic defence is wunsustainable, The
propasition that "fio™ is in common Indian usage as a Hindi / Urdsy / Bengali
imperative verb meaning “to live"” or “may you live" is advanced as a bare
assertion  without  independently  derived evidentiary support, The
Respondent s purported reservation of the alleged right to lead “lingnistic
affidavit evidence " at the stage of rejoinder or oral arcuments is procedurally
impermissible, It is submitted that the purported reservation cannot operate
as a licence for the Respondent to plead bare conclusions without Jiling cogent
and unimpeachable documentary evidence corroborating the same. In any
event, assuming withowt admitting that the word 'fio " carries a Hindi / Urdu
! Bengali dictionary meaning, the position remiains that for the average Indian
consumer the letters JIO whether prefived by ancther word suffived by
anather word, or used standalone, are exclusively associated wirth the
Complainant and its digital ecosystem under the well-known JIO mark. The
submission that the Indian consumer, on encountering the letters Yo " within
a domain name, will read it as a Hindi / Bengali / Urdu imperative mearing
“live " rather than as a reference to the Complainant s ubiguitous JIO services
tovching move than a billion Indians on a daily basis, is CoRtrary (o conmon

sense and contrary fo the J.r'n-c:';e'm'a.' recognition of JIO as a well-known mark.
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17, The Respondent's submission that the purported “dominant impression” of
“Petiio” visually, phonetically and conceptually is allegedly "a venture
concerned with pets and their thriving”™, is belied by the Respondent's own

“etjio!

the impugned domain. A mere glance ar the said mark makes it abundantly
clear that the Respondent has deliberately and with mala Side motive adopred

Petjio!

4 colour that the word / mark “JIQ / j " is highlighted as the
dominant part of the same. Thus, the dominant impression of the impugned

mark / lago used prominently by the Respondent on

/ used the impugned name /mark in a manner / font

mark, both as a domain string and as «a logo, is JIO; the prefix “pet" merely
identifies the descriptive field of activity in which the Respondent purports fo
use the said mark. That around 21,076 persons having come across the satd
tmpugned mark / logo of the Respondent with JIO as ity dominant part, have
been misled into assuming some association / affiliation / connection with the
Complainant and consequently visited the website accessible thro ugh the
impugned domain <petjio.in> of the Respondent, A sereenshot taken from the

said webhsite of the Respondent is annexed herewith (Annexure 7).

The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests within the meaning of
FParagraph 6 INDRP

18, The Respondent's attempt to bring its case within the illustrative
circumstances contemplated under Paragraph 6 of the INDRE Pol iy fails on
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(a) Paragraph 6(a): bona fide use prior to notice of dispute:- the Respondent 's
reliance wpon the gap between the registration of the disputed domain name
on Il Japuary 2025 and the Complainant’s cease and desist notice af 25
March 2025 is misconceived for several reasons. Firstly, the Respondent
cannot plausibly deny knowledge of the Complainant’s well-knewn JIO mark,
which had acquired enormous reputation and statutory as well as judicial
recognition long prior to the registration of the disputed domain name.
Further, the Respondent's promoter himself filed trademark Application No.
6838627 in Class 35 on 3 February 2025 on a “proposed to be used” basis,
thereby statutorily representing absence af actual use as on that date.
Secondly, on the Respondent’s own Annexure R-d fcolly.), the earliest
documented Facebook activity is a generic "Happy Maha Shiveatri” festival
greeting dated 26 February 2025, six weeks after domain registration, which
carries no offering of pet-care services through the disputed domain name;
the next post on 8 March 2025 is a stravanimal welfare report from Pahalgam,
Kashmir, again contairing no offering of services through the disputed
domain name. Thirdly, the Respondent 's own document af 23 May 2025 is an
admission that the platform was, as on that date, still “being built”, Fourthly,
within the meaning of the Policy, an admittedly commercial offering under a
domain name that whelty subsumes the Complainant's well-known mark

cannot be characterised as bona fide in any manner whatsoever

(b} Paragraph 6(b): commonly known by the domain name:- the Respondent s
claim that it is “commonly known by the name Petjio” through Facebook,
LinkedIn, DPIIT recognition, trademark filings, incorporation, rests entively
upon material self-genevated by the Respondent after, and in furtherance of,
the impugned adoption. The 12 doctrine of “commonly known” under the

Lolicy contemplates ar independently acquired reputation that pre-daies the

tration qf the disputed domain name, and that is not itself an artefact of
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the very use which is impugned. The Respondent's body of “recognition”
material is, without exception, dated subsequent to 11 January 20253 (the date
of registration of the disputed domain name), and substantially subsequent ro
25 March 2023 (the date of the Complainant s cease and desist notice). The
incorporation of “Petjio World Private Limited” on 8 May 2025 (Annexure
R-7) well after the cease-and-desist notice. does not, and cannot,
retrospectively confer rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain
hame. Mere corporate incorporation under a name that itself embodies the
impugned adoption, where the very legitimacy of that adoption is in dispute,
is ot a circumstance contemplated under Paragraph 6(b) of the Policy.
Further, notably, the Complainant has already filed proceedings under
section 16 of the Companies Act, 2013 before the Registrar of Companies,
challenging the adaption of the corporate name consisting the well-known
trademark JIO, the Respondent was served copies of this complaint well
before the filing of the written statement and Respondent has, while making
the said baseless averments, failed to disclose the said proceedings before this
Ld. Tribunal. The said maiter was last posted for heaving on April 17, 2026
and has been adjourned at the request of the Respondent. 4 copy of the said

complaint is annexed herewith (Annexure U).

fc)  Paragraph 6(c): legitimate non-commercial or fair use, without intent for
commercial gain:- the Respondent's own pleading characterises its use af the
disputed domain name as commercial, with the NGO Jundraising and pet-
abuse reporting features pleaded as “additional” or “reinforcing " rather
than as the principal use Paragraph 6(c) is, by its rerms, confined to non-
commercial or fair 13 use without intent for commereial gain to misleadingly
divert consumers or to tarnish the Complainant's mark The limb is, on the

Respondent's own pleading, inapplicable; admitted convmercial activity with
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of explicit reference to the Complainant on the Respondent ‘s website does nor
negate the initiol-interest confusion created by adoption of a domdin name
that wholly subsumes the Complainant’s mark. Further, the Respondent, as

per  an  Economic  Times  online  article  available  at

https Yeconomictinies, imdiatimes. comtech/s tartups/pel-care-startup-petiio-

world-in-talks-to-raise- I -S-million-seed-
funding/articleshow/1207 1797 1 .cms ?from=mdr  sought funding  for s

commercial business in 2025, and therefore, any pleadings that state NGO or

welfare activities, etc., are false, frivolous and made with the sole obfective af

misleading the Ld Tribunal,

19 The pending trademark applications relied upon (Amnexure R- 10), being
Application Nos, 6838627 (Class 35, filed 3 Februavy 2023) and 6886129

etpo!

(Class 31, filed 3 March 2025) for VEYSPET wwere filed by the
Respondent on a "proposed to be used " basis, i.e., on a sworn statutory denial
of any actual use of the impugned mavk as on those dates. F urther, the
Respondent has filed another application wider no. 7701933 in Class 42 on a

Petjivo

LET'SPET

prapased to be used’ basis for the mark -
01.05.2026 which the Respondent has not disclosed in its pleadings before this
Ld. Tribunal, and the said mark is further evidence of the mala fides of the
Respondent in attempting to come as visually / phonetically close as possible
to the Complainant's 14 mark JIO’. The Respondent's present plea of pre-

notice bona fide commercial wse connot stand in the fuace af its own
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Complainant, and on set!led principles, a pending trademark application does
not, of itself, confer rights or legitimate interests under the Palicy. The DPHT
Startup India recognition (Anrexwre R-8), pleaded as an alleged
“quasistatutory acknowledgment " by the Union Government, is, irrelevant ro

the trademark and bad-faith enquiry. The DPIT certificate is an industrial-
promotion measure under the Startup India scheme; it does not adjudicate
trademark rights and it expressly does not authorise infringement af pre-
existing third-party marks. The Government of India has, through the Trade
Marks Registry, registered Complainant's JIO mark and its Jormatives in
various classes long prior o the Respendent ‘s alleged adoption, It is a settled
principle of law that no amount of subsequent use or investment or promaotion
ean purge the dishonest and mala fide adoption. The incorporation of a
corporate entity bearing the impugned name does not, on settled prinziple,

canfer rights or legitimate interests. The so-called “defensive registration’ of
<petiioworld.com> on 16 January 2025, a mere five davs after the
registration of the disputed domain name, is, with respect, not a legitimising
factor but a second appropriation of the Complainant's mark and evidence of
a dishonest strategy rather than of bona fides. The Respondent's reliance upon
the principles laid down in Oki Data Americas, Inc. v. ASD, Inc., WIPO Case
No. D2001-0903, i wholly misplaced; the Oki Data principles apply in the
context of authorised resellcrs or distributors of the semior trademark
proprietor’s goods or services, and the Respondent is admittedly not an

authorised reseller, licensee, distributor, affiliate or consensual partner af the

Complainant in any character whatsoever,

The cross-sector / different-trade-channels defence is contrary to the well-

known mark doctrine
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fa) First, it is contrary to the well-known mark doctrine, The JIO mark has been

(b

Judicially recognised as a well-kmown trademark by the Hon "ble Bombay High
Court vide Order dated 23 August 2021 in Reliance Industries Limited & Anr.
v. Ashok Kumar, Commercial IP Suit (L) No. 14473 of 2021 (Annexure | to
the Complaint). The said mark also stands published by the Trade Marks
Registry in the official list of well-known trademarks under Rule 124(5) of the
Trade Marks Rules, 2017 The protection accorded to a well-known mark
under Section 2(1)(ze) read with Sections [1(2) and 29(4) of the Trade Marfs
Act, 1999, transcends class boundaries, particularly where use of the mark in
respect of dissimilar goods or services would be likely to take unfair
advantage of, or be detrimental to, the distinctive character or repute of the
well-known mark. Further, the Hon'ble Delhi High Cowrt in Relianee
Industries Limited v. Paowan Kumar Gupta & Ors., CS{COMM) 675/2025,
vide order dated [0 July 20235, has already granted infunction in favour of the
Complainant against use of RELIANCE and JIQ formative marks even in
relation goods not constituting part of the Complainant's business. The said
infunction continues to remain operative and in force. It is submitfed that the
INDRP enguiry into confusing similarity and bad faith is informed by the same

statutory and commaon law principles.

Secondly, the Respondent's caricature of the Complainant’s commercial
activities as limited to felecommumications, retail, energy and brocdcarting
is, factually inaccurate and misleading. It is a matter aof fact that the
Complainant operates JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI, a technology-enabled cattle
management and dairy-support solution offered under the JIO ecosystem,

deploying smart sensor-based devices (including wearable neck tags and
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(c)

reproductive cycles. The JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI mark stands registered in the
Complainant's name wunder Application Nos. 6051232 (Class 09) and
6031260 (Class 42), filed on I and 2 August 2023 respectively, bothwell prior
to the registration of the disputed domain name on 11 January 2025. The
animal-care vertical is therefore not, as falsely pleaded by the Respondent, a
sector “wholly distinct from the Complainant's known fields af activity”; en
the contrary, it is a sector in which the Complainant has prior statutory rights
under registered trademarks, priov commercial activity, and a dedicated
public-facing websire at wWww. jiogausamriddhi.com, Beyond
HOGAUSAMRIDDHI, the Complainant's JIO and JIO-formative trademark
registrations span, inter alia, Class 31 (live animaly and animal Joodstuffs,
Application No. 2466106), Class 35 (retail and business services), Clasg 42
(technology services), and Class 44 (services including veterinary and animal
welfare services, Application Nos. 2423842 and 2423843), as set out in the
illustrative schedule at paragraph xxiii of the Com plaind,

Thirdly, the Respondent's own commercial offering is, on its own pleading
and on its own documents, of a digital, technology-driven and online-services
character, the very ecosystem in which the Complainant opevates under its
well-known JIO mark. The Respondent's own 23 May 2025 Facebook pPost
(Annexure R-4) describes Petjio as "a smart pet care app powered by Al to
help you better understand your pet”. The Respondent's Annexure R-14 17
(mobile application screenshots, login pages, anboarding screens and
markeiplace/store interface) reinforces the digital and online eharacter of the
affering. The Respondent s purported services, on its own showing, online ver
consultation, digital pet health records, Al-driven pet care, online
marketplace, and NGO owtreach, sit squarely within the broad digital and

. connectivity ecosvstem of the Complainant wunder the well-known JIC mark
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22,

(a)

(&)

The Respondent’s claim that the parties operate in “wholly different goods,

services and trade channels " is, in such circumstances, untenable.

The disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith

1t is well settled that the circumstances enumerated under Paragraph 7 of the
INDRP Policy as evidence of bad faith are illustrative and not exhaustive, The
absence of any particular indicium does not negate a finding of bad faith
where, as here, the cumulative facts and circumstances overwhelmingly
establish it. The Respondent's bald denials at Reply paragraph 24 alleging
that the disputed domain name was not registered for sale, that there is no
pattern of cybersquaiting, that there is no disruption of the Complainant s
business, and that there is no attempt to attract Internet users by creating
confusion, are evasive and contrary fo the Respondent’s own

CORlemporaneous record.

Knowledge of the Complainant 's well-known mark and targeting of that mark
are conclusively established by the following cumulative facts and
circumslances.

Firstly, the worldwide renown and judicially-recognised well-known status of

the JIO mark, particularly in India where both parties are based

Secondly, the Respondent's own express admission in the Facebook post of 27
March 2025 (forming part of Annexure R-4) of “phonetic closeness ™ to the
Complainant’s  mark, thereby conclusively demonstrating conscious
awareness of similarity with the Complainant s mark and negating any plea

of innocent adoption.
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fd)

(e

(i)

(it)

trying to eaf new born pups”, plainly indicating not only knowledge af the
Complainant's identity bt a conscious, defamatory positioning of the

Respondent.

Fourthly, — the  visual  stylisation  of  the  impugned  logo

‘etjiot
IO/ j 'o

calculated to associate the Complainant’s JIO mark to mind of an WY

i a manner / font / colowr that the word / mark

" is highlighted as the dominant part of the same is

COnsuner.

Fifthly, the Respondent s pattern of conduct, incliding:

the filing of trademark Application Nos. 6838627 and 6886129 for

_ on a “proposed to be wsed” basis on 3
February 2025 and 3 March 2025 respectively, after the disputed domain

registration; and

the registration of <petjioviorid.com> five days afier the disputed domain
name, on 16 January 2025 (dnnexure R-3), a simultaneous portfolio af JIO-
Jormative registrations evidencing a calenlared and dishonest. rather than a

coincidental, strategy.,

Or. Pasia I
:’):ﬁﬁ'
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23. The Respondent’s submission that “cybersquatters do not openly post about
phonetic concerns to their own audience™ s rhetorically attractive but
factually inverted: the Respondent did not disclose phonetic similarity o an
unsuspecting third party; it acknowledged phonetic similarity in a public post
that simultaneously mocked the Complainant’s enforcement action, instructed
its own audience to keep the matter quier (“Sussssshhhhhh!!!"), and then
proceeded with continued and escalated commercial use of the impugned

mark. The same does not negate bad faith rather makes it apparent.

24. The Respondent’s submission thar it did not acguire <petiio.com™, and that
the said domain is being held by an wnrelated third party, and / or that it is
presently listed for sale on a GoDaddy domain brokerage page, is completely
irrelevant to the present lis. Bad fuith under Paragraph 7 of the Policy is to
be assessed in respect of the disputed domain name registered and used by the
Respondent, and not in respect of what other domain names the Respondent

did not regisier.

The plea of “reverse domain name hijacking " is wholly misconceived

25, The Respondent's plea that the present Complaint allegedly constitutes
“reverse domain name hifacking " ('RDNH') is vexatious, devoid of any merit
and denied. The doctrine of RDNH is reserved for cases in which a
complainant invokes the Policy mala fide against a 20 respondent of whom
the complainant knows it to have legitimate rights, or where the complaint is
so devoid of merit and so vexationsly framed that it amounts to an abuse of
the Palicy. The present case bears none of those features. The Complainant is
the proprietor of a well-known trademark JIO; the disputed domain name

reproduces that mark in its entivery; and the Complainant’s consistent pattern

758 enforcement against JIO-formative cybersquarting is precisely the conduct
o ”‘*&l_.-
;‘J/_\a
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of a vigilant trademeavk proprietor protecting ifs statutory and common law

rights, and not the conduct of an abusive complainant,

26. The Respondent’s allegation that the Complainant has “slept aver” its claim

(a)

fh)

fc)

(c)

fe)

for “nearly twelve months” is comtrary to the factual record The

Complainant s awareness arose pragressively!

in or around the last week of March 2023, the Complainant became aware of
the Respondent's promoter s trademark applications under Application Nos.

6838627 and 6886129;
the Complainant promptly issued a cease and desist notice dated 25 March

2025,

the Respondent s reply dated 27 March 2025 baldly denied similarity but did
not claim any actual prior use of the impugned mark, and the Complainant
accordingly proceeded to await advertisement of the said applications with a

view o filing opposition in due course;

the Complainant’s awareness of the disputed domain name <petfio.in> and
of the incorporation of “Petjio World Private Linited " arose in the first week
af January 2026, through the swrfacing of the email address
corporatel@petiio.in in corporate records;

the Complainant thereafter filed proceedings under section 16 of the
Companies Aet, 2013 before the Registrar of Companies, challenging the
adoption of the corporate name consisting the well-known trademark JIO, and

the Complainant filed the present Complaint promptly thereafter, on 16
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Thus, there has been no acquiescence, on the contrary, there has been continious

monitoring of, and prompt action upon, every limb on which the Respondent hay
surfaced.

PARA W1 EPLY

27 At the outset, it is submitted that the contents of the Reply filed by the

28

20

30,

Respondent ave, save and except specifically admitted herveln, wrong, false,
misconceived, baseless and denied. Each and every allegation, coniention,
averment, inference and submission contained in the Reply is denied save and
except those specifically admitted herein. Nothing stated in the Reply shall be
deemed admitted by reason of non-traverse or otherwise. The contents of the
Complaint, together with all annexures thereto, are reaffirmed, relied upon

and not reproduced for the sake of brevity.

That in response to the contents of paragraph 1 of the Reply, it is submitied
that any suggestion therein that the incorporation of "Petjic World Private
Limited” on & May 2025 subsequent to both the registration of the disputed
domeain name (11 January 2025) and the Complainant's cease and desist
notice (25 March 2025), confers legitimacy upon the disputed domain name
is specifically denied

That the contents of paragraph 2 of the Reply do not require any reply.
That the contents of paragraph 3 of the Reply are denled. The alleged

reservation claimed by the Respondent is procedurally impermissible. It is

reiterated that the purported reservation cannot aperate as a licence for the
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32

33,

Respondent to plead bare conclusions without filing cogent and

unimpeachable documentary evidence corroborating the same.

That the contents of paragraph 4 of the Reply are wrong and denied. The
Complaint sets out a clear, specific and documented case under each of the
three cumulative elements of Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy. The
Respondent’s bald, bare and self-serving denial af the comtents of the

Complaini, has been specifically raversed in the Preliminary Submissions

ahove.

That the contents of paragraph 5 of the Reply are wrong, misconceived anel
denied. It is veiterated that the doctrine of RDNH is reserved for cases in
which a complainant invokes the Policy mala fide against a respondent af
whom the complainant knows it to have legitimate rights, or where the
complaint is so devoid of merit and so vexatiously framed that it amownis 1o
an abuse of the Policy. The present case bears none af those features. The
Complainant is the proprietor af a well-known trademark JIO; the disputed
domain name reproduces that mark in its entirety; and the Complainant s
consisteni pattern of enforcement against JIO-formative cybersquatting is
precisely the conduct of a vigilant trademark proprietor protecting i3
statutory and commen law rights, and not the conduct of an abusive

complainant,

That the contents of paragraph 6 of the Reply are wrong and denied. The
Complaint has discharged each of the three cumulative requirenents vnder
Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy as demonstrated in the Complaint and

reaffirmed in the Preliminary Submissions above.
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I3,

34,

37

38,

That the contents of paragraph 7 of the Reply are wrong and denied. It is
submitted that the alleged claims made by the Respondent are post-facto self-
characterisation that finds no support in the Respondent’s own
contemporancous material. Further, assuming without admitting that the
claims of subsequent multi-service offerings (boarding, grooming, velerinary,
online consultation, parvavet, training, dog walking, day boarding, pet
marketplace, NGO fundraising, petabuse reporting, digital pet health
records) are true, the same in any event do not establish bona fide use of the

disputed domain name prior to notice of dispute.

That the contents of paragraph 8 of the Reply are wrong, misconceived and
denied, The disputed domain name <petjio.in> reproduces the Complainani s
well-known JIO mark in its entirety; the addition of the descriptive English
prefix “pet” and the country-code Top-Level Domain “.in" does not eliminate
confusing similarity. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are relied

upon and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 9 of the Reply do not require any reply.

That the contents of paragraph 10 of the Reply are wrong and denied. The
simultaneous registration of <petjio.in> on 11 Januwary 2025 and
=petjioworld com> on 16 January 2025 evidences a calculated and dishonest
strategy directed to unlawfilly take advantage of the Complainant’s well-
nown JIO mark. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are relied upon

and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 11 of the Reply are wrong and denied. The
nedent 's submission that it did not acquire <petjio.com™, and that the

main is being held by an warelated third party, and / or that it is
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presently listed for sale on a GoDaddy domain brokerage page, is completely
irvelevant to the present lis. Bad faith under Paragraph 7 of the Policy is to
be assessed in respect of the disputed domain name registered and used by the
Respondent, and not in respect of what other domain names the Respondent
did not register. The DPIIT Startup India recognition {Annexire R-8), pleaded
as an alleged “quasi-statutory acknowledgment” by the Union Government,
is, irrelevant to the trademark and bad-faith enguiry. The DPIUT certificate is
an industrial-promiotion measure under the Stavtup India scheme; it does not
adiudicate trademark rights and it expressly does not authorise infringement
of pre-existing third-party marks. The Government of India has, through the
Trade Marks Registry, registered Complainant s JIO mark and its formatives
in various classes long priovr to the Respondent's olleged adoption. It is a
settled principle of law that no amownt of subsequent use or [nvestment or
promotion can purge the dishonest and mala fide adoption. The contents of
the Preliminary Submissions are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being

repeated for the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 12 of the Reply and each af its sub-paragraphs

fa), (b) and (c) are wrong, misconceived and denied.

(i)  Sub-paragraph {a} misstates the eonduct of a "genuine evbersquarter'’;

cybersguatters do not necessarily acquive the most valuable variant of
every formative, they exploit country-code TopLevel Domain and second-
tier variants precisely because they target a geographic or sectoral subset

of the trademark proprietor's consumer base, in this case the Indian

consumer base addressed through the “.in" country-code Top-Level

Ihamerin,
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(i) Sub-paragraph (b} misstates the legal effect of a third-party listing of

<petjio.com> on u brokerage platform. The listing has no bearing on

whether the Respondent registered and used <petjio.in> in bad faith.

(iii)  Sub-paragraph (c) is a self-serving characterisation divectly contradicted

41,

hy the Respondent 's owit contemporaneons documents, more particularly

the 27 March 2025 Facebook post and the 23 May 2025 admission that

the platform was “being built”,

The comtents of the Preliminary Submissions are relied upon and reaffirmed
and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity,

That the contents of paragraph 13 of the Reply and each of its sub-paragraphs
(a) to (h) are wrong, misleading and denied, save to the limited extent that the
Respondent admits, on its own docuinent, that the substantive build-out of ils
platform occurved after the registration of the disputed domain name and
substantially after the Complainant’s cease and desist notice af 25 March
2025, The earliest documented Facebook activity (20 February 2025} is a
generic festival greeting, not an offering of services through the disputed
domain name. The timestamp of 1 May 2025 (Annexure R-5) post-dates the
ceaseand-desist notice. The 6 May 2025 communily engagemeni post
(dnnexure R-6) posi-dates the cease-and-desist nofice. The Certjficate aof
Incorporation of 8 May 2025 (Annexure R-7) post-dates the ceaseand-desist
wotice. The DPIIT recognition of 13 June 2025 (Annexure 8- 8) post-dates the
cease-and-desist notice and does not adjudicate trademark rights. The press
coverage (Amnexure R-U) is self-generated promotional outreach, The
trademark applications (Annexure R-10) were filed on a “praposed to be
u.-zed basis and are pending examination with the Trade Marks Registry, and
ingly canmot confer rights wunder the Policy. The contents af the
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42

43.

Preliminary Submissions are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being

repeated for the sake of brevity,

That in response to the contents of paragraph 14 of the Reply, it is subruitted
that the Respondent's reply to Complainant's cease-anddesist notice demied
similarity but did not elaim any actual prior use of the impugned mark, a
glaring omission which is itself dispositive against the Respondent’s present
plea of pre-notice bona fide use. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions
are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of
brevify.

That the contents of paragraph 15 of the Reply are wrong, misleading and
denied. The 27 March 2025 Facebook post relied upon by the Respondent, far
from being “decisive proof of the absence of bad faith", comains the
Respondent's own confemporaneous written  admission af “phonetic
closeness " to the Complainant’s mark; a derisive characterisation of the
Complainant as the "younger brother of #lamtara” and the “Large one trying
ta eat new born pups"'; an instruction to the audience to keep the matter quiet
(“Sussssshhhhhhif"). The submission thar “cybersquartters do not openly
post about phonetic concerns to their own audience " is rhetorically attractive
but factually inverted: the Respondent did not disclose phonetic similarity, it
acknowledged it, mocked the Complainant, and continued the dishonest and
mala fide impugned use. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are
relied upon and reaffirmed and are not heing repeated for the sake af brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 16 of the Reply are wrong and dented. The
Complainant's awareness of the disputed domain name <petjio.in> and of the
meorporation of “Petjio World Private Limited” arose only in the first week
nuary 2026, not in March 2025, and the present Complaint was filed
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prompily thereafter on 16 February 2026. There has been no acquiescence in
any manner whatsoever, The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are

relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake af brevity.

44, That the contents of paragraphs 17 and 18 of the Reply, to the extent they set
out the three cumulative elements under Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy,
are matters of record. The submission that the Complaint fails on each and
every of the said elements is specifically denied; the Complaint succeeds on
each element, as demonstrated in the Complaint and reaffirmed in the
Preliminary Submissions above. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions
are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake af
brevity.

45, That the contents of paragraph 19 of the Reply and each of its sub-paragraphs
fa) to (d) are wrong, misconceived and denied. The “composite, non-
severable mark” plea is contrary to the settled threshold test for confusing
similarity, which requires only that the Complainant’s mark be recognisable
within the disputed domain name. The “wholly different goods, services and
trade channels” plea is contrary to the well-known status of the JIO mark,
contrary to the Complainant's own activities in the animal-care vertical
through JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI, and contrary to the digital character of the
Respondent 's own offering. The "different consumer base” plea is devoid of
any merit. The JIO mark is well-known and a household name across every
demographic and tier of the Indian consumer base, including the "Millennials
and Gen Z residents of Tier | or Tier 2 India". The "no likelthood of
confision” conclusion is the Respondent’s self-serving characterisation,
contrary to the visual evidence of the impugned logo, contrary to the

7 spondent’s own admission of “phonetic closeness” in the 27 March 2025

o]

| I o, Pankgj
& M%‘:}F /.’
1 N

book post, and contrary to the test laid down by the Hon'ble Suprame
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§7.

44,

49,

Cowrt of India in Satvam Infoway Ltd. v. Sifynet Solutions Pwt. Ld., (2004) 6
SCC 145, The contents af the Preliminary Submissions are relied wpon and

reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity,

That the contents of paragraph 20 of the Reply are wraong and denied. The
Respondent's reliance and interpretation of judicial precedents is misplaced
and incorrect. The contents of the Preliminary Subntissions are relied wpon

and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity,

That the contents of paragraph 21 of the Reply and each of its sub-paragraphs

(i), (ii) and (iii} are wrong, misconceived and denied. It is reiterated that the
Respondent satisfies none of the three illusirative limbs of Paragraph 6 of the
INDRP Policy. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are relied upon
and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 22 of the Reply and each of its sub-paragraphs
{i) to {vii) are wrong, misconceived and denied. It is reiferated that none of
the purported factors pleaded in paragraph wnder response, individually or
cumulatively, confers any alleged rights or legitimate interests upon the
Respondent. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are relied upon and
reaffirmed and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 23 of the Reply, including the reliance upon
the principles set out in Oki Data Americas, Inc. v. ASD, Inc., WIPO Case No.
D2001-0903, are wrong and denied. It is reiterated that the Oki Data
principles have no application to the facts of the present maiter, The contents
of the Preliminary Submissions are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not
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32,

That the contents of paragraph 24 of the Reply, including each of its sub-
paragraphs (a) to (d) are wrong, nisconceived and denied. It is reiterated that
the illustrative indicia enumerated under Paragraph 7 of the INDRF Policy
are not exhaustive; bad faith may avise in circumstances other than those
expressly enumerated, and the cumulative facts and circumstances of the
present matter overwhelmingly establish ii. The contents of the Preliminary

Submissions are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for

the sake of brevity,

That the contenis of paragraph 25 of the Reply and each of its sub-paragraphs
(a) and (b} are wrong, misconceived and denied. It is reiterated that upon a
proper reading of both the 27 March 2025 Facebook post and the DPIT
Startup India recognition, bath faith on part of the Respondeny is squarely
established. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are velied upon and
reaffirmed and are not being repeated jor the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 26 of the Reply are wrong and denied. The
Complainant has discharged that burden of proof through specific pleadings
supported by extensive documentary evidence, including, the Respondent s
own contemporanecus documents at Annexures R-4 and R-10. In any event,
the present case is not one of “meve phonetic similarity ", it is one of complete
textual subsumption of the Complainant’s well-known mark within the
disputed domain name, coupled with the Respondent’s own contemporanegus
written admission of phonetic closeness. The contents of the Preliminary
Submissions are relied upon and reaffirmed and are not being repeated for
the sake of brevity.

t in response to the contents of paragraph 27 of the Reply, it is reitevated
e alleged reservation claimed by the Respondent is procedurally
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55.

impermissible, It is further reiterated that the purported reservation cannot
aperate as a licence for the Respondent to plead bare conclusions withour
filing cogent and wnimpeachable documentary evidence corroborating the
same. Further, the submissions purportedly reserved on Sections 34 and 35 of
the Trade Marks Act, 1999 are, in any event, inapplicable on the jacts of the
present case, Section 34 protects prior continnous user, which the Respondent
admittedly does nat have; and Section 35 protects bona fide use of one s own
name, address or description of the character or guality of one's goods or
services, which the impugned " Petjio” mavk plainly is not. The contents of the
Preliminary Submivsions ave relied npon and reaffirmed and are not being

repeated for the sake of brevity.

That the contents of paragraph 28 of the Reply (Prayer) are wrong,
misconceived and denied. Each of the reliefs sought is liable to he rejected,

PRAYER
In view of the foregoing facts, submissions and supporting material, the
Complainant respectfully prays that this Hon 'ble Tribunal may be pleased 1o
a) allow the Complaint and direct that the disputed domain name <petfio,in=
be transferred forthwith fo the Complainani, without any cost or
consideration;
h) award costs af the present proceedings to the Complainant; and
c) pass such further or other orderis) as this Hon ble Tribunal may deem fust
and proper in the facts and circumstances of the present case, in the interest

of justice.

Praved Accordingly.

Relianece Industries Limited

Through
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(Ankit Sahni)

Advocate

Afay Sahini & Associates,
Counsels for the Complainant
3142 Punjabi Bagh West,
New Delhi 110026, India

Date: 15th May 2026

List Of Annexures in Support of Rejoinder

3. Vo, Particulars
' R Extracts of Trade Marks Journal No. 2250 dated 02 March 2026 |

wherein the Complainant’s JIQ' mark was published in the
official list of wellknown trademarks wunder Well-Known
registration No. 816975

8 Copy of the order dated 10 July 2025 passed by the Hon 'ble Delhi
High Court in Reliance Industries Limited v. Pawan Kumar
Gupta & Ors., CS(COMM) 675/2025

T Screenshoi taken from the website of the Respondent

r Copy of the Complaint filed under Section 16 of the Compuanies
Aect, 2013 before the Registrar of Companies by the Complainant
challenging the adoption of the Respondent's corporate name
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"AFFIDAVIT OF MR, MOHIT MARU, ADVOCATE 50 SH. BHURSINGH
MARU, AGED 25 YEARS, HAVING OFFICE AT 31/42, PUNJABI BAGH WEST,
NEW DELHI- 110026

1, the above-named deponent do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Counsels for the Complainant in the captioned matter

and as such I am duly competent to swear the present affidavit,

2. That in compliance of the order dated 05.05. 2026 passed by this Ld. Tribunal,
the complete rejoinder along with the supporting documents filed on hehall
of the Complainant in the response to the reply filed by the respondent in the
captioned matter, have been dispatched to the addresses of the Respondent
and the Ld. Tribunal via speed post on 15.03,2026. The speed post receipts
dated 15.05.2026 towards proaf of the same are enclosed with my present
affidavit,

3. That the contents of my present affidavit are true and correct to my knowledge
and belief and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT

VERIFICATION:

Verified at New Delhi on this the 15th day of May 2026 that the contents of
Paragraphs 1 to 3 of my affidavit are true and corvect. No part af it is false, and

nothing material or irvelevant has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT"
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and subsequently, the hard copy thereof was received by this Tribunal on
16.05.2026 together with a Compact Disc containing soft copies of the Rejoinder

and Annexures in PDF format. The same was also taken on record,

[n view of the aforesaid, the pleadings stood completed.

The Parties were directed to file their respective Admission/Denial of Documents
on or before 18.05.2026. Hard copies thereof shall also be filed with this Tribunal

along with an Affidavit of Service.

The Parties were further directed to file their respective Evidence by way of
Affidavit, duly in compliance with the provisions of the Bharativa Sakshya
Adhiniyam, 2023, on or before 20.05.2026. Hard copies thereof shall also be filed
with this Tribunal along with an Affidavit of Service.

The next date of hearing was fixed on 21.05.2026 at 4:00 pm for further
proceedings/Orders.

G. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 19.05.2026

The matter was taken up ‘suo motu® by the Tribunal.

This Tribunal was of the considered view that, for the expeditious, speedy and
focused adjudication of the present Arbitral Proceedings, the Parties were directed
to file their respective proposed “lssues™, for the assistance of this Tribunal, along
with their Evidence by way of Affidavit, on or before 20.05.2026, so that

appropriate orders on the framing of “Irsues " may be passed.

The matter was to be taken on the date of hearing was fixed i.e. 21.05.2026 at 4:00

pm for further proceedings/Orders.

H. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 20.05.2026

atter was taken up ‘suc-moryu ' by this Tribunal.

xﬂ P"“:"'ﬂ.-
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After appreciation of the pleadings and documents submitted by the Parties, this
Tribunal was of a view that the adjudication of the dispute of the present
Arbitration Proceedings can be effectively made only when the complete trial was

allowed.

Lip to this stage, the Parties were already directed to file their respective Evidence
by way of Affidavits, however, for the fair adjudication, to the opinion of this
Tribunal, the Evidences by way of Affidavits of the Parties were required to be
tested, accordingly, this Tribunal was of a view that the opportunity of the ‘cross
examination’ be allowed to the Parties and that can be effectively done only when

the further proceedings be allowed to held personally in physical mode.

Afier the completion of the stage of Evidences, the final arguments be also heard

personally in physical form.

After considering all these and also considering the INDRP Rules wherein only
two (2) personal hearings are allowed, this Tribunal directed that the further
proceedings as observed herein, shall be held personally in physical mode for
which the dates shall be notified separately.

For the place of the proceedings for personal physical hearing, this Tribunal was
of a view that in terms of INDRP Rules, same can be held at the notified address
of the Ld. Arbitrator as furnished to .IN regmstry but considering that the chamber
of the Ld. Arbitrator is an Advocate’s office and the same may lead to an injury
to the ‘confidentiality ' of the Arbitration Proceedings, if allowed to be held at the
Ld. Arbitrator’s chamber, accordingly, this Tribunal expected from the Parties to
suggest an appropriate place for the further proceedings at Delhi, at the cost of
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The Registry of NIXI was also requested to suggest a place for further

proceedings at its own office or any other place at the costs of the Parties.

Considering the timeline of sixty (60) days available with this Tribunal to
conclude the proceedings, it was expected that the response on this be filed with
this Tribunal latest by 21.05.2026 by § pm and in case the same was not filed,
this Tribunal shall take the decision at its own end in consultation with the NIXI.

It is made clear that the expenditures and costs of the proceedings for personal
physical hearing shall not, in any manner, be borne either by this Tribunal or by
NIXI.

I. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 21.05.2026 AND
DELIVERED ON 25.05.2026

In compliance of the Order dated 16.05.2026 passed by this Tribunal, the
Complainant, on 18.05.2026 at 11:13 AM, filed the soft copy of the
Admission/Denial of Documents, contents of which are reproduced hereinbelow:

“ADMISSION / DENIAL OF DOCUMENTS FILED ON BEHALF OF THE
RESPONDENT
I. That in compliance of the directions passed by this Hon'ble Tribunal vide

order dated [6.05.2026, the Complainant is admitting or demying the
documents filed by the Respondent along with its Reply as under:

Documents  filed by  the | Admission / Denial on behalf of
Respondent the Complainant

5. No.
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| 2026 authorising My. Pratik Sen

Board Resolution dated 8 May

and Rizwan Khan to defend the

present proceedings

Denied for want af knowledge

Deomain  Registration Form for
petiio.in dated 11.01.2025 and
Invoice  No. 40403607  dated
11.01.2025 issued by One.com.

Denied for want of knowledge

fnvoice No. 40442845 dated
16.01.2025 issued by One.com for
petitoworld com.

Denied for want of knowledge

GoDaddy.com listing page and
parked-domain page evidencing

third-party ownership af
peffiocom  and @5 current
secondary-marker listing at a
broker service fee of USD 6,999

Denied for want of knowledge

Bundle of dated, public Facebook
posts byion behalf of Petlio (and
personal page of Mr. Pratik Sen)
for the perigd Mavch 2025 1o April
2026

Denied for want of knowledge

File-manager screenshof

evidencing  hiaccess .'imesmmp|

Deenied for want of knowledee
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01:05:04 hrs on 01.05.2023 for the

petfio.in hosting environment

Public Facebook postis) dared

7 06.05.2025  inviting r:::-mm:m:'{v' Denied for want of kmowledge
participation al www_peljio.in
Certificate of Incorporation o,
Petjio World Private f;:led dare: FRSISE AR Mg pmianes 1
& the Complainant before the
05.03. 2025, CIN
U96092WB2025PTC279265 Regisirar o Companies
Certificate of Recognition issued
& by DPIT, Government of India, PR i R
dated 13.06.2023, Certificate No.
DIPP207807
Independent  press  coverage
including BusinessReviewLive
10, ) | Denied for want of knowledge
feature on Peijio’s seed-funding
rownd (April 2025)
Trademark applications, Trade | Existence admitted since the
Marks Registry status veports, and | same  are public  records;
11| Reply to Examination Report for | however, contents denied being
the marks PETJIO and PETJHO |subject to challenge by the
(Device) Camplainant
Cease & Desisi communication
dated 25032025 and  the | Adminted
Respondent's reply dated
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28.03.2025 (sent to RIL's IP Legal
team and Ms. Sarita Joglekar, with
the Trade Marks Registry offices in

capy)

Corporate identity proofs (PAN, | Denied, as being contesied by
13, | Madrdod, ete) of Pelfio World | the Complainant before the
Private Limited Registrar of Compuanies

Linkedin  post  index  and
Supporting commiRications
4. : Denied for want of knowledge
evidencing brand presence and

CORFMINLE Hge

Representative screenshots of the
Petjio mobile application
interface, login pages, onboarding
screens, branding assets, and
15, | marketplace/store interface | Denied for want of knowledge
evidencing independent
development, branding investment,
and bona fide commercial use of

the Petfio platform

Reliance mdustries Limited

Through

fdnkir Sajmi)
Advocate Ajay Sahni & Associates,
Counsels for the Complainant
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31/42 Punjabi Bagh West,
New Delhi 110026, India

Date: 18th May 2026"

and subsequently, the hard copy thereof was received by this Tribunal on
19.05.2026 along with the Affidavit of Service dated 18.05.2026, contents of
which are reproduced hereinbelow:

CAFFIDAVIT OF MR. MOHIT MARU, ADVOCATE 5/0 SH. BHURSINGH
MARU, AGED 25 YEARS, HAVING OFFICE AT 31/42, PUNJARI BAGH WEST.
NEW DELHI- 110026

1, the above-named deponent do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Counsels for the Complainant in the captioned matier

and as such [ am duly competent to swear the present affidavit,

2. That in compliance of the order dated 16.05.2026 passed by this Ld, Tribunal,
the complete admission/denial of the documents filed on behall of the
Complainant in the captioned matter, have been dispatched to the addresses
of the Respondent and the Ld. Tribunal via speed post on 18.05.2026, The
speed post receipts dated 18.05.2026 towards proof of the same are enclosed
with my present affidavir,

3. That the contents of my present affidavit are true and covrect to my knowledge
and belief and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT
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FERIFICATION:

Verified at New Delhi on this the 18th day of May 20126 that the contenis of
Paragraphs I to 3 of my affidavit are true and correct. No part of it is false, and

nothing material or irvelevant has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT"

The same were taken on record.

Further on 18.05.2026 at 5:46 pm, the Respondent filed the soft copy of the

Statement of Admission and Denial of Documents, contents of which are

reproduced hereinbelow:

“AFFIDAVITSTATEMENT OF ADMISSION AND DENIAL OF
DOCUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT

1, Pratik Sen, S'o Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, authorized
signatary of the Respondent, Petjio World Private Limited, having its registered
office at Block GP&EP Plot-X2, Arch Square, Sec V, Bidhan Nagar CK Markei,
North 24 Parganas, Salt Lake, West Bengal-700091, do hereby solemnly affirm

and state as wnder:

1. Status and authority

1.1 I am the authorized signatory of the Respondent and am duly authovized and
competent 1o make this statement of admission and denial on its behalf T am
conversant with the facts and circumstances of the present arbitration and

with the records and documents of the Respondent relevant to this matter,

2. Documents examined
2. Llsay that the Complainant has filed various documents along with its INDRP

it and  Amended Complaint concerning the domain name

Page 97 of 217



www.petfio.in, supported by a compiled list of annexures marked 4 to Q. 1

have perused the said list of documents,

2.21 further state that the Complainant has filed a Rejoinder dated 15 May 2026

together with additional annexures marked, R to U in support thereof.

2.31 have, for the purpases of this statement gone through the documenis as

described in the Complainant's indices of annexures to the Complaint and

Rejoinder and have recorded the Respondent's adwission/denial in relation to

each such document in the table below.

3. PART A - DOCUMENTS ANNEXED TO THE COMPLAINT

(As described in the Complainant’s “List of Annexures” 4 to Q in support of

the Amended Complaint )
S. | Annexure/ Statement | Statement | Stateme | Statement | Py
No | Description (as | as o | as o | it as fo | as fo | ge
per correcines | existence | executio | custody No
Complainant) & of | of contents | n/ :
contents issuanc
e
receipt
|| Annexure A — | Denied Admitted to | Not Denied, 34
Copy of Whois | save  and | the limited | applica | the E
guery results for | except that | exten: that | ble, original 38
the domain | the WHOIS |a  WHOIS | being a | electronic
www.petfio. in record s | extraet for | sysiem- | WHOIS
admitted the domain | generat | record s
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only to the
extent it
reflects
technical
regisiry
informatio
n on record
with  the
concerned
registrar
regisiry as
af the date
af
exfraction;
all
characteriz
ations,
inferences
and
submigsion
& drawn by
the
Complaing
nt from the
sald
document

are

www.peliio
i1 exists as
a matter of
public
record with

the

concerned

registryyre
gistrar.

ed

record,

the
concerned
regisiryire
gistrar and

with

not in the
Complain
cirl '8

enstody.
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I:I.r.F'.i,nLag
| * hd:;:?ﬁ *
& i

spacrijﬁ.::c;f?ﬁ
denied, | _
2 | Ammexure B —| Denied, Denied. Iﬂeniea'. Admitted | 39 |
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4. 1 state that the statemgnt of admission/denial as stated above is true and

correct to the best of my knowledee and belief as per the information received
fram the records maintained by Petiio World Pvt. Lid.

DEPONENT
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VERIFICATION:

Verified at New Delhi on this 18 day of May 2026 that the eontens of the above
affidavit are true to my knowledge devived from the official records cnd on the
basis of the information received by me and believed 1o be correct Ne part af it

is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT

and subsequently, the hard copy thereof was received by this Tribunal on
21.05.2026 along with the Affidavit of Service dated 18.05.2026. contents of
which are reproduced hereinbelow

“AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF STATEMENT OF ADMISSION AND
DENIAL OF DOCMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT

1, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged abowt 51 vears, Director af
Petjio World Private Limited, having its registered affice at Block GP&EP Plot-
X2, Arch Sguare Sector V. Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Saltlake, North 24
Farganas -700091, West Bengal, presently in New Delhi do hereby solemnly

affirm and state as under:

1. Tam the Director and Authorised Representative of the Respondent Company

and am duly authorised 1o swear this Affidavit on behalf of the Respondent,
2. The Respondent has executed ond filed its Affidavit of Admission and Denial

of Documents (hereinafler referred to as the "Affidavit of Admission and
Denial”) in INDRP Case No. 2128,
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(a)

(b)

In compliance with the applicable provisions of the INDRP Policy and the
directions of this Learned Tribunal, the Respondent has duly caused service
of the Affidavit of Admission and Denial upon the following:

The Complainant: Reliance Industries Limited via their counsel Ajay Sahni
and Associates

Mode of Service: Speed Post! DTDC

Date of Service: May 18, 2026

Documenis Served: Affidavii of Admission and Denial of Documents.

The Learned Sole Arbitrator /Tribunal: Dy, Pankaf Garg, Senior Advozate,
Supreme Court of India Learned Sole Arbitrator, INDRP Case No. 2128
Mode of Service.: Speed Post/ DTDC

Date of Service: May 15, 2026

Deocuments Served: Affidavit of Admission and Denial of Documents.

The postal / speed post receipts evidencing dispatch of the above dociuments
to the Complainant and to the Learnied Sole Arbitrator are being annexed ro

and filed with this Affidavit of Service as proof of service.

Service wpon both the Compiainant and the Learned Tribunal has been
effected within the timelines prescribed by the Learned Tribunal vide o-der
dated 16.05.2026

This Affidavit is being filed to formally place on record the due and proper
service of the Affidavit of Admission and Denial of Documents upon the
Complainant and the Learned Sole Arbitrator in the present proceedings.
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VERIFICATION
The above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents of paragraphs I to
G of this affidavit are true and correct to my knowledge and belief and that

nothing material has been cancealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this 18 day af May 2028,

Pratik Sen
Dhirector
Petjio Warld Private Limited

Place: New Delhi
Date: |8 May, 2026"

The same were also taken on record

Thereafter, on 19.05.2026 at 2:58 pm, the sofi copy of the Evidence Affidavit
was received on behalf of the Complainant, with the Affidavit of Service dated
19.05.2026 which was received on 19.05.2026 at 5:48 pm, contents of which are
reproduced hereinbelow

“AFFIDAVIT OF RAJESH KUMAR S, 8/0 MR, P. SIVADASA K LURUP, AGED
ABOUT 53 YEARS, HAVING OFFICE AT MAKER CHAMBERS - | F, NARIMAN

POINT, MUMBAI - 400021,

1. 1 state that I am the authorized signatory of the Complainant in the
abovementioned matter and ax such I am well conversant with the Sacts and
circumstances of the present matter and duly competent to swear the present

Affidavis
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2. I state that the present evidence affidavit is being filed in compliance of the
directions passed by this Ld, Tribunal vide order dated 16.05.2026,

3. I reiterate, reaffirm and adopt the contents of the Complaint and Rejoinder
filed on behalf of the Complainant as well as the accompanying documents,
the contents of which are not being repeated herein Jor the sake of brevity,

4. I state that in terms of Section 63 of the Bharativa Sakshya Adhiniyam Act,
2023, I hereby declare that upon receiving instructions, | have printed the
documents filed along with the Complaint and Rejoinder, which were
downloaded on a computer system under my lawful control on 16.02 2026
and [35.05.2026 during my office hours,

3. [ state that the relevant printouts of the said electronic records as printed by
me using a canon printer which is regularly used by me in ardinary course
of business of the Complainant have been filed along with the Complaint and
Rejoinder on 16.02.2026 and 15.05.2026 respectively.

6. I state that during the aforesaid period the aforementioned computer system
was operating properly and was used regularly to create, store and / or
process information in regular and ordinary course of business af the

Camplainant.

7. 1 state that the said electronic records and their accuracy and contents have

not been altered and tampered with in any manner whatsoever.

8. 1 state that the information contained in the printouts is an exact replica and
has been produced from the original electronic record and therefore,

reproduces the information contained on the electronic record therein.

9. {1 state that nothing material has been concealed in the Complaint, Rejoinder

my present affidavit,

Pape 116 of 217



DEPONENT

VERIFICATION:
Verified at Mumbai on this the 18th day of May 2026 that the contents of my

present affidavit are true and correct, No part of it is false and noting material

has been concealed therefiom.

DEPONENT™

"AFFIDAVIT OF MR. MOHIT MARU, ADVOCATE 50 SH BH URSINGH
MARU, AGED 25 YEARS, HAVING OFFICE A T31/42, PUNJ4ABI BAGH WEST,
NEW DELHI— 110026

I, the above named deponent do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as wider-

1. That I am one of the Counsels for the Complainant in the captioned matter
and as such I am duly competent to swear the present afficavir.

2. That in compliance of the order dated 16.05 2026 passed by this Ld. Tribunal
the complete Evidence Affidavit filed on behalf of the Complainant in the
captioned matter, fias been dispatched to the addresses of the Respondent and
the Ld. Tribunal via speed post on 19.05.2026. The speed post receipts dated
19.05.2026 towards proof of the same are enclosed with my present affidavir.

3. That the contents of my present affidavit are true and correct io my knewledge

and belief and nothing material has been concealed therefrom,

DEPONENT
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VERIFICATION:
Verified at New Delhi on this the 19th day of May 2026 that the contents of
Paragraphs 1 to 3 of my affidavit are true and correct. No part of it is false and

nothing material or irrelevant has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT"

and subsequently, the hard copy thereof was received by this Tribunal on
20.05.2026, the same were also taken on record,

Thereafter, on 20.05.2026 at 7:31 pm, the soft copies of the Evidence Affidavit
dated 20.05.2026 were received on behalf of the Respondent, along with the
Affidavit of Evidence under the Bharativa Sakshyva Adhinivam, 2023 and the
Affidavit of Service dated 20.05.2026, contents of which are reproduced

hereinbelow:
“AFFIDAVIT OF EVIDENCE OF MR. PRATIK SEN
A. Introduction

I. I, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, residing at
63472 Kendua Main Road, Kolkata-700084, presently in New Delhi am the
Director and Founder of the Respondent, Petjio World Private Limited

2. Iam the promater of the brand and platform "Petjio” and was the person who
registered the disputed domain name www.petiio.in on 1] Jameary 2025
through One.com, as reflected in the domain registration form and Invoice as
relied upon by the Respondent in the present proceedings.

sham authorised by a Board Resolution of Petjio World Private Limited dated
Way 2026 to represent and depose on behalf of the Respondent in the present
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INDRP arbitration, including to affirm witness evidence and supporting
documents. A copy of the Board Resolution is amneved along with my
response/counter claim to the Complainant's complaint ("Response to the
Compliant”) as Annexure R-1.

4. This witness statement is based on my personal knowledge and on the records,
correspondence, registrations, and other documents of the Respondent,
including those filed as Annexures R-1 to R-14 to the Reply / Counter
Statement on behalf of the Respondent in INDRP Case No, 2128, and on the
basis of documents in my custody, control and possession, as the authorized
representarive of the Respondent.

B. Prefessional Background and Earlier Pet Care Experience

3. I, Completed my schooling from Midnapur Collegiate Sehool and my higher
secondary education from BBI, Dlarmanagar, Tripura. Thereafier, I envolled
in a Marine Radio Officer course at George Telegraph Institute, which [ did
not complete, and began my professional career as a sales representative al

Eureka Forbes, selling vacuum cleaners door-to-door in Kolkata,

6. Ohver the years, { worked in multiple sales and managerial roles across South
India, including in businesses involved in marmifacturing water purifiers
during the early growth phase of the Indian water purifier indusiry, and
subsequently moved into the advertising and media industry.

7. Around 2002, | started my-first entrepreneurial veniure, "Media Mindscapes"
an advertising and outdoor media agency based in Bangalore. The venture
handled national and iternational campaigns, including global outdoor
branding campaigns for the “Tncrea'fb-.fe India” tourism initiative at locations
such as Times Square (New York), Charles de Gaulle Atrport (Paris), and sites
in London, Singapore, Dubai and other international locations.

,l!'..rlt',.';-'_,
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8 Subsequently, our agency entered the celebrity and sports management space,
and was associated with endorsement and related work for various cricketers
and celebrities, including Mahendra Singh Dhoni (shovily after India's first
1200 World Cup victory), Suresh Raina, Harbhajan Singh, RP Singh and
others, and for a brief period for actor John Abraham. We also launched an
event property called "Kolkata Fashion Week (KFW)" which did not succeed

cammercially.

9. Alongside my professional work, I have always been a pet parent and animal
lover. While residing in Bangalore with our pet dog, | personally experienced
the serious gaps in wrustworthy, hygienic and standardized pet hoarding and
pet care facilities, including poor hygiene standards, lack of accountabifity,
inadequate space and absence of professional systems, despite having no real

afternative options due to travel commitments.

[0.My late daughter, Pratiksha Sen (affectionately called "Nanu"), Jirst
suggested proper pet boarding and pet care facility offering safe, loving,
hygienic and emotionally secure treatment for pets. Avound 2015-2016, acling
on this idea, we started a premium pet boarding and daveare facility in
Bangalore named "Elite K9 Club" falso referred to as Elite Canine Club"),
which was aperated on about half an acre of rented land with open play areas,
hygiene protocols, swimming pool access, supervised care and comfortable
boarding facilities, and which received positive feedback from pet parents.
The Elite k9 club gained popularity and was my first venture into the pet-care
space. A copy of news coverage in respect of the Elite K9 Club is anneved
herewith as ANNEXURE-A.

11.The COVID-19 pandemic and nationwide lockdowns severely impacted my

"«52- A me.r.s' Due to factors such as migration away from Bangalore, drastic

c:F/
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reduction in footfall and he burden of large rental and staffing costs, | was
compelled to shut down Elite Canine Club,

12.dn 2022, I suffered the devastating loss aof my daughter Pratiksha. After her
passing, | withdrew from active professional life for almest two years and
moved back to Kolkata, gradually regaining the will to engage in wark only
towards the end of 2024,

C.  Respondent's demonstrable preparations to use 'Pefiio": Conception uvf the

Petjio and Philosophy behind the Name

13. Between November-December 2024, I began revisiting the conversations and
vision that my daughter and I had shared about improving the pet care
ecosystem in India. [ realized that a single physical facility was
geographically limited, whereas a technology-driven platform could create
pan-India access, ransparency and accountability for pet parents.

14.The concept evolved into a unified digital ecosystem bringing together verified
pet service providers ie., veterinarians, para-ves, groomers, boarders,
tratners, walkers, pet taxis, pet sitters, NGOs and related service providers,
on a single platform with defined gquality standards and accountability

mrechanisms,

15,1 discussed this idea with my long time mentor and associate, Mr, Satyafit Sen
(former VP of Samsung India and former CEO in leading advertising networks
such as Zenith Optimedia), my cousin Mr. Dipankar Dey (who has long-
standing involvement in animal welfare activities in Kolkata), and Mr. Md

Shadab (with experience in technology and app development) They agreed to

Page 121 of 217




16. During December 2024, we extensively brainstormed possible names for the
platform. Because the platform was envisaged to verve not only dogs and cats
but alsa birds, fish rabbits turtles and other household pets, we considered it
essential that the word "Pet" forum a direct and compulsory part of the brand
identity so that the industry and purpose were immediately apparent,

17.In that context, we connected our philosophy to the commonly used Indian
expression gl / Jeete Raho", used across several Indian languages, such
as Bengali language (my mother tongue), as a blessing meaning "five well”
“live long" or "prosper”. We conceived the idea that "Petjio would create a
wniguely Indian identity reflecting the wish that pets should "live and prosper
better. " On this basis, the coined term "Petfio” was independently conceived

and finalized

I8 The adoption of "Petiic” was entirely connected to this philosophy, its
emotional foundation (inspired by my late daughter) and the intended function
of a pet-care ecasystem, At no stage was the name adopted with any intent to
align with telecommunications or any sector associated with the Complainant

or to derive any benefit from the Complainant's goodwill,

D. Respondent's legitimate interests in the domain name: Domain Registration,

India-Focused Strategy and Corporate Incorparation

20 After finalizing the brand name, one of our first steps was to purchase a
domain name to reflect the same. Considering owr India-focused launch
strategy, 1 registered the domain petjio.in on 11 January 2025 through

.com. The registration form and invoice (Order No. 9837974, Invoice No.

3607 as annexed along with the Respondent's Response to the Campliant
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as Annexwre R-2 (colly), clearly record me as the registrant of petjio in at my
Kolkata address.

21.A few days later, with a view 1o potential future global expansion {given the
there is sufficient scope to scale this market globally), 1 regisiered
petjiiowarld.com from the sin registrar as a companion domain. The invoice
for the said purchase (Invoice No. 40442845) ix annexed along with the

Respondent's Response to Compliant as Amnexure R-3.

22.The country-code top-level domain was deliberately chosen as a principled
reflection India-only focus, cansistent with eur subsequent recognition as a
‘Startup India’ entity in the "Pets & Animals' industry by the Department for
Promation of Indusiry and GOV [fnternal Trade (DPHT), Government af’
India, annexed as Awnexure R-8 in the Respondent's Response to the

Complaint.

23.Pursuant to our business plan, on 8 May 2025, the Respondent COmpany,
Petjio World Private Limited, was incorporated under the Companies Act,
2013, with CIN US6002WB2(23PTC279265, specifically built around the
Petfio identity. The Certificate of Incorporation is on record as Annexure R-
7. Additionally, the Corporate Identity proafs (PAN, MOA/dod etc.) af Peifio
World Pvt, Ltd. is on record as Annexure R-12 to the Respondent's Response

to Compliant,
E. Branding, Trademark Applications and the Reliance Notice
26.After securing the domains 1 developed the Petjio brand identity with the

assistanee of a freelance designer introduced by Mr. Md. Shadab. This
asplted in the coloraful "Petjin"” logo along with the tapline "LET'S PET"
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suggested by Mr. Dipankar Dey, intentionally designed to project a youithifud,
playful and emotionally warnm identity suitable for pet parents across age
eroups. We chose the colour scheme sueh that it was plaviul and attractive,
with every twe letiers in a different vibrant colour. No portion of the brand
was highlighted in such a way as to bring attention o ‘jio' ay alleged by the

complainant.

27.8ubject to financial constraints as an early-stage startup, [ filed trademark
applications for "PETNO" and the device mark in appropriate classes
relating to pet-care services, as well as for a future in-app wallet and reward
ecosystem under the cained name "PETCOIN" The status reports and filings

are on record as Annexure R-10 (colly. ).

28.Soon after these trademark applications were filed, I was surprised to receive
a cease-and-desist communication dated 25 March 2025 from Reliance
Industries Limited, obfecting to the use of "PETIO" This notice, and the
related email from the IP Counsel of Reliance, are part of Annexure R-11

fcally. ).

29.The notice from such a large corporate entity was overwhelming for us as a
newly formed startup with limited financial and legal resources. Nevertheless,
within a short period and with formal legal assisiance. I personally drgfted
and sent a detailed reply dated 27 March 2025, addressed to the IP Cownsel
of Reliance, explaining (a) the natwre of our petcare business: (bl the
independent conception and coined nature of "PETIO" (e} the pei-care
industry focus and complete separation from telecommunications and digital
connectivity: {d) the philosophy behind the name linked to "Jio"/"Jeete Raha"

as a blessing for pets; and (e} the absence of any intention to create confision
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30, This reply was sent both by email and by physical post, with the Registrar of
Trade Marks copied, and forms part of the Respondent'’s Annexure R-11
(colly.) in these proceedings.

31.After sending thiz response, no firther communication was received for a
considerable period. Having no legal background, acting in good faith 1
believed that the explanation had clarified our position, and therefore
continued developing and operating the business openly and publicly under
the Petjio identity.

F. Bona Fide Business Plans: Public Launch, and Market Qutreach

32 1 state ar the outset that I had no mala fide intention to wse the domain

www. petilo in in bad faith for the following reasons (i) [ had no intention 1o

sellivent or otherwise to transfer the domain registration to any entity let alone
the Complainant; (1) I had no intention to prevent the Complainant from
reflecting the mark in a corresponding domain name and have never had a
pattern of such conduct; (iii} I have never intentionally or unintentionally
attempted to attract Interner users to my website by creating a likelihood of
confusion with the Complainant’s name or mark as to the source, sponsorship,
affiliation, or endorsement of my website or of a product or service on my
website, and I have clearly not registered the domain name for the purpose of
disrupting the business of the Complainant. I state that | am merely a startup

owner trying to create my business while the Complainant is a corporate

behemoth.
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33. My bona fides are evident from the efforts I have genuinely undertoken to

launch my startup and secure funding for the same. | set out the same in detail

below.

34.0n 3 April 2025, launched the website www.petio in, Prior to the launeh, 1
had engaged copywriters and designers to prepare the website structure and
content. The website mniroduced registration and waitlist functionalities for
pet parents and service providers. The data evidencing the live, operational
hosting infrastructure of the website is annexed as Anmexure R-3 1o the

Respondent's Response to the Compliant.

33, From early 2025 onwards, [ operated official social media identities on
Facebook, Instagram, Linkedin, X and other platforms under the 'Petiio name,
posting regular updates regarding product development and the upcoming
launch. Public Facebook posts dating from March 2025 to April 2026,
including our commumnity-facing educational content under the "Breed Gyan”
series and pet-abuse reporting, are on record as Annexure R-4 (coily.). My
Linkedin post index and communications evidencing brand presence and

continuous use are also on record as Annexure R-13.

36.Parallelly, I also started investor owrreach activities, [ approached multiple
venture capital firms, angel investors, family offices, and startup ecosysiem

participants through Linkedin. email, and direct communication. I also

applied for startup recogrition and support programs. A copy of sereenshots
of my messages to potential investors is annexed herveto as ANNEXURE B

(Colly.).

37.0n 6 May 2023, publicly invited pet parents, veterinarians, groomers, walkers
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"Register now af www.petiio.in” through social media posis, which are

specifically referved to in Amnexure R-6 and R-4 (colly.).

38 Slowly, my business started gaining traction, Independent media coverage,
ineluding a Business Review Live feature about Petjio’s seed-funding outreach
and positioning as a curated digital-first pet-care marketplace unifying
boarding, grooming, training, veterinary comsultations and adoption, was

published in 2025 and ix exhibited ay Annexure R-9,

39 Petfio subsequently received DPIIT startup vecognition in the pet-care and

animal-services sector,

40. The Petjio ecosystem architecture comprised two interconnected applications,
a pet-parent-focing app and a service-provider-facing app. These were
designed to manage pet profiles, vaceination and medical history, behavioural
data, grooming and boarding history, booking svstems, emergency services,

consultations and related services digirally.

41 Initially attempred app development through multiple freelance UIUX
designers and developers in different cities, but this model proved inefficient
and expensive, leading ws 10 subsequently engage a dedicated software
development company, Digiflex Al, for end-to-end development support,

42. Through the website and independent research, I built a waitlist of more than
700 registered users, pet parents and service providers such as veterinarians,
groomers, trainers, walkers, boarders and related businesses, from muditiple

Indian cities.
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marketplace platform cannot launch suceessfully unless service providers ave

already available on the platform before user acquisition begins.

44 In relation to the above, I identified approximately 142 veterinary elinics and
pet service providers in Pune and sent them physical letters on Peifio
letterhead, explaining the platform concept and inviting them to meet me
during the planned launch period in Pune. These letters contained QR-code-
based WhatsApp integration enabling recipients ro confirm recelpi and
request meetings, and I started veceiving vesponses and acknowledgements
through WhatsApp and calls. A copy of the letters sent by me to the velerinary
clinics in Pune are annexed hereto as ANNEXURE C (Colly.).

43_To address accessibility challenges for elderly and non-technical pet parents.
I conceprualized and developed an Al-based voice assistant and "emortional
operating system” called "Nanu (mamed after my late daughter), ar a
multilingual conversational assistant integrated into the Petjio ecosystem to
help users navigate the app, book services, access per history and manage

pet-care through voice interactions in multiple Indian languages.

46.1 state that it is very clear from the above that I never had any mala fide
irtention to wse the domain www. petfio in bad faith and that | had no infention
of exploiting the goodwill of the Complainant in any manner whatsoever
Additionally, I always had, and continue to have plans 1o scale my startup

globally, once I am successful in India, and that was the only reason I also

purchased and registered the domain nane www petiioworld com

G. Subseguent legal Proceedings and Impact on the Venture
44, After substantial investment in branding, technology and operations undey the

~Petjio name, to my utter shock, [ became aware of proceedings initiared before

egional Director under the Ministry of Corporate Affairs concerning the
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compary name "Petjio World Private Limited", pursuant to objections raised

by the Complainant.

43. By this stage, I had already incorporated Petjio World Private Limited,
opened bank accounts in the said name, obtained DPIT recognition for
'Petjio’, initiated DUNS registration for app-store deployment, developed
branding assets and software architecture, built waitlists, commenced
provider onboarding, and undertaken launch campaigns and other business-
preparation activities. A copy of sereenshots of the Petjio mobile application
interface, login pages, onboarding screens, branding assets and
markeiplace/store interface evidencing independent development, branding

investment and bona fide commercial use is already on record as Annexure

R-14 (colly.).

46, Subsequently, proceedings wnder the AN Domain Name Disprute Resolution
Palicy (INDRP) before NIXI concerning the domain petfio.in were Inl,ff.fared
by the Complainant. Until receiving these commumications, I had very limited

understanding of the INDRP framework or domain-dispute procedures.

47 Noiwithstanding this, on each occasion that [ received any communication or
objection, I responded promptly and in good faith to the best of my
understanding. Basis wmy limited wnderstanding, I filed the present
Reply/Counter Statement on behalf of the Respondent. When [ became aware
that I was reguired to be represented by a lawyer in these proceedings |
engaged a professional advocate.

H. Conclusion

49, Throughout this journey, my intention has been to build a genuine pet-care

asystem aimed at improving standards, transparency, accessibility and
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convenience for pet parents and service providers in India, particularly in

Tier-2 cities where organized pet-care services are conspicuously absen.

3. As I have mentioned above, the disputed domain petjio.in in was registered on
I January 20235 and was actively used in connection with brand-building and
launch activity through the website, social media outreach, community
engagement and press coverage, prior to the Complainant s cease~and-desist

letter dated 25 March 2025 and before any notice of dispute under INDRP.

Ji.In light of the above, [ state that the present proceedings have been initiated
against a bona fide startup and genuine entreprenewr by aq corporate
conglomerate possessing vastly superior financial and legal resouwrces,
despite the Respondent having independently conceived, adopted and used the
mark and domain name "Petfio” in connection with a legitimate pet-care
verture, without any dishonest or mala fide intent whatsoever. [ am neither a
cvber-squatter, fraudster, rogue operator nor a registrant seeking io exploit
or extort value from the Complainant's mark. On the contrary, the material on
record clearly demonstrates continuous and bona fide preparations,

investment and public use in furtherance of an independent business venture,

S2.1 state that the very object and purpose of the INDRP framework is to curb
abusive domain name registrations, bad-faith profiteering and deceptive
conduct on the internel, and not to extingwish or suppress legitimate
entrepreneurial activity undertaken in good faith. In these circumsiances,
directing transfer of the disputed domain name in favowr of the Compluinant
would not only cause irreparable prejudice to the Respondent and destroy a
genuine startup venture at a nascent stage, but would also run contrary to the

wnderlving spirit, intent and principles of the INDRP Policy iiself
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I. Sratement of Truth

1, Pratik Sen, do hereby solemnly state and affirm that the contents of paragraphs
1 to 52 above are true and correct to my kmowledge, based on my personal
trvolvement and on the records of Petito World Private Limited and other
documents believed by me to be true, and that nothing material has been

concealed therefrom.

Pratik Sen

Director and Founder, Petjioc World Private Limited
Place: New Delhi

Date: 20 May 2026™

“AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF AFFIDAVIT OF EVIDENCE OF MR.
PRATIK SEN

1, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, Director of
Petfio World Private Limited, having its registered office at Block GP&EP Plot-
X2, Arch Sguare Sectar V, Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Saltlake, North 24
Parganas — 700091, West Bengal, presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly

affirm and state as under:

1. I am the Director and Authorived Representative of the Respondent Company
and am duly authorised to swear this Affidavit on behalf of the Respondent,

2. The Respondent has executed and filed the Affidavit of Evidence of Mr. Pratik
Sen (heveingfier referred to as the “Affidavit of Evidence") in INDRP Case
No. 2128,
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3. In compliance with the applizcable provisions of the INDRP Policy and the
directions of this Learned Tribunal, the Respondent has duly caused service

of the Affidavir af Evidence upon the following:

(a) The Complainant: Reliance Industries Limited via their counsel Afay
Sahni and Associates
Mode of Service: Speed Post ¢ DTDC
Date of Service: May 20, 2026
Documents Served: Aftidavit of Evidence.

(b) The Learmed Sole Arbitrator /Tribunal: Dv. Parkaj Garg, Senior
Advocate, Supreme Cowrt of India Learned Sole Arbitvator, INDRFP Case
No. 2128
Mode of Service: Speed Past / DTDC
Date of Service: May 20, 2026
Documents Served: Affidavit of Evidence

4. The postal / speed post receipts evidencing dispatch af the above documents
tar the Complainant and to the Learned Sole Avbitrator are being annexed to
and filed with this Affidavit of Service as proof of service.

5. Service upon both the Complainant and the Learned Tribunal has been
effected within the timelines prescribed by the Learned Tribunal vide order

dated 16.05.2026.

6. This affidavit is being filed to formally place on record the due and proper
service of the affidavit of Evidence upon the Complainant and the Learned

Sole Arbitrator in the present proceedings.

 VERIFICATION

1, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents of paragraphs |
to 6 of this Affidavit are true and corvect 1o my knowledge and belief and that
nothing marerial has been concealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this 21 day of May 2026,

Or. Panka] G:
Bt
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Pratik Sen
Directar
Petjio World Private Limited

Place: New Delhi
Date: 20 May, 20267

“AFFIDAVIT OF EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE BHARAT SAKSHYA ADHINIYAM 2023

I, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, Director and
authorised representative of the Respondent, having my office/communication
address at 65472, Kendua Main Road, Paili, Kolkata — 700084 and the registered
office of the Respondent at Block GP & EP, Plot-X2, Arch Square, Sector V,
Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Sait Lake, North 24 Parganas — 700091, West Bengal
do hereby solemnly affivm and state as wnder.

1. [ state that [ am the authorised signatory of the Respondent in the above-
mentioned matter and as such | am well conversant with the facts and
circumstances of the present matter and duly competent to swear the present

Affidavit.

2. I state that the present evidence affidavit is being filed in compliance of the
directions passed by this Ld. Tribunal, including the order dated 16.03.2026
/05.05,2026 in the present INDRP proceedings.

3. [ reiterate, reaffirm and adopt the contents of the Respondent's Reply /
Conmiter Statement and the Affidavit of Evidence of Mr. Pratik Sen, as well as
the accompanying documents i.e., Annexures R-1 to R-14 and Anzexures A-C

respectively, filed on behalf of the Respondent, the contents of which are not
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. state that, in terms of Section 63 of the Bharativa Sakshyva Adhinivam, 2023,
I hereby declare that wpon recetving instructions, [ have printed the
documents filed along with the Respondent's Reply / Counter Statement and
the Mr. Pratik Sen's Affidavit of Evidence, ie, Annexures R-1 to R-14 and
Annexures A-C respectively, which were documents downloaded or generarted
on a computer system under my lowful control on variows dates including
10.05.2026 and 20.05.2026 (or any such other dates as reflected on the

record), during my office howrs.

. 1 state that the relevant printouts of the said electronic records, as printed by
me using a printer regularly used by me in the ordinary course of business of
the Respondent, have been filed along with the Reply / Counter Statement of
the Respondent and Affidavit of Evidence af Mr. Pratik Sen.

. 1 state thar during the aforesaid period the aforementioned computer system
was aperating properly and was used regularly to creare, store and/or process

information in the regular and ordinary course of business of the Respondent.

. I state that the said electronic records and thetr accuracy and contents have

not been altered or tampered with in any manner whatsoever.,

. [ state that the information contained in the printouts is an exact replica and
has been produced from the original electronic record and therefore

reproduces the information contained in the electronie record therein.

. 1 state that nothing material has been concealed in the Respondent's Reply /
Counter Statement, any subseguent pleadings filed on behalf of the

Respondent, and my present affidavir.

DEPONENT
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FERIFICATION

Verified at New Delli on this 20 day of May 2026 that the contenis of my present
affidavit are true and correct to my knowledge derived from the records of the
Respondent and the information received by me which [ believe to be true and

correct. No part of it is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

DEPONENT"

The hard copies of said Evidence Affidavit and the Affidavit of Service dated
20.05.2026 were subsequently received by this Tribunal on 21.05.2026. Further,
on 21.05.2026 at 7:27 pm, a soft copy of the Affidavit of Service pertaining to
the Affidavit of Evidence under the Bharativa Sakshya Adhinivam, 2023 was also
received on behalf of the Respondent, contents of which are reproduced

hereinbelow:

"AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF AFFIDAVIT OF EVIDENCE ON BEHALF
OF THE RESPONDENT UNDER SECTION 23 OF THE BHARATIYA

SAKSHYA ADHINTYAM

I, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51 years, Divector of
Petjio World Private Limitea, having itz registered office at Block GP& 5P Plot-
X2, Arch Sgquare Sector V, Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Saltlake, North 24
Parganas — 700091, West Bengal, presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly

ﬂﬁfrm and state as under:

1, { am the Director and Authorised Represemative of the Respondent Company
and am duly authorised to swear thiy Affidavit on behalf of the Respondent.

Ao Respondent has executed and filed the Affidavit of Evidence on behall of

52 5 33
'EJK % Respondent under Section 63 of the Bharat Sakshya Adhivyam
anka] e |

|
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(hereinafier referred to as the “Affidavit of Evidence") in INDRP Case No.
2128.

3. In compliance with the applicable provisions of the INDRP Policy and the
directions of this Learned Tribunal, the Respondent has duly cansed service
aof the Affidavit of Evidence upon the following:

(a) The Complainant: Reliance Industries Limited via their counsel Ajay Sahmi
and Associates
Maode of Service: Speed Post / DTDC
Date of Service: May 21, 2026
Documents Served. Affidavit of Evidence,

(h) The Learned Sole Arbitrator /Tribunal: Dr. Pankaf Garg, Senior Advocare,
Stpreme Cotert of India Learned Sole Arbitrator, INDRP Case No. 2128
Mode of Service: Speed Post 7 DTDC
Date of Service: May 21, 2026
Documents Served: Affidavit of Evidence

4. The postal / speed post receipts evidencing dispatch of the above documents
to the Complainant and to the Learned Sole Arbitrator ave being annexed ta
and filed with this Affidavit of Service as proof of service.

3. Service upon both the Complainant and the Learned Tribunal has been
effected within the timelines prescribed by the Learned Tribunal

6. This affidavit is being filed to jormally place on record the due and proper

service of the affidavit of Evidence upon the Complainant and the Learned
Sole Arbitrator in the present proceedings.

VERIFICATION

I, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents of paragraphs |
n:r 6 Df r.Fu.r f!_ﬁ" davit are true and correct fo my fmowledee and belief and that
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Verified at New Delhi on this 21 day of May 2026,

Pratik Sen
Director
Petfio World Private Limited

Place: New Delhi
Date: 20 May, 2026"

and subsequently, the hard copies of Affidavit of Evidence under the Bharatiya
Sakshya Adhinivam, 2023 and Affidavit of Service pertaining to the Afhdavit of
Evidence under the Bharativa Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 was received by this
Tribunal on 22.05.2026. All these documents were taken on record.

In the interest of justice, for the admissibility of the Evidences which were not
‘Primary Evidences’, the Parties were hereby directed to file an explanatory
affidavit demonstrating/establishing the circumstances in terms of Section 60 of
the Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 under which the evidences filed by the
Parties may be admitted.,

Accordingly, a time of two (2) days were allowed to file this explanatory
affidavit.

The Parties were further directed to file the hard copies of the aforesaid
explanatory affidavit before this Tribunal alongwith the Affidavit of Service.

On 20.05.2026 the Parties had also filed their respective proposed *Issues’ in
compliance with the Order dated 19.05.2026, which are reproduced herein below:

COMPLAINANT
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1. That in compliance of the divections passed by this Hon'ble Tribunal, the
Complainant is submitting below its proposed {ssues which are mapped to the

remedies sought under the Complaint, as permissible under INDRP rules:

a. Whether the Complainant is entitled to the vemedy of transfer of the

Respondent's impugned domain name ‘www.petjio.in' in its favour? OPC

b. Whether the Complainant is entitled 1o any other relief in its favour? OPC

Refianee Industries Limited

Through

(Ankit Sahni)

Advocate Ajay Sahni & Associates,
Counsels for the Complainant
31/42 Punjabi Bagh West,

New Delhi 110026, India

Date: 20th May 2026"

“Additionally, pursuant to the order of the Hon'ble Tribunal dated 19.05.2026,
please see below the issues on behalf of the Respondent:

1. Whether the Complainant has established that the disputed domain name

“www.peijio.in" is identical or confusingly similar to any trademark in which

the Complainant has rights, within the meaning of Paragraph 4 of the INDRP
Palicy,
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2. Whether the Respondent has rights or legitimate interests in respect of the
disputed domain name “www petiio.in " within the meaning of Paragraph 7

af the INDRP Palicy.

3. Whether the Complainant has established that the disputed domain name
“www.petfio.in" has been registered or is being used in bad faith by the

Respondent within the meaning of Paragraph 6 of the INDRP Policy,

4. Whether the Complainant has discharged the cumulative burden of proving
all three elements reguired under the INDRP Policy (confusing similarity,
absence of Respondent’s rights or legitimate interests, and bad fuaith
registration or use), and, if not, whether the Complaint is liahle to be

dismizsed

Upon due consideration of the proposed ‘Issues’ submitted by the Parties, this

Tribunal framed the following ‘7ssues' for adjudication:

{. Whether the Compiainant is entitled to the remedy of transfer of the
Respondent's impugned domain name ‘www.petjio,.in' in its favour? OPC

2. Whether the Complainant is entitled to any other relief in its favour? OPC

3. Whether the Complainant has established thar the disputed domaiv. name

“www petfio.in " is identical e confusingly similar to any trademark iv. which

the Complainant has rights, within the meaning of Paragraph 4 of the INDRP
Policy? OPC
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4. Whether the Respondent has rights or legitimate interests in respect of the
dispuited domain name “www.petjio.in " within the meaning aof Paragraph 7
of the INDRP Policy? OPC

5. Whether the Compiainant has established that the disputed domain name
“www.petjio.in" has been registered or is being used in bad faith by the

Respondent within the meaning of Paragraph 6 of the INDRP Policy? OFC

6. Whether the Complainant has discharged the cumulative burden aof proving
all three elements required under the INDRFP Policy (confusing similarity,
absence of Respondent's rights or legitimate interests, and bad faith
registration or use), and, if not, whether the Complaint is liable to be
dismissed? OPC

Further, it was observed by this Tribunal that neither of the Parties had complied
with the Order dated 20.05.2026, whereby both the Parties were directed to
suggest an appropriate place for conducting the further proceedings in physical
mode. Despite the said directions, neither had the Parties sought any extension of

time nor filed any compliance whatsoever in this regard.

However, in the interest of justice and to ensure fair and effective adjudication of
the present proceedings, another opportunity was hereby granted to the Parties to
comply with the directions contained in the aforesaid Order dated 20.05.2026.

The Registry of NIXI was also once again requested 1o suggest an appropriate
place for conducting the further proceedings.

The Parties were requested to intimate the same to this Tribunal not later than
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J. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 27.05.2026

In compliance of the Order dated 21.05.2026, delivered on 25.05.2026, soft
copies of the Affidavit under Section 60 of the Bharativa Sakshya Adhinivam,
2023 along with the Affidavit of Service, both dated 27.05.2026, were received
by this Tribunal on 27.05.2026 at 1:37 PM on behalf of the Respondent. contents
of which are reproduced herein below:

“AFFIDAVIT UNDER SECTION 60l OF THE BHARATIVA SAKSHYA
ADHINIYAM, 2023 ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT

I, Pratik Sen, son of Late Prar Kumar Sen, aged abowr 51 yvears, residing ar 65472
Kendua Main Road, Kolkata-700084, presently in New Delhi and ordinarily
residing at 634/2, Kendua Main Road Patuli, Kolkata-700084, and with the
registered office of the Respondent at Block GP & EP, Plot-X2, Arch Square,
Sector V, Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Salt Lake, North 24 Parganas-70009], West
Bengal, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as wnder:

A. Srtatus and Authority

1. {say that { am the Director and awthorised signatory of the Respondent, Petjio
World Private Limited, and am duly authorised by a Board Resolution dated
& May 2026 to represent and depose on behalf of the Respondent in she nresent
INDRFP arbitration proceedings, including to affirm witness evidence and
supporting documents.

2. 1, further say that [ am well conversant with the facts and clrcumstances of
INDRP Case No. 2128, the records and docwments af the Respondent relevant
to this matter, and have earlier affirmed a detailed Affidavit of Evidence as
well as an Affidavit of Evidence in compliance with Section 63 of the Bhargtiva
Sakshya Adhinivam, 2023 on behaif of the Respondent.
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B. Background and Purpese of this Affidavit

3. I'state that the Respondent has filed a Reply/Counter Statement in the present
INDRP proceedings, together with documents annexed thereto as Annexures
R-1 to R-14, as well as an Affidavit of Evidence of myself along with
documents annexed thereto as Annexures A-C, all of which form part of the
record of these proceedings.

d. 1, further state that, in addition to the primary evidence already placed on
record, there are certain documents in respect of which the Respondent is
relving upon copies or other forms of secondary evidence in these
proceedings, and this gffidavit is being filed ro lay the reguisite foundation
and to comply with the conditions emvisaged wnder Section 68 of the
Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023, read with the allied provisions relating
to secondary evidence and notice to produce.

J. This affidavit is being filed pursuant to and in continuation of the directions
issued by the learned Tribunal dated 25 May 2026 in the present INDRP
matter, and is without prefudice to all rights and contentions of the
Respondent on [aw and on Jacts, including set out in the Rephy/'Counter
Statement, my Affidavit of Evidence, the Affidavit under Section 63 of the
Bharativa Sakshya Adhinivam, and the Respondent's affidavit / statement of

admission and denial of documents.

D. Compliance with Sectien 6t of the Bharativa Sakshya Adkiniyam, 2023

7. I say that Section 600 of the Bharatiya Sakslya Adhinivam, 2023 recognives
that secondary evidence of the existence, condition or contents of a docunient
may be given in specified cases, including (a) when the original is in the
passession or power of the opposite party or a person bevond the reach or
rot subject to the process of the Cowrt and s not produced despite notice

er Section 64 (b) when the existence, condition or contents have been

itted in writing, {c) when the original has been destroved or lost or cannot
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he produced for reasons not arising from default or neglect; (d) when the
original is not easily movable; (e} when the original is a public document; (f)
when a certified copy is permirted by law; and (g) when the originals consist

of numerous accounts or documents and only the general result is in issne.

8 1, further say that the explanation to Section 60 specifies the forms of
secondary evidence admissible in the different situations, including that, for
clauses (a), (¢) and (d), any secondary evidence of the contents is admissible;
for clause (b), the written admission itself is admissible; for clauses (e) and
(1. only a certified copy is admissible; and for elause (g) evidence of the

general result by a person skilled in examining such documents iy admissible.

9. I, state that the Respondent relies, inter alia, on the following categories of
documents by way of secondary evidence, (the individual documents whereaf

are more particularly described in Schedule A annexed heretn):

(a) Documents in possession or power of the Complainant or third parties -
Section 60{a):
! state that certain documents relied upon by the Respondent are originals that
are, to the best of my knowledge and beligf, in the possession or power of the
Complainant or of third parties who arve not wnder the control of the

Respondent, including, original cease and desist notice issued by the

Complainant,
(b) Public documents and certified copies Sections 60(e) and 60(0: I state that

certain documents relied upon by the Respondent are public documents within

the meaning of the Bharativa Sakshya Adhinivam including, trademark
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versions, consistent with clauses (e) and (f} of Section 60 and the Explanation

thereto.

(c) Numerous documents where only general result is relevani-Section 60(g): |

state that to the limited extent that the Respondent relies on the general result

emerging from numerows electronic and documentary records, such as

bundled communications on Facebook, Linkedin messages, market material,

or platform usage records evidencing independent development and

continsous use of the "Petjio” brand and platform, the Respondent veserves

the right to lead appropriate evidence, including by a person skilled in

examining such records, in terms of clause (g) of Section 61

10. The underlying records are individually referenced in Annexures R-1 to R-14
and Annexures A-C(Colly,),

111 say that nothing material has been concealed from this learned Tribunal in

Schedule A

relation to the basis on which secondary evidence is sought to be relied upon
by the Respondent in these proceedings.

Daocuments in respect of which Secondary Evidence is Relied Upon

No.,

Deseription
Document

aof

Party/Custodian
| believed tol hold

original

Nature of
Secondary
Evidence
(copyprintott/

certified copy
extract eic. )

Applicable
Clause(s) af
Section 60 BSA

fa-g)
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Annexure R-34 (colly);
GoDaddy.com  listing

page parked
domain page evidencing

and

third party ownership of
petito.com  and
CHFVERNT secondary-
market
broker service fee of Rs.

16,999,

listing ar a

its |

Original record
in the custody af
the concerned

platforms.

Copy
Lo

Respondent

relied

by

600 (@), 60(g)

R-9;

Press

Annexure

Independent

Coverage including
Business Review Live
fearure on Petjio's seed
funding round (April
20125)

L

Chiginal record
in the custody of
the concerned

plarforms.

Copy
Upon
Respondent

refied

by

60 fa)

Annexure Trademark
R-10(colly); Trademark
applications, Registry
status reports and Reply
to Examination Report
for the marks PETJIO
and PETJO (Device),

| DPIIT

Office of

Controiier
General af
Patents,
Designs

Trademearks,

Copy
upon
Respondent

relied

by

i) (e}
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6. | Annexure R-11: Canse | Original within | Copy relied | 60 fa), 60 fc)
and Desist notice dated | the recards | upon hy
25.03.2025 issued by the | Complainant. | Respondent

Complainant Tribunal is also
. ' seized of COPY (18
annexed

Complainant,

7. | Annexure-A; Copy of | Oviginal record | Copy  relied | 60 (a)
news  coverage  in|in the custody of | upon hy
respect of Elite K9 Club | the  concerned | Respondent

platforms.

DEPONENT

VERIFICATION

Verified at New Delhi on this 27 day of May 2026 that the contents of paragraphs
I ta Il and Schedule A of the above affidavit are true and correct to my
knowledge derived from the vecords of the Respondent and from information
received by me which ! verily believe to be true and correct. No part of it is false

and nothing material has been concealed therefrom,

DEPONENT”

“AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF RESPONDENT'S AFFIDAVIT UNDER
SECTION 60 OF THE BHARAT SAKSHYA ADHINIYAM
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I, Pratik Sen, son of Late Pran Kuwmar Sen, aged about 51 years, Divector of
Petjio World Private Limited, having its registered office at Block GP&EP Ploi-
X2, Arch Sguare Sector V, Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Saltlake, North 24
Parganas -700091, West Bengal, presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly

ajfirm and state as under;

1. am the Director and Authorised Representative of the Respondent Company
and am didy authorised to swear this Affidavit on behalf of the Respondent,

2. The Respondent has executed and filed its Affidavit under Section 60 of the
Bharat Sakshya Adhinivanm (hereinafter referred to as the "Affidavit under
Section 60 BSA"} in INDRP Case No. 2128.

3. In compliance with the applicable provisions of the INDRP Policy and the
directions of this Learned Tribunal, the Respondent has duly caused service
af the Affidavit under Section 60 BSA upon the following:

a, The Complainant: Reliance Industries Limited via their counsel Afay Sahni
and Associates
Mode of Service: Speed Post/ DTDC
Date of Service: May 27, 2026
Documents Served: Affidavit of Admission and Denial of Documents.

h. The Learned Sole Arbitrator /Tribunal: Dr. Pankaj Garg, Senior
Advacate, Supreme Court of India Learned Sole Avbitrator, INDRP Case
No. 2128
Made of Service: Speed Post/ DT
Date of Service: May 18, 2026

uments Served: Affidavit of Admission and Denial of Documents.
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4. The postal / speed post receiprs evidencing dispatch of the above documents

to the Complainant and to the Learned Sole Arbitrator are being annexed to

and filed with this Affidavit of Service as proof of service.

3, Service upon both the Complainamt and the Learned Tribunal has been
effected within the timelines prescribed by the Learned Tribunal

6. This Affidavit is being filed to formally place on record the due and proper
service of the Section 60 BSA upon the Complainant and the Learned Sole

Arbitrator in the present proceedings.

VERIFICATION
The above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contenis of paragraphs [ to
6 af this affidavit are true and corvect 1o my knowledge and belief and that

nothing material has been concealed thevefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this 27 day of May 2026,

Pratik Sen
Director
Petjio World Private Limited

Place: New Delhi
Date: 27 May, 2026"

The same were taken on record.

Further, it was noted by this Tribunal that the Respondent had conveyed his
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However, it was observed by this Tribunal that no compliance had been effected
by the Complainant in terms of the Orders dated 20.05.2026 and Order
21.05.2026, delivered on 25.05.2026.

Accordingly, in the interest of justice, the Complainant was granted another

opportunity to comply with the directions mentioned in the aforesaid Orders on

or before 30.05.2026 by 5:00 PM.

K. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 30.05.2026 DELIVERED
ON 02.06.2026

Pursuant to and in compliance of the Order dated 27.05.2026, Ld. Counsel for the
Complainant sent certain submissions through E-mail, which were received by

this Tribunal on 28.05.2026 at 4:13 PM. The contents of the said E-mail were

reproduced hereinbelow:

"To,
Dr, Pankaf Garg, Advocate
Ld, Sole Arbitrator

Subject: Submissions on behalf of the Complainant pursuant to the orders dated

21.05.2026 and 27.05.2026 in the matter of Reliance Industries Limited Versus
Petjio World Private Limited & Anr, for INDRP Case No. 2128

Respected Sir,

We act for and on behalf of the Complainant, Reliance Industries Limited, in the

captioned proceedings. The present communication Is being addressed pursuwant
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fo the procedural directions contained in the orders dated 21.05.2026 and
27.03.2026,

1. At the outser, it is respectfully submitted that the documents filed by the
Complainant are electronic documents/electronic records, including online
public records, screenshots, website extracts, ovders, domain-related records,
etc., in support of which, the Complainant has already filed an
affidavit/certificate wnder Section 63 of the Bharativa Sakshya Adhinipam,
2023.

2. In light of the same, it is submitted that Section 60 of the Bharativa Sakshya
Adhiniyam, 2023, is not applicable in the mamner contemplated in the
procedural divections. The Bharativa Sakshya Adhinivam, 2023 contains a
specific regime for proof of electronic recovds, and Section 62 provides that
the contents of electronic records meay be proved in accordance with Section
63. Accordingly, the Complainant respectfilly reguests that the direction
requiring filing of an explanatory affidavit under Section 60 be treated as
mapplicable, or in the alternative, be treated as satisfied by the
affidaviveertificate wnder Section 63 already filed by the Complainant.

3. It is further respectfully submitted that the present proceedings are governed
by the .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy and the INDRP Rules of
Procedure. The said Rules cantemplate a sunimary and document-based
adjudicatory framework for domain name disputes, and do not provide amy
right to either party to seek cross-examination of the other party’s

witness/deponent,

4. The Complainant thus respectfully submits that the present dispute may be
p,w.:fated on the basis of the pleadings, documents, affidavits alvecdy filed
5
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on record by the partics. Any request for cross-examination, if madz b the
Respondent, would be autside the scheme of the INDRP Rules and contrary to
the expeditious nature of INDRP proceedings. The admissibility, relevance,
materiality and weight of the documents filed by the parties may, in any event,
be determined by the Ld. Sole Arbitrator at the stage of final adjudication.

2. Insofar as the mode of hearing is concerned, the Complainant respectfully
submits that it has neither sought nor reguives a physical hearing, The
Complainant is ready and willing to proceed on the basis of pleadings and
documents filed on record. The Ld. Tribunal is requested to conduct the

hearing through virtval mode/video-conferencing ™
The aforesaid submissions were taken on record.

After considering the submissipngs of the Complainant, this Tribunal was of a
view that the submissions under Para No. 1 and 2 will be considered by this
Tribunal at the time of the final adjudication and with regards to the submissions
under Para No. 3, 4 and 5, an Order had already been passed by this Tribunal afier
due consideration of all the pleadings and documents of the Parties, in view of
the INDRP Rules read with the provisions of Arbitration and Conciliation Act,
1996. However, a speaking {rdp- with regards to the submissions in Para Mo, 3,
4 and 3 shall also be passed by this Tribunal at the time of final adjudication

In view of the earlier Orders passed by this Tribunal on 20.05.2026 and
21.05.2026 delivered on 25.05.2026, the Registry/ Law officer of NIXI was
requested separately, by this Tribunal, under Rule 10 of INDRP Rules, for
making the necessary arrangements for the purpose already communicated. The

further order/date shall be notified after the response from the NIXL
ﬁ,a’ P"-rb-fla',a-
& %
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L. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 04.06.2026

The Clarification Order was passed pursuant to an E-mail received from the Law
Officer of NIXI on 03.06.2026 at 1:37 pm seeking clarification with regard to the
directions and instructions mentioned in the Order dated 30.05.2026 (delivered
on 02.06.2026) passed by this Tribunal, contents of which E-mail is reproduced

hereinbelow;
Dear Ld Arbiirator,

We are writing in reference to your order dated 30 May 2026 in INDRP Case No,
2128, As per the contenits of the order, the Ld Arbitrator has reguested NIXT ro
make pecessary arvangements with respect to Rule 10 of the INDRP Rules,
however, Rule 10 of the INDRP Rules pertains o Copies of Proceedings and no
Jurther action can be taken by NIXT at this stage of the proceedings in this regard,

We kindly request you to please elarify your instructions towards NIXT in your
order dated 30 May 2026.

Regards,

Ashutosh Sharma

Legal Consultani

Nartional Internet Exchange of India,
Drelhi, India

Fh. No.: 011- 48202038/ 2010/ 2062

Vide Order dated 20.05.2026, this Tribunal, after considering the nature of the

dispute and the evidentiary requirements involved, formed a prima facie opinion

the ends of justice would be best served if the further proceedings were
2
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conducted in physical mode. While passing the said Order, this Tribunal had
observed that under the INDRFP framework only two personal hearings were
envisaged and accordingly sought suggestions from the Parties as well as from
the Registry of NIXI regarding an appropriate venue for conducting such
proceedings.

Thereafter, vide Order dated 21.05.2026 delivered on 25.05.2026, since neither
of the Parties had complied with the aforesaid directions, another opportunity was
granted and the Registry of NIXI was once again requested to suggest an
appropriate place for conducting the further proceedings physically.

In view of the clarification ~ought by NIXI regarding the directions mentioned in
the Order dated 30.05.2026 (delivered on 02.06.2026), it was clarified that the
said directions were p-assed for the compliance of Order dated 20.05.2026 and
21.05.2026 (delivered on 25.05.2026) which were in consonance with Rufe 10 of
the INDRP Rules of Procedure governing personal hearings which was read as

under:

“Rule 10

Personal hearing will be conducted only in rave circumstances, and M warranted,
will be carried out at the notified address of NIXT,”

Accordingly, the request made to the Registry/Taw Officer of NIXI under the
aforesaid Order was for making the necessary logistical and admiristrative
arrangements for the conduct of personal hearings at the notified address of NIXI,
in terms of the said Rule. It was further clarified that the assistance sought from
NIXI was confined only to facilitating and conducting two (2) personal hearings

r, Fmi_.!ﬁ
;"-'l".
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Considering that the proceedings under the INDRP framework were time-bound
in nature and this Tribunal was required to render its decision within the
prescribed period of sixty (60) days, the Registry/ Law Officer of NIXI was
requested to intimate the availability of the venue and the necessary arrangements
for the aforesaid two (2) personal hearings within a period of three (3) days
from the receipt of this Order.

Upon receipt of such intimation, this Tribunal shall proceed to notify the dates
for the said two (2) personal hearings through physical mode and take further
steps for expeditious conclusion of the proceedings within the preseribed

tumeline.

M.ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 11.06.2026

After granting a reasonable opportunity to the Parties to respond and suggest
mutually convenient dates for the conduct of the Arbitral Proceedings, the matter
was taken up by this Tribunal pursuant to the E-mail communication dated
08.06.2026 at 12:58 PM received from the Ld. Counsel for the Respondent, the

contents whereof were reproduced hereinbelow:

“To
Dir, Pankaj Garg,
Learned Sole Arbitrator,

Diear Sir,

We act for and on behal of the Respondent in the captioned arbitration. We
would like to clarify that the Respondent is agreeable to a physical hearing or a

hearing, as per the Ld Tribunals convenience. However, the
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Respondent's counsel is unavaileble for both the physical and virtual hearings on

the following dates in June, namely, June 13-21 and June 24-30).

Warm regards,
Sreeja Sengupia,
Counsel for the Respondent

The aforesaid E-mail communication was taken on record.

It was observed by this Tribunal that no communication had been received from
the Complainant suggesting anv convenient dates for the conduct of the

proceedings through physical mode.

In the interest of expeditious adjudication of the present proceedings, the
Complainant was requested to forthwith communicate and coordinate with the
Respondent for mutually fixing the convenient dates for further proceedings.
Upon arriving at a mutually agreeable date, the Parties shall first ascertain the
availability of the venue from NIXI of the said date and, afier obtaining
confirmation regarding such availability, jointly intimate the same 1o this

Tribunal.

Upon receipt of the proposed date and confirmation of availability from NiXI,
appropriate directions shal' be passed by this Tribunal regarding the next date ¢ 5

hearing.

N. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 12.06.2026

That this Tribunal has, on multiple occasions and vide its Orders dated 20.05.2026,
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directed that the evidentiary oroceedings, including the recording of evidence and
cross-examination of the Compiainant and the Respondent Witnesses, shall be

conducted in physical mode.

That consequent upon the circulation of the Order dated 11.06.2026, this Tribunal
received an e-mail communication dated 11.06.2026 at 01:56 P.M. from the Ld.
Counsel for the Complainant, whereby a request was made for conducting the
proceedings culminating in the cross-examination of the Complainant and the
Respondent Witnesses through virtual mode, considering that both the
Complainant and the Respondent are situated outside Dethi:

“To
D, Pankal Garg,
Learned Sole Arbitrator,

Dear Sir,

[ act under instructions fram the Complainant in the captioned matter. Further to
vour order dated 11 June 2026, we confirm our availability for a physical hearing
on 22nd June 2026 or 23rd June 2026 as per NIXI's convenience. We would
nevertheless like to reiterate ouwr reguest fo have the hearing conducted virtually,

especially since both the Complainant and the Respondent are not based in Delhi.

Yours sincerely,
Anldir Sahni
Counsel for Complainant

a
st

Reliance Industries Limited

That this Tribunal further received another E-mail communication on 11.06.2026
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made by the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant. The contents thereof are reproduced

hereinbelow:

“To

Dr, Pankaf Garg,

Learned Sole Arbitrator,

Dear Sir,

We are agreeable to virtual or physical hearing according to the Ld. Tribunal's

convenience.

Warm regards,

Sreefa Sengupta
Caunsel for Petiio World Pvr. Ltd. "

That this Tribunal, having duly considered the aforesaid requests and the
convenience expressed by both the Parties, consciously reiterates and allowed the
said requests to the limited extent that the Complainant Witness and the
Respondent Witness may appear through virtual mode for the purpose of recording
their evidence and cross-examination. However, the Ld. Counsels appearing on
behalf of the Complainant and the Respondent shall mandatorily remain physically
present during the hearing at the Office of NIXI. It was further made expressly
clear that the Sole Arbitrator shall remain physically present at the Office of NIXI
and that the physical presence of the Ld. Counsels was necessary to effectively and
efficiently assist this Tribunal during the conduction of cross-examination of the
Complainant and the Respondent Witnesses and to ensure the smooth, orderly and

effective conduct of the proceedings.
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The Ld. Counsels for both the Parties were directed to make available, at their own

arrangement and cost, the requisite stenographic assistance, computer systems,

laptops and any other infrastructure necessary for the effective conduet and

recording of the proceedings. It was further clarified that all stenographic charges

and allied expenses shall be borne by the respective Parties at their own cost and

responsibility,

That on 22.06.2026, the arbitral proceedings shall convene sharp at 10:30 A.M. and
shall continue till 04:30 P.M., with a Lunch Break from 01:00 P.M. to 02:00 P.M,

The schedule of the proceedings shall be as under:

22.06.2026
10:30 AM-01:00 PM Evidence of the Complainant Witness
02:00 PM - 04:30 PM Evidence of the Respondent Witness
23.06.2026
11:00 AM-01:00 PM Final Argumenits on behalf of th
Complainant
02:00 PM - 04:00 PM - | Final Arguments on behalf of th
Respondent

That both the Parties shall make all necessary arrangements at their own cost at the
Office of NIXI and were further directed to deposit the charges of NIXI, in advance,
It was made abundantly clear that no adjournment shall be granted to either of the
Parties or to the Ld. Counsels for any reason whatsoever. The Parties were put to

ncrtic: that any default, failure, inability or lack of preparedness attributable to

n.r P?;L&p,;
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either side shall entail such orders as this Tribunal may deem fit and proper in the

facts and circumstances of the case.

Since the liberty of virtual hearing was being accorded solely upon the request and
convenience of the Parties, the said liberty shall be availed strictly at their own risk
and responsibility, Any technical difficulty, connectivity issue, disruption or
irta‘tluitit}r to participate through virtual mode shall not constitute a ground for

seeking adjournment, postponement or reopening of the proceedings.

Keeping in view that the arbitral award was required to be rendered in a timebound
manner and further considering the statutory mandate ie., within 60 days,
governing expeditious completion of arbitral proceedings, this Tribunal deemed it
imperative that the evidence of both witnesses be concluded on the date fixed,

without any unnecessary delay or impediment.

Accordingly, the matter was fixed on 22.06.2026 for recording of evidence and
cross-examination of the Complainant and the Respondent Witnesses, and
thercafter on 23.06.2026 for hearing final arguments, in accordance with the

directions contained hereinabove,

0. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELIY ON 20.06.2026

The present Order was passed pursuant to an E-mail dated 19.06.2026 received
at 4:37 PM from Ms. Sreeja Sengupta, Ld. Counsel for the Respondent,
informing this Tribunal that owing to a family emergency, she would be unable
to appear on the dates scheduled for personal hearing through physical mode on
22.06.2026 and 23.06,2026, [t was further intimated that she had authorized Mr.
Debarghya Mitra (Enrollment No. F/588/444/21) to appear on behalf of the
Respondent on the aforesaid dates,

3jd request was allowed.
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The aforesaid communication was followed by a separate E-mail dated
19.06.2026 received at 4:46 PM from Mr. Debarghya Mitra, Advocate,
Partner, IPgyan Consulting LLP who, acting under the authorization of Ms,
Sreeja Sengupta, sought permission to appear before this Tribunal through Virtual
Mode/Video Conferencing on 22.06.2026 and 23.06.2026.

The said request was declined in view of the earlier Order dated 12.06.2026
wherein this Tribunal had clearly specified that the Ld. Counsels appearing for
both the Complainant and the Respondent were required to remain physically
present during the proceedings on the said aforesaid dates. Liberty to appear
through Virtual Mode was granted only to the Witnesses of both the sides, if they
so desire. The said direction had not been reviewed by this Tribunal and is still in

force.

Accordingly, the Ld. Counsel for the Respondent was expected to comply with
the Order and directions passed by this Tribunal on 12.06.2026.

P. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 22.06.2026

The matter was taken up today in the presence of the Ld. Counsels appearing on
behalf of the Parties.

At the outset, a Letter of Authority dated 19.06.2026, issued by the Complainant
in favour of Ms. Sarita Joglekar, who was physically present before the Tribunal,
authorizing her to represent the Complainant in the present proceedings, was
filed. Ld. Counsel for the Respondent also gave his no objection to the said
authorization in writing. The Letter of Authority, along with the written no-

objection by the Respondent, was taken on record.
Furb?;x
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Pursuant to the directions contained in the previous Orders, the Witnesses of the
respective Parties appeared before the Tribunal through Video Conferencing and
were cross-examined by the Ld. Counsels. Upon completion of their testimonies,
the statements so recorded were duly shared with the respective Witnesses, who

confirmed and consented to the contents thereof through E-mail.

The Witnesses were further directed to furnish the original signed copies of their
respective statements, both in hard copy as well as in scanned soft-copy format,
for being taken on record. Their evidence having thus been concluded and no
further questions being forthcoming, both CW-1 and RW-1 stood discharged,

contents of which are reproduced herein below:

“2206:2026

CW — 1, Mr. Rajesh Kumar (through V)

Statement of CW = 1 Rajesh Kumar 8, 8/o My, P. Sivadasa Kurup, aged about 53
vears having office at Maker Chambers = IV, Nariman Point, Mumbai- 400021
I adopt my evidence by way aof affidavit dared 18/05/2026 as my examination in
chief. All the documents are exhibited from CW =1 /1 to CW -1/21

ON 54

XXX by Sh. Debarghya Mitra, Advocate (in person physically) along with
Shail Bala Tripathy, Advocate (through VC) for the Respondent

i, You have not filed any affidavit with regards to complaint af any consumer in

|
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i, “WHOIS" report relied upon by you is only for the information purpose and
not for evidence.
Ans. I deny that

iti. Have you visited the website of the Respondent

Ans. Fes

iv. After seeing the website whether Respondent approached the Complainant for

selling the website to the Complainant
Ans. No, (Vol: Respondent approached the complainant for the settlement)

v. The business of the Respondent is genuine or fake. Please tell?
Ans. There is no proof of business.

vi. The business of the domain name in mry manner is connected or associated

with the complainant.

Ans. Yes. There is a connection. There is also an infringement of “JIO"

vii. Has the Complainant filed any evidence / document proving the case of cyber
squatting
Ans. No. But the “JIQ" is being infringed.

vifi, Has the Complainant filed any evidence / document showing that the
business carried out by the Respondent is similar/ identical to the business
af the Complainani

Ans. Yes. “JioGauSamriddhi” which is allied and cognate to the Respondent.
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ix. Is “JioGauSamriddhi” is for the pet animals for their care and for their
welfare?

Ans, Yes. It is for the animals. And, further added, it is for the pet animals.

x. Has the Respondent demanded any monetary compensation from the
Complainant for the transfer of the domain name?
Ans, No.
(Voi: Nothing to say further.) "

“22/06/2026

RW — I, Mr. Pratik Sen (through VC)

Statement of RW — I Mr. Pratik Sen, 8/'o Late Pran Kumar Sen, aged about 51
years having my office/ communication address at 6542, Kendua Main Road
Patuli Kolkata — 700084 and the registered office at Block GP & EP, Plot - X2
Avrch Square, Sector V, Bidhan Nagar CK Market, Salt Lake, North 24 Pargans

700091, West Bengal

I adopt my evidence by way of affidavir dated 20/05/2026 as my examination in
chief. All the documents are exhibited from RW -1/1 to RW -1/17,

ON 54

XXX by Sh. Ankit Sahni, Advocate along with Sh. Chirag Akluwalia,
Advecate (in person physically) for the Complainant
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i. Were you aware about the Complainant Trademark "Jio” and its prevence in
the business world, before gefting yvour domain name registered? Can you
restrain Complainant from entering the business being carrvied by you? Can
vou restrain the Complainant from using “Pettio”? Can you restrain them for
“JioPet "7 What is the difference between “Petlio™ and “JioPet"?
Ans. Yes. I was aware. I cannot restrain him. The "PetJio " is already with the
Respondent. No, I cannot restrain them. No, I cannot restrain anyone from
prefixing or suffixing the words "Petlio" and "JioPet". And I am also free to
use the words by prefiving or suffixing.

il With context to the website, the Respondent claims to have founded its Pet
platform under the name Elite K9 Club, so what prompited you to change the

name o “Perlio"?
Ans. Earlier the Elite name was for my physical presence and this particular

“Petfio” is for my digital presence. Physical presence for only one club.

fii. In the brand "PetJio, " is it correct that it describes yowr field of business?
What does Pet denote? Is it drawn from amywhere or your own invention?
Ans. Yes. "Petlio” denotes domesticated and companion animals. That
particularly the word “Petfio” is developed from two words "Pet” for the
domesticated and companion animals and "Jio" pertains to the slogan “jio
and feene do” as a blessing word wsed commonly, for the service and care af

the animals.
iv. Is it corvect that you do not have a single invoice, customer booking, bank

entry or record of any completed commercial transaction showing use of

“Petfio” before the receipt of Complainanits cease and desist notice dated
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Ans. No documents referved in the question were there before the receipt of

the notice.

v. Is it correct that after the receipt of the notice dated 25.03.20235, you in your
Facebook post dated 27.03.2025 accepted the “phonetic closeness ™ between
vour mark “Petfio" and complainant's “Jio” mark (running Page 22 of the
Respondent's reply)?

Ans. It was referved ro the Phonetic Closeness between “Jamtara" and

“"Fantara.” "Jamtara" refers to the Web series.

vi. Is it correct neither you nor the Respondent has ever obtained any consent or
license or authorization from the Complainant to use the word “Jio" ax part
of "Pettio” or disputed domain name?

Ans. No consent was taken as it was not necessary because the business of
the Respondent way different and it was not similar to the domain name or

trademark of the Complainant.

vii. Is it correct that despite such knowledge of the Complainants “Jio™
frademark and despite Complainants objection, vou continued to use
“Petlio, " on your website, configure the website, invite members of the public
and expand business under “PetJio? ™
Ans. Even afier the objections of the Complainant in March 2025 we

continued to use it considering that we are genuine.
viti. In the manner in which “PetJio” is written on your website, why is "Jio”

written in a different colowr than “Pei?”

Ans. It was conscious decision.
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ix. Are you currently using “PetJio” as a trademark in the course of rade? Was
the daomain name created for yourself, was suggested by you or was made
available to you?

Ans. Yes | am using it. “PetJio” was an available domain name and found

it on the search.

x. Did you conduct a search in the trademark registry records before adopting
and filing the trademark "PetJio? "
Anms. No.
(Vol: Nething further to add) "

[t was pertinent to note that the matter had already been listed for final arguments
on 23.06.2026. However, with the consent of the Ld. Counsels for both the
Parties, the proceedings were taken up today for commencement of final

arguments.

Sh. Ankit Sahni, Advocate, Ld. Counsel for the Complainant thereafter advanced
detailed submissions. The arguments were heard at length and the judicial

precedents relied upon during the course of submissions were taken on record.

Upon conclusion of the Complainant's arguments, Sh. Debarghya Mitra,
Advocate, Ld. Counsel for the Respondent sought leave to advance final
arguments on the date already fixed, i.e., 23.06.2026. The request was considered

and, there being no objection from the Complainant, the same was allowed.

Ld. Counsel for the Complainant further sought liberty to address brief rejoinder
submissions, if required, upon completion of the Respondent’s arguments. The

est was also allowed.
M.E- {?}
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In view of the foregoing, the matter stands adjourned to the date already fixed,
i.e., 23.06.2026 at 10:30 AM, at the venue already arranged by NIXI, for final
arguments on behalf of the Respondent. Rejoinder submissions, if any, on behalf

of the Complainant shall be addressed thereafter.

Q. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 23.06.2026

The matter was taken up in the presence of the Ld. Counsels appearing on behalf
of the Parties,

On 22.06.2026 at 8:14 PM, fresh Power of Attorney dated 22.06.2026 issued by
the Respondent in favour of Sh. Debarghya Mitra, Advocate, Ms, Shail Bala
Tripathy, Advoeate and IPgyan Consulting LLP, having its Office at C-22,
Sammilani Park, Santoshpur, Kolkata-700075 was received by this Tribunal,

same was taken on record.

In continuation of the proceedings recorded in the Order dated 22.06.2026, Sh.
Debarghya Mitra, Advocate, Ld. Counsel for the Respondent, advanced detailed
final arguments on the dispute, The submissions were heard at considerable
length and the judicial precedents relied upon by the Respondent during the

course of arguments were taken on record.

Upon conelusion of the Respondent's arguments, Sh. Ankit Sahni, Advocate, Ld.
Counsel for the Complainant, addressed rejoinder submissions in response
thereto. The rejoinder arguments were also heard at length and the judgements

relied upon were also taken on record,

With the conelusion of the oral submissions on behalf of both Parties, the hearing

@@}@%Iuded

| |III}.F'.;.'|L1i",'_'. \
H*L MM x| Page 167 of 217

L = Elk‘
N -".:I:"L'L"d}



On the request, in support of their Oral Submissions, both the Parties were granted
liberty to file their respective Written Submissions (hard as well as soft copy),
along with any judgments sought to be relied upon, on or before 26.06.2026 with
an advance copy to the Opposite Party.

Matter was now fixed for awaiting the filing of the Written Submissions by the
Parties.

R. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 30.06.2026

The matter was taken up ‘suo motu ' by this Tribunal.

It was pertinent to note that, vide Order dated 22.06.2026, this Tribunal had
specifically directed the Witnesses of both the Parties to furnish the original
signed copies of their respective witness statements, both in hard copy as well as

in scanned soft-copy format, for being taken on record.

Today, upon scrutiny of the record, it was observed that neither of the Parties has
complied with the aforesaid directions. The original signed witness statements,
in both physical as well as scanned soft-copy format, had not been filed by either

side,

Accordingly, both the Parties were once again directed to strictly comply with the
aforesaid directions and ensure that the original signed copies of the witness
statements were filed before this Tribunal, both in physical form as well as in

scanned soft-copy format, on or before 01.07.2026, without fail.

( erh;\
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It was made abundantly clear that this Tribunal shall not be in a position to
proceed with the further proceedings of the Arbitral Award until the aforesaid
compliance had been duly made, as the arbitral record cannot be regarded as

complete in the absence of the original signed witness stalements.

Any failure or delay in complying with the aforesaid directions shall inevitably
result in a corresponding delay in the pronouncement of the Arbitral Award, for
which the defaulting Party or Parties alone shall only be responsible.

8. A RATION P EEDINGS HELD ON 03.07.2026

The matter was taken up “suo niotu’ by this Tribunal,

In terms of the Order dated 23.06.2026, whereby the matter was adjourned for
awaiting the filing of the Final Written Submissions by the Parties, the
Complainant, on 24.06.2026 at 9:26 AM, filed a compilation of judicial

precedents in support of its submissions, contents of which are reproduced herein

below:

“COMPILATION OF CASE LAWS BEING FILED ON BEHALF OF THE

COMPLAINANT PU T TO THE DIRECTIONS PASSED BY THE
LD. SOLE ARBITRATOR ON 23.06.2026
§. No. | Particulars Relevant Paras | Pg. No,
1 Ruston & Hornsby Litd v. The
Zamindara Engineering Co., 7 tod 01-03
AIR 1970 8C 1649
mtr \
'rl{'Ir Peats) Ga
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2 Greaves  Cotton  Limited v

Mohammad Rafi & Ors.,

18 04-13
2011 (46) PTC 466 (Del)

3 Prem Ratan Rathi & Ors. v. Ashish

Iron Trading Co. & Ors.,

30to 32 14-25
2013 (56) PTC 393 (Del)

4. Pluto Travels India Private Limited

v. PTW Holidays Private Limited,

21 26-37
MANU/DE/3338/2025

5. FMI Limited v. Ashok Jain & Ors.,

2007 (34) PTC 66 (Del)
9 3844

. Email dated (04.05.2026 issued by
the National Internet Exchange of
India ("NIXT") along with the

attachment thereto titled “"Whois
45-48

petjioinpdf”,  containing  the

unredacted WHOIS details
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pertaining to the domain name |

<peljio.in>

Through

Chirag Ahluwalia

(Advocate)

Enrl. No. Dy327002018

Ajay Sahni & Associates
Counsels for the Complainant
31/42, Punjabi Bagh West
New Delhi-110026

Email — postbox(@asahni co
Mobile - 999080850()

Place : New Delhi
Dated : 24.06.2026"

The same was taken on record.

Further, on 26.06.2026 at 10:47 PM, the Respondent filed a soft copy of its Final

Written Submissions in support of its case, contents of which are reproduced

hereinbelow:
SFINAL WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:
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I. The present proceedings arise under the .IN Domain Name Dispute
Resolution Policy (“INDRP"), and not as a full-scale civil action for
trademark infringement, passing off, dilution, company-name rectification, or
unfair competition.

2. The Complainant has attempted to convert a limited INDRP proceeding into
a broad trademark infringement action by repeatedly relying upon Sections
2rl) (zxz) 28, 29, 17, and 11 of the Trade Marks Aer, 1999 Section 16 of the
Companies Act, and its commereial goodwill. However, the statutory and
procedural scope of the present proceeding is limited. Under the INDRP, the

Complainant must prove all three mandatory elements as per clause 4 of the

INDRP:

a. the domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a name, trademark
or service mark in which the Complainant has rights;

b. the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interesis [n respect of the
domain name,

and
o the domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.

These requirements appear in the INDRP Policy itself, annexed by the

Complainant as Annexure 1,

3. The Respondent specifically denies that the disputed domain name “petfio.in”
is identical or confusingly similar to any name, trademark or service mark in
which the Complainant has rights within the meaning of Clause 4(a) of the
INDRP.

P‘-Fb.rf
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4. The Complainant's case proceeds om an impermissible dissection of the
Respondent's domain name. The disputed domain is not “jioin',
“reliancejio.in', "fio-petin’, or any domain using “JIOQ" as a standalone
mark. The domain name is “petjio.in”, a composite coined expression adopted
as a whole for a pet-care platform. The expression "Petjio” combines "Pet”
with the Hinglish expression “jio”, meaning “live”, “let live”, and the
sentiment of “fio aur jeene do”. The mark must therefore be assessed as a

whole and not by isolating the letters “jio" from the complete expression.

3. The Complainant’s alleged well-known rrademark starus in "JIO" does not
aufomatically establish confusing similarity under Clause 4(a). Reputation
may establivh ownership of rights in a mark, but it does not by irself prove that
gvery composite domain name containing the letters 'flo” Iy confusingly
similar to the Complainant’s trademark. The INDRP reguires an independent
assessment of the disputed domain name, its overall impression, the manner
af adoption, the commercial context, the target consumers, and the

surrounding circumstances.

6. In the present case, the overall impression of “Petjio" is materially distinct
from “"JIO", The Respondert s domain is connected with a pef-care ecosystem
invalving pet parents, companion animals, grooming, vaccination records,
Velerinary Support, emergency assistance, and related pet-care services. The
Complainant’s principal wse of “JIO" is in telecom, digital services,
broadband, OTT, retail, finance, and allled corporate services, The
Respondent does not use the Complainant 's green circular logo, white "Jio "

lettering, Reliance trade dress, telecom presentation, or any representation

suggesting association with the Complainant.
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7. The Complainant has also attempted to rely on Satyam Infoway Lud, v,
Sifynet Solutions Pvt. Lid. However, the said judgment does not support an
automatic finding of confusing similarity merely because a complainant has
goodwill in a domain name or trademark. Satvam/Sify was a civil passing-off
dispute decided on its own facts, where the competing expressions "Sify” and
“Siffy " were found to be deceptively similar and the respondent 's explanation
for adoption was not accepted. The fudgment does not lay down that a well-
known mark-holder is entitled to transfer of every later domain name
containing a part of ity mark, irrespective af legitimate adoption, different

business context, and absence of bad faith.

8. The present case is clearly distinguishable from Satyam Infoway Lrd. v.
Sifyner Solutions Pvi. Ltd. Here, the Respondent has a coherent explanation
Jor the adoption of " Petjio ", the Respondent ‘s business concerns pet-cave and
companion-animal services,; the visual presentation is distinct; there is no use
of “JIO" as a standalone mark; there is no imitation of the Complainant s
trade dress; and there is no evidence of consumer confusion, misdirected
traffic, impersonation, phishing, monetary demand, or rargeting of the

Conplainant s customers.

9. The Complainant's own witness has demolished the core ingredients of
cybersquatting. CW-1 admitted during cross-examination that;
a. no affidavit of any consumer confusion has been filed;
b. the Respondent never demanded money for transfer of the domain name;
c. the Respondent never approached the Complainant to sell the domain;
d. no document proving cybersquatting has been filed; and
e. the Complainant relies on alleged infringement of “JIO”, rather than
independent proaf of bad-faith domain registration.
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10.This is therefore not a case of cybersquatting. It is, at best, an attempted
trademark infringement dispute dressed as an INDRP complaint. Such a

complaint must fail,

Il. The INDRP is aimed at clear cases of abusive domain registration, not

complex trademark disputes

11.The INDRP remedy is narrow: wransfer or cancellation of a domain name. It
is not a substitute for a civil suit for infringement or passing off. Clause 10 of
the INDRP limits remedies to cancellation or transfer of the domain name,

with costs where appropriate.

12.The Supreme Court in Satyam Infoway Lid v. Sifyner Solutions Pvt. Ltd.,
(2004) 6 SCC 145, held that domain names may function as business
identifiers and may be protected through passing off. However, the same
Jjudgment also recognised the classic requirements of passing off: goodwill,
misrepresentation, likelihood of confusion amongst actual or potential
customers, and loss. It alse referred to the domain-dispute framework
requiring proof of confusing similarity, absence of legitimate interest, and bad
faith. Therefore, Satyam Infoway does not support the Complainant s position
that a famous trademark awtomatically defeats a domain registrant. Ratfier, it
supports the Respondent s position that domain disputes require factual proof
of deception, diversion, lack of legitimare interest, and bad faith.

13. Persuasive UDRP jurisprudence also supports this approach. In Reliance
Industries Limited v. Nivamath Sharieff, Reliance Wood Industries,(WIPO
Case No. D2025-1615) , even though RELIANCE was recognised as a well-

n mark, the transfer of “reliancewood.com” was denied because the

ndent demonstrated independent business wse and some legitimate
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interest. The Panel expressly observed that UDRP is designed for clear-cut
cybersquatting cases and not complex trademark disputes involving

competing claims of bona fide use,

14.Similarly, in CoachHub GmbH v. Mehdi Aardin, (WIPO Case No. D2025
0093) transfer was denied where the respondent's wse related to sports
cogohing and the complainant s business relared to corporare coaching. The
Panel found that there was no evidence that the respondent was unfairly

attracting the complainant's customers or using the domain as a pretextual

business.

13.The present case is even sironger for the Respondent: CW-1 admitted that no
consumer confusion affidavit, no monetary demand, and no dociment proving

cyvbersquatting has been filed,
I, The Complainant has failed to prove bad faith

16. Bad faith is the heart of an INDRP complaint. The Complainan: was reguired
to prove that the Respondent registered or used the domain name for an

urdawiul and mala fide purpose.

17. The Complainant has alleged thar the Respondent registered the domain name
for cheating, phishing, theft of money, misappropriation of sensitive data,

wrongful prevention, and cybersquatting. These are serious allegations. Yet

no evidence has been filed.

18 During cross-examination, CW-1 was specifically asked whether the
Bt ﬂmﬂiamam' had filed any evidence or document proving cybersguatting. The
-

Jw}m’uer was: “No. Buf the ‘JIQ is being infringed. "
I Pamhaj Ga
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19. This answer is fatal. The Complainant's case is not a proven case of
cybersquatting; it is merely an allegation of trademark infringement. The
INDRP carmot order transfer of a bona fide domain name merely becanse the

Complainant asserts that a part of the domain resembles its mark.

20.The Complainant has also pleaded that the Respondent may sell, rent, or
otherwise fransfer the domain name for valuable consideration. This pleading
is speculative. It iy comtradicted by CW-1's own admission that the
Respandent never demanded monetary compensation for transfer of the

domain name.

21.INDRP bad faith cannot be founded on speculation. It must be founded on
evidence, The WIPO Overview also records that unsupported conclusory
allegations arve insufficient, and that bad-faith complainis should be supported

by evidence such as dated screenshots, correspondence, or other material,

22.In the present case.
a. there is no offer for sale;
b, there is no demand for money;
c. there is no pattern of registering JIO-formative domains,
d. there is no diversion to telecom, retail, media, financial services, or Jio
platforms;
there is no impersonation of Jio,
there is no phishing proof;

there is no consumer complaint;

= e om

there is no fraudulent payment page; and

i __there is no evidence of competing business disruption,
fﬁ% of competing business disrup.
PiF
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Therefore, the third INDRP element fails.

IV,  The Respondent has rights and legitimate interests in the domain name

23.Clause 6 of the INDRP expressly recognises that a registrant may demonstrate
rights or legitimate interests where, before notice of dispute, there is use or
demonstrable preparation to use the domain name in connection with a bona
fide offering of goods or services; or where the registrant is commonly known
by the domain name; or where the registrant is making legitimate use without

intent to misleadingly divert consumers. The Respondent satisfies this rest.

24.The domain name “petjio.in” was registered on 11 January 2025 The

Complainant s own annexed Whois record records the registration date.

23.The Respondent's trademark applications for the composite mark "'Petjio
Let'’s Pet” were filed on 03 February 2025 and 03 March 2025, before the
cease-and-desisi notice dated 25 March 2025. This is admitted in the

Complaint itself.

26. The Respondent s evidence and testimony show that “Elite K9 Club" was the
offline per-care presence, whereas "Petfio” was adopted as the digital
platform and online identity. This explanation is commercially coherent and

consistent with the domain nanie.

27.The Complainant attempis to rely on RW-1’s answer that there were no
invoices, customer bookings, bank entries, or completed commercial
transactions befove the notice, This does not defear legitimate interest. INDRP

= Llause 6 does not reguire completed sales. It expressly recogmizes
g PO

ﬂ-g‘:'
| " @Jnk? E:
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onsirable preparations to use.
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28.A digital pet-care platform may reguire domain registration, brand
development, application preparation, website configuration, data policies,
service onboarding, and digital infrastruciure before commercial invoices
begin. Absence of completed invoices at a pre-launch or early launch stage is

not proof of bad faith.

29.The Respondent’s website's privacy materials describe a gemuine pet-cave
ecosystems collection of pet information, pet photographs, vaccination
records, medical history, veterinarians, paravets, groomers, emergency S0OS,
location-based assistance, payment Processing, Al-powered
recommendations, and grievance officer details. These are not indicia of a

sham website. They are indicia of a sector-specific digital pet-care platform.

30.CW-1 did not produce any proof that the Respondent's business is fake His
answer was merely that there is "no proof of business . That is not proof of
Jraud, phishing, cybersquatting, or bad faith. Therefore, the Respondent has

a legitimate interest in the domain name.

“Petjio” is a composite Hinglish/portmaniean expression and must be

assessed as a whole

31. The Complainant 's argument dissecis "Peffio” into "Pet" + "JIO" and then
freats “JIO™ as if it has been independently used by the Respondent. This is
legally and linguistically incorrect.

32, "Petjio” is a coined composite expression. It is a Hinglish portmanteau/fused
__expression combining:

2 F"-rh.",!_.-.
/_\ a. “Pet" — domesticated companion animals; and
[F)
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b. “Jio" — used in the Hindi/Hinglish sense of “live”, "let live”, and

as part of the sentiment “jio aur jeene do ",

33.The expression is not used as "JIO” simpliciter. It iy not used as "Reliance
Jio " It iy not used in a green circular Jio device. It is not used for telecom,

broadband, OTT, retail, finance, cloud, or Reliance's digital ecosvstem.

34.The mark must be considered ay a whole. The Delhi High Court in PhonePe
Pvt. Ltd v. Ezy Services & Anr. (2021 SCC OnLine Del 2635) while dealing
with "PhonePe" and “BharatPe", held that both were composite marks and
that the plaintiff’ could not claim exclusivity solely over the suffix "Pe"'; the
marks had to be assessed as complete expressions. The Cowrt held that merely

misspelling "Pay” as “Pe" would not alter the legal position.

33.This principle is directly relevant, If “PhonePe" cannot monopolise “Pe"”
against every payment-related suffix/prefix formulation, then “JIO" cannot,
under INDRP, automatically extinguish every composite expression where

Jio " is used in a different semantic and commercial context.

36.0n Marico Lid. v. Agro Tech Foods Ltd. ( 2010 (44) PTC 736 (Del) (DB) ) the
Deihi High Court cautioned against allowing proprietors to monopolise
descriptive/common expressions or tweaked forms of ordinary words, The
Court held that descriptive use and public juris expressions cannot be
monopolised merely through registration, especially where the competing

presentation and commercial context differ.

37. The Respondent is not asserting a monopoly over “Jio", The Respondent's
case is limited: the composite expression “Petfio " was adopted for a pet-care

system and not ta impersonate the Complainant,
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38.The Respondent expressly denies thar the first requirement under the INDRP
Policy is satisfied. In any event, and without admitting similarity in any
moanner whatsoever, the Complaint is liable to be dismissed as the
Complainant has failed 1o establish the cumulative requirements of absence

of legitimate interest and bad faith regisiration or use,

VI. The Respondent’s business is different from the Complainant’s

JioGauSamriddhi service

39.The Complainant attempts to create averlap by relying on
“JieGauSamriddhi”. This artempr is factually and commercially strained,. The
Complainant's oW pleadings describe JioGauSamriddhi
(https Swww flogausamriddhi.com/) as  a  technology-enabled  catile
management and daivy-support solution for dairy and livestock management,
involving wearable neck rags, gateways, cartle health, rumination,

reproductive cyeles, breeding, milk productivity, and farm productivity,

0. The screenshots of JioGauSamriddhi annexed by the Complainant show the
fanguage.
“"Cret the best productivity out of yvour dairy business”, “Cattle farm
management made easy ", “Cattle Smart Neck Tag", and monitoring of cattle

health,
41.The Respondent's platform is for pets, namely domesticated companion

animals living in home enviromments and requiring greoming, care,

vaccination support, service-provider access, and pet-parent support,
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42.Cattle and companion pets are not the same consumer category. Dairy
Javrmers and pet parents are not the same target audience. A cattle productivity

tool and a pet-care/grooming ecosystem are not the same service.

43.CW-1 attempted to say that JioGauSamriddhi is for animals and firther added
that it is_for pet animals. However, this aral extension is uwisupported by the
Complainant's own website screenshots and pleadings, which repeatediy
describe the service in relation to cattle, dairy, milk productivity, herd

management, and farm operations.

44_Therefore, the Complainant has failed to establish @ common trade channel,

common target consumer, or actual likelihood of deception.
V1. There is no visual imitation of the Complainant’s JIO branding

43. The Complainant alleges that the Respondent has highlighted “Jio" in the
Petjio logo. This allegation is misleading. The Petjilo logo wses a bright,
rounded, multi-colowr, pet-friendly design language. The dominant colour

elements are:

a. sky blue in "P", dots aver the letters, and punctuation;
b. warm orange in "e" and "t"; and

c. pinkin ", “i", "o", and the exclamation mark
46.The colour treatment does not replicate Reliance Jio's green circular logo,

white "Jio" lettering, corporate trade dress, telecom presentation, app

ecasysten, or digital-service branding,
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47 RW-I's answer that the colour distinction was a "conscious decision” must
be read in comtext. It was a conscious brand-design decision to create a

Jriendly pet-care identity, not a conscious decision to imitate the Complainant.

48, The Respondent's visual identity is rooted in pet-care, warmth, accessibility,
companionship, family orientation, and emotional bonding with pets. This is
consistent with the Respondent s business and inconsistent with any alleged

intention to impersonate a telecom conglomerate.

49. The Complainant’s own annexed screenshots of the Respondent's privacy
policy show the Petfio branding and pet-care service structure, not any Jio

inipersonation.

30 The Respondent may also rely upon the animal-vision and colour-behaviour
literature only for the limited proposition that colowr choices in animal-facing
or pet-facing branding may be guided by considerations of animal response
and pet-parent emotional perception. The paper titled “Effect of Color on
Animal Behavior” discusses colowr responses in dogs and cats, including
active responses in bluelorange regions and colour-related physiological
reactions. This supports the limited design rationale that blue‘warm-
spectrumypink-magenta branding was chosen for pet-care appeal, not telecom

imitarion.

51.This scientific/design material is not relied upon as determinative legal proof.
It is relied upon only to rebut the Complainant’s speculative inference that

colour variation equals mala fide adoption.

V1. Awareness of JIO does not equal bad faith
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32. The Complainant placed heavy emphasis on RW-1's admission rhat he was
aware of the Complainant s IO mark. This does not establish bad faith.

53.In modern India, awareness of a famous brand is unswrprising. The legal
guestion is wnot awareness; the legal gquestion is 1argeting, deception,

diversion, impersonation, or abusive registration.

54.In Reliance Imdustries Limited v. Niyamath Sharieff, Reliance Wood
Industries, the WIPO Panel considered it plansible that the respondent was
aware of RELIANCE, yvet still denied transfer because the respondent showed

legitimare business connection with the domain name.

55. Therefore, the admission af awareness does not complete the Complainant 's
case. It must still prove lack of legitimate interest and bad faith. It has failed

to do so.

IX. The Complainant’s reliance on trademark infringement cases is misplaced

36, The Complainant relied on cases such av Ruston & Hornsby Ltd. v.
Zamindara Engineering Co., Greaves Cotton Ltd. v. Mohammad Rafi, Pluto
Travels India Pvt. Ltd. v. PTW Holidays Pvt. Ltd., and Prem Ratan Rathi v.
Ashish Iron Trading Co.

57. These cases are distinguishable for four reasons:
a. they were civil trademark infringement/passing-off proceedings, not
INDRF domain-transfer proceedings;
b. they involved stronger evidence of trade overlap, deceptive adopition, or

identical/similar poods/services;
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c. they did mot dilute the requirement wnder INDRF to prove all three
elements;

and

d. they cannot substitute proof of cvbersquatting, which CW-1 admitted has
not been filed.

38, Ruston & Hornshy dealt with “"RUSTON " and “RUSTAM INDIA " for diesel
internal combustion engines. The addition of “India" did not avoid infringement
because the competing goods and mark resemblance were directly linked. That is
not the present case, where “Petjio” Iy a composite pet-care expression and the

Complainant's principal JIO business is telecom services,

39 Greaves Coiton concerned use of "GREAVES INDIA" in relation ro
overlapping industrial goods. The present Respondent is not selling telecom,
broadband, OTT, payments, retail, or JioGau cattle devices.

6. Pluto Travels concerned parties in the same travel/service field, where the
Cowrt found no plausible explanation jor adoption of “PLUTO" in that sector.
Here, the Respondent has given a clear explanation; "Pet” + "Jio" in the sense

of pet life, care, and "Jio aur jeene do ",

61. Prem Ratan Rarhi concerned steel/trade-mark use and an ex parte infunction
on different facts. It does not establish that the Complainant can obtain domain
transfer without proving INDRF bad faith.

62. The Complainant s authorities may be relevant in a civil infringement suit, if

filed. They do not decide the present INDRP complaint,

Whois material does not prove bad faith
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63. The Complainant relies upon Whois records. However, the Whois material
itself states that registrant data is redacted for privacy and that the data is

provided for informational purposes and does not guarantee accuracy.

64. Redaction in Whois records is not concealment by the Respondent. It is a
standard privacy conseguence of regisiry'registrar systems. The Complainant
itself received the Respondent s detaily through the NIXT Registrar process.

63, Therefore, no adverse inference can be drawn from Whaois privacy.
XI. The Complainant has not proved consumer confusion

66. The Complainant's case repeatedly invokes “normal consumer confusion”.
But there is no consimer complaint, no affidavit, no survey, no misdirecied email,
no payment fraud, no compiaint from any Jio customer, and no evidence of any

member of the public believing that Petfio belongs to Reliance.
67. CW-1 admitted that no affidavit aof any consumer confusion has been filed.

68. The Supreme Court in Satyam Infoway Lid. v. Sifinet Solutions Pwt. Ltd
required likelihood of confusion among actual or potential customers, especially

in areas of specific overlap.

69, Here, the Complainant has not proved overlap. 4 pet parent seeking
grooming or companion-animal care iy not likely to believe that the platform is a

Reliance telecom service merely because the composite expression is “Petjio”.

ntinnation after cease-and-desist notice is not bad faith
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70, The Complainant argues that the Respondent continued use after the cease-

and-desist notice.

71. This is not bad faith. A party who honestly believes that its adoption is lawfil
is entitled to contest an overbroad legal notice. If mere continuation after
objection were treated as bad faith, every respondent who defends a domain
complaint would automarically lose.

72. RW-1 clearly stated that the Respondent continued because it considered its

business genuine and different from the Complainant's business.

73. No monetary demand, no sale offer, no false affiliation, no phishing, and no
impersonation followed the cease-and-desist notice. Therefore, continued use
cannat be treated as cybersquatting.

XTI, Prayer

In view of the above, it is respectfully praved that this Learned Tribunal may be
pleased to:

a. dismiss the Complaint in its entirery,

b. hold that the Complainant has failed to prove absence of rights or legitimate
_interests and bad faith registration under INDRP;

c. refuse transfer or cancellation of the domain name “petiio.in";

d, award costs in favour of the Respondent; and

e. pass swch further orders as this Leavned Tribunal may deem fit in the facts and

circumstances of the case.

PETJIO WORLD PVTLTD,

THROUGH,

Respectfully submitted,

Debarghya Mitra, Advocate
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Shail Bala Tripathy, Advocate

5.MNO | CASE DETAILS CITATION
A Reliance Industries Limited v. Niyvamath Sharieff, WIPO Case No.
Reliance Wood Industries D2025-1615
B | CoachHub GmbH v. Mehdi Aardin WIPQ Case No.
D2025-0095
& Capitalmind Financial Services Pwt Lid v. | INDRP Case No:
Capitalmind consultancy Private Limited 2088

The same was also taken on record.

Thereafter, vide Order dated 30.06.2026, this Tribunal directed the witnesses of
both Parties to furnish the original duly signed copies of their respective witness
statements in both hard-copy and scanned soft-copy formats.

In compliance with the aforesaid directions, the Complainant, on 30.06.2026 at
5:21 PM, submitted the scanned signed copy of the witness statement of its
witness, Mr, Rajesh Kumar. The original hard copy thereof was subsequently
received by this Tribunal on 02.07.2026. The same was taken on record.

Further, on 01.07.2026 at 10:57 AM, this Tribunal received the scanned soft copy
of the duly signed witness statement of the Respondent's witness, Mr, Pratik Sen.
The same was also taken on record.

However, it was observed that the original hard copy of the Respondent's Final
Written Submissions, as well as the original hard copy of the statement of the

s spondent's witness, Mr. Pratik Sen, had not been received by this Tribunal till
B "E"‘Ib"l".r
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Monetheless, considering the substantial compliance of the directions issued by
this Tribunal and the completion of the pleadings and evidentiary record, the
matter was fixed for 04.07.2026 at 5:00 PM for clarifications, if any, and/or for

pronouncement of the Award.

T. FINDINGS & AWARD
FPREFATORY NOTE

Before adjudicating the issues arising under Paragraph 4 of the INDRFP Policy,
the Tribunal considers it appropriate to first dispose of the objections raised by
the Complainant vide e-mail dated 28.05.2026, which were directed to be decided
at the time of final adjudication by this Tribunal vide Order dated 30.05.2026,
delivered on 02.06.2026, as they concern the procedural foundation of the present

proceedings.
These Findings/Observations accordingly proceed in three chapters:

a. Chapter I disposes of the objections raised by the Complainant vide e-mail
dated 28.05.2026,

b. Chapter 11 contains the Tribunal's determination of the issues framed in these
proceedings in consonance with Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy, comprising
a detailed part-wise examination of the three cumulative requirements under
Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy, the findings returned on each of those

elements, and the consequential determination of the reliefs arising therefrom.

CHAFPTER |

DISPOSAL OF OBJECTIONS RAISED BY THE COMPLAINANT VIDE
E-MAIL DATED 25.05.2026

Objection No. I- At the outset, it is respectfully submitted that the documents filed

by the Complainant are electronic documenis/electronic records, including

Arbyy i . i
/bé’ public records, screemshots, website extracts, orders, domain-related
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records, etc., in support of which, the Complainant has already filed an
affidavit/certificate under Section 63 of the Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023.

Objection No. 2- In light of the same, it s submitted that Section 60 of the
Bharativa Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023, is not applicable in the manner
contemplated in the procedural directions. The Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam,
2023 contains a specific regime for proof af electronic records, and Section 62
provides that the contents of electronic records may be proved in accordance
with Section 63. Accordingly, the Complainant respectfully requests that the
direction requiring filing of an explanatory affidavit under Section 6() be treated
as inapplicable, or in the alternative, be treated as satigfied by the

affidavit/certificate under Section 63 already filed by the Complainant.

FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL:

The Complainant submitted that every electronic record relied upon in the present
proceedings has been duly accompanied by a certificate under Section 63 of the
Bharativa Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023, and, therefore, the statutory requirement
governing the admissibility of such electronic records stands fully complied with.
It was further contended that a separate affidavit under Section 60 of the
Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 cannot be insisted upon in respect of
electronic records, as Sections 62 and 63 constitute a complete code govemning

the maode of proof and admissibility of electronic evidence.

This Tribunal finds merit in the said submission. All electronic records filed by
the Complainant, including screenshots, website extracts, WHOIS records and
other electronic material, are accompanied by Certificate under Section 63 of the
Bharatiyva Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023. Consequently, the same satisfy the
statutory requirements for admissibility and are accordingly taken on record.

It is further clarified that the earlier procedural direction requiring the filing of an

A, /w\ﬂ-’lt under Section 60 of the Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 was issued
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only by way of abundant caution and with a view to afford the Complainant an
opportunity to file such an affidavit in the event any secondary evidence, other
than electronic records governed by Sections 62 and 63 of the Bharatiya Sakshya
Adhiniyam, 2023, was sought to be relied upon. Accordingly, no further affidavit
under Section 60 is required insofar as the electronic records already filed by the

Complainant are concerned.

Ohbjection Nos. 1 & 2 are accordingly disposed of.

Objection No. 3- It is further respectfully submitted that the present proceedings
are governed by the .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy and the INDRF
Rules of Procedure. The said Rules contemplate a summary and document-based
adjudicatory framework for domain name disputes, and do not provide any right

to either party to seek cross-examination of the other party s witness/deponent.

Objection No. 4- The Complainant thus respectfully submits that the present
dispute may be adjudicated on the basis of the pleadings, documents, affidavits
already filed on record by the parties. Any request for cross-examination, if made
by the Respondent, would be outside the scheme of the INDRP Rules and contrary
to the expeditious nature of INDRP proceedings. The admissibility, relevance,
materiality and weight of the documents filed hy the parties may, in any event, be
determined by the Ld. Sole Arbitrator at the stage of final adindication,

FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL:
The Complainant further objected to the Tribunal permitting cross-examination
on the ground that proceedings under the INDRP are intended to be summary in

nature.

The said objection is devoid of merit and is accordingly rejected. While the
INDRP Rules contemplate an expeditious adjudicatory process and do not
AE: Ay l}r provide for cross-examination, they equally do not prohibit the Tribunal
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from adopting such procedural measures as may be necessary Lo ensure a fair,

effective and complete adjudication of the dispute,

This Tribunal derives its authority from Section 19 of the Arbitration and
Conciliation Act, 1996, which expressly provides that an arbitral tribunal shall
not be bound by the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 or the Indian Evidence Act,
1872, and further empowers the Tribunal to determine the admissibility,
relevance, materiality and weight of any evidence, as well as to conduct the
proceedings in such manner as it considers appropriate, subject to the agreement
of the parties. Such procedural autonomy necessarily includes the power to permi
clarification of facts and, where the interests of justice so require, to allow a
restricted cross-examination on specific issues for the purpose of elucidating

disputed factual aspects.

The clarification and cross-examination directed in the present proceedings were
exercised strictly within the ambit of the Tribunal's procedural discretion, in terms
of the INDRP Rules, solely to facilitate a proper appreciation of the rival factual
assertions. The procedure adopted by the Tribunal ensured that the issues in
controversy were adjudicated on a complete and reliable factual foundation while
preserving the expeditious nature of the proceedings. No prejudice whatsoever

has been caused to either of the party by the adoption of such a procedural course.

Objection Nos. 3 & 4 are accordingly disposed of.

Ohjection No. 5 - Insofar as the mode of hearing is concerned, the Complainant
respectfully submits that it has neither sought nor requires a physical hearing.
The Complainant is ready and willing to proceed on the basis of pleadings and
documents filed on record, The Ld. Tribunal is requested to conduct the hearing

through virtual mode/video-conferencing.

I Paakaj G :|
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FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL
The Complainant further requested that the proceedings be conducted exclusively
through the virtual mode. The said request is also rejected,

Rule 10 of the INDRP Rules provides that "personal hearings will be
conducted only in the rarest circumstances and, if warranted, will be carried

out at the notified address of NIXL."

The Rule, therefore, expressly recognizes the Tribunal's power to direct a
personal hearing where it considers such a course necessary for the proper and

effective adjudication of the dispute. At the same time, the Rule does not confer

upon either party any vested or absolute right to insist that the proceedings be
conducted through a particular mode, whether physical or virtual. The decision

as to whether a personal hearing is warranted, and the mode in which such hearing
is to be conducted, lies exclusively within the procedural discretion of the

Tribunal, to be exercised having regard to the facts and circumstances of the case

and the interests of justice,

The record further reveals that, by Order dated 11.06.2026, the Respondent had
expressly conveyed its consent to the matter being heard through the physical
mode. Upon considering the nature of the issues involved and the necessity for
clarification of the parties, the Tribunal deemed it appropriate to conduct the
personal hearing physically in exercise of its powers under Rule 10 of the INDRP
Rules. Such a procedural determination lies entirely within the domain of the
Tribunal and does not confer any corresponding right upon either party to insist

upon an exclusively virtual hearing.

Accordingly, the objection raised by the Complainant is without merit and stands

rejected.

on No. 5 is accordingly disposed of.

|
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CHAPTER Il

TRIBUNAL'S DETERMINATION OF THE ISSUES FRAMED IN THESE
PROCEEDINGS IN CONSONANCE WITH PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE
INDRP _POLICY, COMPRISING A DETAILED PART-WISE
EXAMINATION OF THE THREE CUMULATIVE REQUIREMENTS

UNDER _PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE INDRP POLICY, THE FINDINGS
RETURNED ON FACH OF THOSE ELEMENTS, AND THE

CONSEQUENTIAL DETERMINATION OF THE RELIEFS ARISING
THEREFROM.

Having disposed off the objections of the Complainant in Chapter 1 above, the

Tribunal now sets out, part-wise, the detailed reasoning underlying the
determination of each of the three cumulative requirements prescribed under

Paragraph 4 of the .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy.

PART B: RULE 4(a) — THE REGISTRANT'S DOMAIN NAME IS
IDENTICAL AN CONFUSIN IMILAR TO A NAME,
TRADEMARK OR SERVICE MARK IN WHICH THE COMPLAINANT
HAS RIG ISSUE NO. 3

B.1.1 BRIEF FACTS

The Complainant claims rights in the mark JIO, first adopted in December 2011
and used since 2016 for telecommunications and a wide digital ecosystem of
services (retail, media, financial services, gaming, agri-tech, etc.), operated
through its group entities Reliance Jio Infocomm Limited and Jio Platforms
Limited, The Complainant relies on a large portfolio of registered JIO/JIO-
formative trademarks across multiple classes, the earliest dating to December
ﬁﬂ?ﬂ{ﬂ. and on judicial recognition of JTIO as a “well-known” mark by the Bombay

Or. Pankaji5a
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High Court (Reliance Industries Limited & Anr. v. Ashok Kumar, Order dated 23
August 2021).

Of particular relevance to this dispute, the Complainant has placed on record two
trademark applications for JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI (Nos. 6051232 and 6051260},
both filed in August 2023, in respect of a technology-enabled cattle-management
and dairy-support platform operated under the JIO brand at

www.jiogausamriddhi.com.

The disputed domain name <petjio.in> was, on the Complainant’s case,
discovered in the first week of January 2026, in the course of investigating a
company named “Petlio World Private Limited” whose incorporation record
disclosed the e-mail address corporatei@petjio.in. The Complainant had earlier,
in March 20235, issued a cease-and-desist notice to Mr. Pratik Sen in respect of
two “proposed to be used” trademark applications for PETJIO (filed February
and March 2025), which Mr. Pratik Sen denied infringed the Complainant’s

rights.

The Respondent's case, as set out in the Reply and supported by the Respondent’s
Evidence, is that “Petjio” is an independently coined, composite term combining
“Pet™ with the Hindi/Bengali word «farap {(jivofio), a common blessing meaning
“live well” or “prosper”, conceived between November and December 2024 by
the Respondent together with named associates, for a pan-India digital pet-care
platform. The Respondent denies any intent to invoke or trade upon the

Complainant’s telecom-linked JIQ mark.

B.1.2 RIVAL CONTENTIONS ON RULE 4{A)

Complainant. The Complainant contended that: (i) it holds long-standing,
registered and well-known rights in JIO; (ii) the disputed domain wholly and
Wlﬂ'lﬂll[ alteration incorporates the JIO mark, the addition of the prefix “Pet” and

LD *.1n" being insufficient in law to displace confusing similarity, relying
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on Morgan Stanley v. Bharat Jain (NIXI, 28 October 2010) for the proposition
that a ccTLD suffix is to be disregarded, and on Satyam fmfoway Lid v. Sifvner
Solutions Pwt. Lid for the proposition that trademark and domain-name rights are
not mutually exclusive; (iii) the Respondent's own logo/branding renders “J1O™
the visually dominant element; and (iv) the animal-care/dairy field is. in any

event, not foreign to the Complainant, given its registered JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI
marks and platform.

Respondent. The Respondent contended that: (i) “Petjio” is a unitary, non-
severable comage and must be assessed as a whole rather than dissected into
“JIO" plus a prefix; (ii) the word “jio"/jiyo” has an ordinary. pre-existing
meaning in Indian languages unconnected with the Complainant; (iii) the parties
operate in wholly different fields (telecom/retail’energy on one hand, pet-care
services on the other), reach different consumer segments through different trade
channels, and there is consequently no likelihood of confusion; and (iv) the
Respondent’s own Evidence demonstrates a bona fide, independently
documented conception process with no reference to, or intention to invoke, the

Complainant’s brand.

B.1.3. APPLICABLE TEST UNDER RULE 4(A)

Rule 4{a) poses a narrow, threshold enquiry, distinct in character from a full
infringement or passing-off analvsis. It requires the Tribunal to determine, first,
whether the Complainant has rights in a relevant name, trademark or service
mark, and second, whether the disputed domain name — considered as a textual
string, on a straightforward visual and phonetic comparison — is identical or
confusingly similar to that mark. Considerations such as the parties’ respective
fields of business, target consumer segments, trade channels, and the presence or

absence of actual confusion in the marketplace are ordinarily relevant to the later

]
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comparison itself, which is typically undertaken side-by-side and without regard

to extrinsic use.

It is similarly well established, and was not disputed by the Respondent, that the
country-code top-level domain “.in" is a technical registration requirement that
does not bear on the comparison. Reliance on Morgan Stanley v. Bharat Jain for

that limited proposition was found to be well founded and was accepted.

B.1.4 ANALYSIS

(i} Complainant’s rights in the mark. The Complainant’s registrations for JIO
(the earliest dating to December 2011, in Classes 9 and 38) are on record and are
stated to be valid and subsisting. Coupled with the Bombay High Court’s
recognition of 10 as a well-known mark, the Complainant has plainly established
rights in the mark JIO for the purposes of Rule 4(a). This was not seriously
contested by the Respondent, whose case was directed instead at the second limb
— confusing similarity — rather than at the existence of the Complainant’s rights

as such.

(ii) Whether <petjio.in> is confusingly similar to JIO. Applying the threshold
comparison described above, the disputed domain name reproduces the
Complainant’s registered mark JIO in its entirety and without any alteration,
misspelling or abbreviation. The only additions are the common English word
“Pet” as a prefix and the mandatory ce¢TLD “.in". On a straightforward side-by-
side reading, the JIO element remains distinctly recognisable within the disputed

dormain name.

The Respondent’s “composite mark™ submission — that “Petjio™ must be read as
a single, organic coinage rather than dissected into its components — is a
submission of some conceptual appeal, and would carry real weight in a full
trademark-infringement or passing-off enquiry, where questions of overall

e #r@q{mmeﬂ impression, anti-dissection, and the ordinary meaning of constituent
o) 2.
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words are squarely in play. It is less apt to displace the narrower Rule 4(a) test
which is concerned with recognisability of the Complainant’s mark within the
domain string rather than with the domain name's independent semantic content.
Even reading “Petjio” as the Respondent urges, the fact remains that the four
letters “J10™ — identical to the Complainant’s registered and well-known mark

— sit intact and recognisable within it.

The Respondent’s linguistic explanation — that “jio"™jiyo” carries an
independent meaning in Hindi/Bengali predating the Complainant’s mark — is
plausible as an account of etymology and, importantly, is relevant to the
Respondent's state of mind and good faith, Tt does not, however, alter the
objective visual and phonetic identity between the JIO element of the disputed
domain name and the Complainant’s registered mark, which is what Rule 4(a) is
concerned with. Whether that same explanation suffices to establish a legitimate
interest or negate bad faith is a distinet question, to be examined under the

appropriate limb of the Policy and not disposed of at that stage.

As to the Respondent’s “different goodsitrade channels/consumer base”
submission: for the reasons noted above, this line of argument sits more naturally
within the rights/legitimate-interest or bad-faith enquiry than within the Rule 4(a)
comparison, It is, in any event, weakened on its own facts by the Complainant’s
registered JIOGAUSAMRIDDHI marks and platform, which show that the
Complainant’s use of JIO is not confined to telecommunications in the narrow
sense but extends into an animal-hushandry-adjacent vertical; and by the digital,
platform-based character of the Respondent’'s own pet-care offering, which
shares an online/app-based mode of delivery with several of the Complainant’s
JIO-branded services. These, however, were observations going to the weight of
an argument that was in any case not determinative of the Rule 4(a) enquiry, and
were not to be read as a finding on the separate question of legitimate interest.

/f%
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The Complainant’s reliance on its own branding/logo evidence, and the figure of
persons said to have been misled, was noted but was not necessary to the finding
on Rule 4(a), which turns on the textual comparison of the domain string with the
registered mark rather than on the manner of subsequent use of the associated

logo,

B.1.5 FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL

Upon a carcful consideration of the pleadings, evidence and submissions
advanced by the parties, this Tribunal records that the Complainant has
successfully established enforceable rights in the trademark JIO. The
documentary evidence on record demonstrates that the Complainant owns
numerous valid and subsisting registrations for the mark JIO and J1O-formative
marks, the earliest dating back to December 201 1. The mark has been extensively
used since 2016 and has acquired immense goodwill and reputation across diverse
sectors of the digital economy. The judicial recognition of JIO as a well-known

trademark further reinforces the Complainant's proprietary rights,

Upon a careful consideration of the pleadings, evidence and submissions
advanced by the parties, this Tribunal records that the Complainant has
successfully established enforceable rights in the trademark JIO. The
documentary evidence on record demonstrates that the Complainant owns
numerous valid and subsisting registrations for the mark JTO and JIO-formative
marks, the earliest dating back to December 2011, The mark has been extensively
used since 2016 and has acquired immense goodwill and reputation across diverse
sectors of the digital economy, The judicial recognition of JIO as a well-known

trademark further reinforces the Complainant's proprietary rights.

The Tribunal further finds that the disputed domain name <petjio.in>
incorporates the Complainant's registered trademark JIO in its entirety. The only

W{ms are the descriptive prefix "Pet" and the country code top-level domain

)
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".in", neither of which is sufficient to distinguish the disputed domain name from
the Complainant’s trademark. The ceTLD ".in" is merely a technical requirement

of domain name registration and is legally irrelevant while assessing confusing

similarity under Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP Policy.

The Respondent's submission that "Petjio" constitutes an indivisible composite
expression derived from the Hindi/Bengali expression "jiofjive" meaning "live"
or "prosper” has been duly considered. However, such an explanation pertains
primarily to the Respondent's state of mind, intention and alleged bona fides,
which are matters falling for examination under the subsequent requirements of
the Policy concerning legitimate interest and bad faith. The enquiry under
Paragraph 4(a) is significantly narrower and is confined to determining whether
the Complainant's trademark remains recognizable within the disputed domain
name. Applying that threshold test, the Tribunal finds that the mark JIO remains

wholly incorporated and immediately recognizable within <petjio.in>.

Similarly, the Respondent's reliance upon differences in the parties' respective
fields of business, trade channels and consumer segments cannot displace the
finding under Paragraph 4{a). Such considerations may become relevant while
examining the Respondent's rights or legitimate interests or the existence of bad
faith but are not determinative of the limited comparison required at the first stage
of the INDRF enquiry.

The Tribunal also notes that the Complainant relied upon the Respondent's
branding and instances of consumer confusion. While such material may assume
significance under the later limbs of the Policy, it is unnecessary for deciding the
present issue, which turns solely upon a comparison between the disputed domain

name and the Complainant's trademark.

Accordingly, the Tribunal holds that: (a) the Complainant has established

3 in the trademark JIO; and (b) the disputed domain name <petjio.in>
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is confusingly similar to that mark, the addition of the deseriptive prefix
"Pet" and the ecT “.in" being insufficient, on the threshold test
applicable under Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP Policy, to avoid such
similarity. The first requirement under Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP Policy

accordingly stands satisfied in favour of the Complainant,

This finding is confined strictly to the enquiry under Paragraph 4(a) and shall not
be construed as expressing any opinion upon whether the Respondent possesses
rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name or whether the disputed
domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith, The Respondent's
evidence relating to the independent conception of "Petjio", the chronology of
the venture's development, and the alleged absence of any intention to involke the
Complainant's mark are matters that fall for independent determination under the

subsequent limbs of the INDRP Policy.

The Tribunal has also considered the Final Written Submissions filed by the
parties together with the Complainant’s Compilation of Judgments. Nothing
contained therein warrants any departure from the findings already recorded
under Paragraph 4(a). Rather, the additional authorities cited by both parties
reinforce the legal principles that have already been applied.

The Respondent placed reliance upon PhonePe Pvt. Ltd. v. Ezy Services & Anr.
and Marico Ltd. v. Agro Tech Foods Ltd,, contending that a composite
trademark cannot be dissected s0 as to confer monopoly over a common or
descriptive element. Those decisions undoubtedly lay down important principles
governing infringement and passing-off actions, where the Court examines the
overall commercial impression of competing marks in their marketplace context,
However, the enquiry under Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP Policy is materially
different. It requires only a threshold textual comparison to determine whether
/__d:ua complainant's trademark remains recognizable within the disputed domain
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name. Consequently, the Respondent's reliance upon the doctrine against

dissection does not alter the conclusion already reached under Paragraph 4(a).

The Tribunal has likewise considered the authorities relied upon by the
Complainant, namely Ruston & Hornsby Ltd. v. The Zamindara Engineering
Co., Greaves Cotton Ltd. v. Mohammad Rafi & Ors., Prem Ratan Rathi &
Ors. v. Ashish Iron Trading Co. & Ors., and Pluto Travels India Private
Limited v. PTW Holidays Private Limited. These authorities consistently
affirm the principle that the addition of descriptive words, prefixes or suffixes to
a registered or well-known trademark does not ordinarily negate confusing
similarity where the essential and distinctive feature of the earlier mark remains
recognizable. They further establish that presentational differences in logos,
colour schemes or device marks do not displace such similarity when the

dominant textual component remains substantially identical.

Applying these settled principles, the Tribunal finds that the addition of the
descriptive prefix "Pet" does not diminish the prominence or recognizability of
the Complainant's trademark JIQ within the disputed domain name. The
Respondent's continued reliance upon the linguistic meaning of "jiofjiyo"
likewise remains relevant, if at all, only to the subsequent enquiries concerning
legitimate interest and bad faith and not to the threshold comparison mandated
under Paragraph 4(a).

The Tribunal, however, clarifies that while differences in the parties' respective
branding, website layout, colour schemes and overall presentation are immaterial
for determining confusing similarity under Paragraph 4(a), those aspects assume
significance while considering the Respondent's conduct and intention under the
enquiries relating to legitimate interest and bad faith. The two enquiries are

distinct and have accordingly been considered separately in these Findings.
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Accordingly, the Tribunal reaffirms and confirms its finding that the
Complainant has established rights in the trademark JIO and that the
disputed domain name <petjio.in> is confusingly similar to that trademark

within the meaning of Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRF Folicy.

PART C: RULE 4(b) — THE REGISTRANT HAS NO RIGHTS OR
LEGITIMATE INTERESTS IN RESPECT OF THE DOMAIN NAME

(ISSUE NO.4)

C.1.1 GOVERNING PRINCIPLE

It is well settled that a Complainant is not required to disprove every conceivable
basis on which a Respondent might claim rights or legitimate interests; it is
sufficient for the Complainant to establish a prima facie case that the Respondent
lacks such rights or interests, whereupon the burden shifts to the Respondent to
come forward with concrete, credible evidence — going beyond bare assertion

— establishing rights or legitimate interests.

C.1.2 RIVAL CONTENTIONS
Complainant. The Complainant contended that the Respondent satisfies none of
the three illustrative limbs: (a) there is no demonstrated bona fide commercial use
of the domain prior to the cease-and-desist notice of 25 March 2025 — the earliest
documented social-media activity (26 February 2025) is a generic festival
greeting unconnected with any pet-care offering, and the Respondent’s own post
of 23 May 2025 admits the platform was, as of that date, still “being built”; (b)
the entirety of the Respondent’s “commonly known” material — social media
following, press mentions, DPIIT recognition, and the incorporation of Petjio
World Private Limited on 8 May 2025 — post-dates both the domain registration
(11 January 2025) and the notice of dispute (25 March 2025), and cannot
retrospectively confer legitimacy; and (c) the Respondent’s own pleaded case 1s
/%gﬂ*ummemal venture, with NGO/welfare features described as ancillary,
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taking the matter outside the non-commercial/fair-use limb entirely, The
Complainant further pointed to the Respondent’s trademark applications having
been filed on a “proposed to be used™ basis — a sworn statutory disclaimer of
actual use — as directly contradicting any claim of established pre-notice use,
and noted an undisclosed subsequent application for “Petjiyo!™ filed on 1 May
2026.

Respondent. The Respondent contended that it satisfies all three limbs: (a) brand
conception (November—December 2024), domain registration (11 January 2025),
registration of the companion domain <petjioworld.com=> (on the Complainant’s
own dating, 16 January 2025), and public brand-building activity all pre-date the
notice of dispute, and amount to bona fide use and/or demonstrable preparation
to use the domamn in connection with a genuine pet-care offering; (b) within
months, the Respondent had become commeonly known by the name Petjio
through social media, press coverage, DPIIT Startup India recognition, pending
trademark applications, and the incorporation of a dedicated corporate entity; and
(c) the venture’s NGO fundraising and animal-welfare/pet-abuse reporting
features reflect a legitimate, socially valuable use in addition to its commercial
character. The Respondent also relied on its considered, good-faith reply of 27
March 2023 to the Complainant’s cease-and-desist notice as evidence of

transparency and absence of any intent to trade on the Complainant’s goodwill,

C.1.3 ANALYSIS

Limb (a): bona fide use, or demonstrable preparations to use, prior to notice
of dispute. The record does show pre-notice activity: the conception narrative
(November—December 2024), the domain registration itself (11 January 2025),
and the registration of the companion domain <petjioworld.com> shortly
thereafter. These are genuine preparatory steps and are treated as such. However,
“use” — as distinct from preparation — in connection with an actual offering of

Purh s
" reare goods or services is thinly evidenced for the period between registration
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and the notice of dispute. The earliest documented public activity relied upon by
the Respondent’s own annexures is a generic festival greeting on 26 February
2025, which does not evidence any offering of services. No website content,
transaction, customer engagement, or service delivery through <petjio.in> prior
to 25 March 2025 has been placed on record. The Respondent’s own subsequent
post of 23 May 2025 — describing the platform as one the Respondent was
“building™ — is, if anything, an admission that operational use had not matured
even two months after the notice, which does not assist a claim of use predating
it. The trademark applications for PETIIO, filed on a *proposed to be used” basis
in February and March 2025, are a sworn acknowledgment of non-use as of those
dates and sit uneasily with a simultaneous claim of established bona fide

commercial use,

On balance, therefore, the material on record supported genuine preparatory
conduct (name conception, domain acquisition, initial brand design) but fell short
of establishing bona fide use, or the kind of demonstrable, concrete preparations
to use tied to an identifiable, imminent commercial launch, prior to the notice of

dispute. This limb was not made out on the record.

Limb (b): commonly known by the domain name. The Respondent’s evidence
of public recognition — social media following, press coverage, DPIIT
recognition, and the incorporation of Petjio World Private Limited (8 May 2025)
— was not disputed as to its existence, and reflects real investment and effort.
The difficulty, on this limb, is temporal: substantially all of this recognition
material post-dates not merely the domain registration but the notice of dispute
itself. A reputation built up after a Complainant’s mark-holder has already
ohjected to the adoption of a confusingly similar domain name is of limited
probative value in establishing that the Respondent was, independently,

“commonly known” by that name at the relevant time; were it otherwise, a

: 5 ant could immunise an objectionable domain simply by continuing to trade
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under it and building wisibility after having received formal objection. The
genuine scale and public character of the Respondent’s subsequent
enterprise is a matter of legitimate weight in assessing the Respondent’s good
faith and proportionality of remedy at the appropriate stage. but it does not,

without more, satisfy this limb as framed.

Limb (c): legitimate non-commercial or fair use, without intent for
commereial gain. This limb, on its terms, applies only to use that is non-
commercial, or fair, and without intent for commercial gain. On the Respondent’s
own pleaded case, the Petjio platform is a commercial venture — a marketplace
and service-aggregation platform for pet-care providers — with the NGO
fundraising and animal-welfare reporting features expressly described as
additional or reinforcing elements rather than the principal character of the use.
That characterisation, coming from the Respondent's own pleadings, is
dispositive: an admittedly commercial platform, whatever its social-value
features, cannot simultaneously be non-commercial use within the meaning of

this limb. This limb was not made out.

Weight to be given to the Respondent’s good-faith narrative. The
Respondent’s account of the independent, family-linked conception of the name
"Petjio”, and its considered written response to the Complainant’s cease-and-
desist notice, reflect a degree of transparency and candour that distinguishes this
matter from a case of opportunistic cybersquatting undertaken purely for resale
or diversion of traffic. That narrative, however, speaks principally to the
Respondent’s state of mind and intent — matters that are more directly relevant
to the bad-faith enquiry under Rule 4(c) — rather than to whether, as a matter of
the Policy’s structured test, the Respondent has established rights or legitimate
interests under any of the three specific limbs examined above. A sincere and

ood-faith belief in one’s own entitlement to adopt a name is not, by itself, a
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rights-conferring circumstance under the Policy where the objective elements of

the three limbs are not independently satisfied.
C.1.4 FINDING OF THE TRIBUNAL

The Tribunal has carefully considered the pleadings, documentary evidence, oral
submissions and the Final Written Submissions of the parties on the issue of the

Respondent's rights or legitimate interests under Paragraph 4(b) of the INDRP
Policy.

The Complainant has successfully discharged its initial burden. The Respondent
is admittedly neither affiliated with nor authorized by the Complainant to use the
JIO trademark, and the disputed domain name incorporates the Complainant’s
well-known trademark in its entirety, The burden, therefore, shifted upon the
Respondent to establish rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain

naime.

With respect to the first limb, namely bona fide use or demonstrable
preparations to use the disputed domain name prior to notice of the dispute,
the Tribunal finds that although the Respondent has produced evidence indicating
conception of the Petjio brand during November-December 2024, registration of
the disputed domain name on 11.01.2025 and acquisition of the companion
domain <petjioworld.com>, these circumstances establish, at best, preliminary
preparatory steps. They do not demonstrate that the disputed domain name was
being used in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services prior to

the issuance of the cease-and-desist notice dated 25.03.2025,

The documentary evidence placed on record discloses that the earliest public-
facing activity relied upon by the Respondent prior to the notice is merely a
generic social media post unrelated to the offering of pet-care services. No
v1dr.°:ncf: has been produced of an operational website, customer registrations,

qrcml transactions, invoices, bookings, service delivery or any other
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objective indicator of a functioning commercial venture before the notice of
dispute. On the contrary, the Respondent's own public statements describing the
platform as one that was still "being built" after receipt of the notice undermine

the plea that a bona fide commercial offering already existed.

The Tribunal further finds considerable significance in the Respondent's
trademark applications for PETJIQ, filed during February and March 2025 on a
"proposed to be used" hasis, Such declaration constitutes a statutory
representation by the applicant that the mark had not yet commenced actual
commercial use. This swom declaration materially contradicts the Respondent's
assertion that an established commercial venture was already in operation during

the same period.

The Respondent has correctly submitted that Paragraph 7 recognizes not only
actual use but also demonstrable preparations to use a domain name. The Tribunal
accepts this proposition as a correct statement of law. However, genuine
preparatory activities such as conceptualization, domain registration and
preliminary branding, without corresponding evidence of a concrete, imminent
commereial launch supported by objective material, are insufficient to satisfy the
first limb of Paragraph 7. The Respondent's preparations, though genuine, do not
attain the threshold contemplated by the Policy.

The Tribunal next considers whether the Respondent was commaonly known by
the disputed domain name. The Respondent has undoubted| y produced material
demonstrating subsequent business development, including social media
presence, press coverage, incorporation of Petjio World Private Limited, DPIT
Startup India recognition, and other promotional activities, The Tribunal does not
doubt that substantial effort and investment have been made towards developing
the Respondent's enterprise.
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However, the difficulty lies in the chronology of these events. Almost all the
material relied upon by the Respondent arose after the Complainant had already
objected to the disputed domain name through the cease-and-desist notice dated
25.03.2025. Recognition or goodwill acquired after notice of an existing dispute
cannot retrospectively create rights or legitimate interests under the Policy, Were
such evidence sufficient, a registrant could effectively legitimize an otherwise
objectionable domain name merely by continuing to trade under it after receiving
notice of infringement. The Tribunal is therefore unable to hold that the
Respondent was independently and commonly known by the disputed domain

name at the relevant point of time.

The third limb concerns legitimate non-commercial or fair use without intent
for commereial gain. The Tribunal finds that the Respondent’s own pleadings
decisively answer this issue. Throughout the proceedings, the Respondent has
consistently described Petjio as a commercial startup, a technology-enabled
marketplace and service aggregation platform intended to generate commercial
business in the pet-care sector, The NGO fundraising initiatives, animal welfare
reporting and public-interest activities are pleaded only as ancillary features of
that commercial platform. While these initiatives are undoubtedly socially
beneficial, they do not alter the essential commercial character of the
Respondent's venture. Consequently, the Respondent cannot simultaneously

claim protection under the non-commercial or fair-use exception contemplated
by Paragraph 7.

The Tribunal has also considered the Respondent's explanation regarding the
independent conception of the name Petjio, its family background, the earlier
Elite K9 Club business, the development of the platform, investor outreach,
website architecture, privacy policy, technological development and startup

recognition. These circumstances undoubtedly demonstrate that the Respondent
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also be relevant while appreciating the Respondent's subjective belief regarding
adoption of the name. However, sincere belief, transparency or commercial
investment, by themselves, do not constitute rights or legitimate interests within
the meaning of Paragraph 7 where the objective statutory requirements remain
unfulfilled,

The Tribunal has further considered the Respondent's reliance upon the cross-
examination of RW-1 and the submission that completed commercial transactions
are not a prerequisite under Paragraph 7. While the Tribunal accepts that actual
sales are not indispensable, the Respondent's own evidence during cross-
examination confirms the absence of invoices, customer bookings, commercial
transactions or banking records prior to the notice of dispute. Rather than
strengthening the Respondent’s case, such evidence corroborates the conclusion

that actual commercial use remained largely aspirational at the relevant time.

The additional material placed on record through the Final Written Submissions,
including references to Elite K9 Club, the Respondent's privacy policy and the
intended features of the platform, does not materially alter the analysis already
undertaken, The central deficiencies identified by the Tribunal continue to
subsist, namely the absence of objective evidence demonstrating bona fide
commercial use or sufficiently concrete preparations prior to the notice of dispute,
the Respondent's own statutory declaration of proposed use, and the

fundamentally commercial nature of the Respondent's venture.

Accordingly, the Tribunal holds that the Complainant has successfully
established a prima facie case that the Respondent lacks rights or legitimate
interests in the disputed domain name. The Respondent has failed to discharge
the burden cast upon it of establishing rights or legitimate interests under any of

the three illustrative circumstances contemplated under Paragraph 7 of the

__INDRP Policy.
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The Tribunal therefore finds that the Respondent has not established any
rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name <petjio.in>.
Accordingly, the second requirement under Paragraph 4(b) of the INDRP

Policy stands satisfied in favour of the Complainant.

The Tribunal clarifies that these findings are confined to the enguiry under
Paragraph 4(b) of the INDRP Policy. They do not constitute any independent
finding regarding the Respondent's intent or bad faith, which has been separately
examined under Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy.

PART D: RULE 4(c) — THE REGISTRANT'S DOMAIN NAME HAS

BEEN REGISTERED OR IS BEING USED IN BAD FAITH (ISSUE NO.5)

D.1 STATUTORY AND POLICY FRAMEWORK

Paragraph 4(c) ol the INDRP Policy requires the Complainant to demonstrate that

“the Registrant's domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith. "
The use of the disjunctive "or" is significant — bad faith at the stape of
registration and bad faith in subsequent use are independent and alternative
grounds; proof of either suffices to satisfy the third element of Paragraph 4.

Paragraph 6 of the Policy sets out, illustratively and not exhaunstively,
circumstances that constitute evidence of bad faith registration and use, including
registration primarily to sell/rent/transfer the domain for valuable consideration
in excess of documented costs; registration to prevent the trademark owner from
reflecting its mark in a corresponding domain name as part of a pattern of
conduct; registration primarily to disrupt the business of a competitor; and use of
the domain to intentionally attract, for commercial gain, internet users by creating
a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s mark as to source, sponsorship,
affiliation or endorsement. Being illustrative, this list does not exhaust the

universe of conduct that may found a finding of bad faith, and the Tribunal is
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D.2 MEANING OF “"BAD FAITH®” AND “GOOD_ FAITH” — THE

EXPANDED TEST

“Bad faith”, in its ordinary legal sense, denotes conduct actuated by a dishonest,
fraudulent, or improper motive — a design to take unfair advantage of another,
or to injure another’s rights, undertaken with actual or constructive knowledge
that no legitimate entitlement exists. It is the antithesis of an honest, bona fide
belief in one’s own right. Bad faith need not be proved by direct evidence of
intention; it is ordinarily established by inference from the surrounding facts —
the: manner and timing of adoption, the absence of any independent or plausible
explanation for the choice of an identical/deceptively similar name, the fame of

the senior mark, and the conduet of the party after objection is raised.

“Good faith”, by contrast, connotes an honest and reasenable belief, free of any
intent to deceive or take undue advantage, that the adopter possesses a legitimate
right, claim, or business justification independent of the Complainant’s mark —
typically demonsirated by a verifiable, pre-existing use of the name in connection
with a bona fide offering of goods or services, or a common, descriptive, or
otherwise independently justifiable adoption unconnected with the

Complainant’s reputation.

The Tribunal finds it necessary to expand the conventional, closed-list
understanding of bad faith under Paragraph 6 to hold that bad faith registration is
also constituted where a Registrant: (i) registers a domain name knowing it has
no antecedent right, title, or interest whatsoever in the name; (ii) does so without
exercising any due diligence to ascertain whether the name, or any deceptively
similar variant, is already the subject of trademark protection across the relevant
class or classes of goods/services, or is otherwise recognised and protected in law;
and (iii} the resultant registration, viewed objectively, discloses an intention to

encroach upon the property of another with a view to appropriating, for

—
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with the senior mark. Such conduct, in substance, partakes of the character of a
tortious wrong analogous to conversion — namely, an unauthorised assumption
of dominion over intangible property (the goodwill subsisting in the mark) that
rightfully belongs to another, to the exclusion of the true owner's rights therein,
Registration undertaken in the teeth of such an absence of due diligence and
antecedent right is not innocent oversight; it is bad faith at the threshold.

Even where the initial act of registration were to be assumed, for the sake of
argument, not to be tainted, bad faith independently arises at the stage of use
where the Registrant, upon being placed on notice of the Complainant’s
objection, nevertheless continues to use, host, or hold the domain name so as ta
derive, or hold itself out as capable of deriving, commercial benefit from any
fraction of the business, traffic, or brand recall attributable to the Complainant’s
mark. Continued use post-objection, without any credible attempt to justify or
discontinue the impugned use, is itself an independent and self-sufficient ground
of bad faith under Paragraph 4(c), distinct from and additional to bad faith at

registration.

D.3 BURDEN OF PROOF

It is well recognised in the jurisprudence under the Policy that the burden of proof
in the first instance lies upon the Complainant to establish a prima facie case on
cach of the three limbs of Paragraph 4, including bad faith. Once the Com plainant
places on record material sufficient to raise a credible prima facie case — such as
the seniority, distinctiveness and fame of its mark, the manner in which the
disputed domain name incorporates or is deceptively similar to that mark, and the
absence of any explanation on the face of the record for the Respondent’s
adoption — the evidential burden shifts to the Registrant to come forward with
cogent, verifiable material establishing a bona fide, good-faith justification for its
registration and use.
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Burden discharged by the Complainant, On an appreciation of the pleadings
and material on record, the Tribunal finds that the Complainant has duly
discharged the initial burden resting upon it. The Complainant has placed on
record, inter alia, proof of prior and extensive statutory and common-law rights
in the “JIO™RELIANCE JIO” family of marks, their trans-border and domestic
reputation, registration across multiple classes, and the deceptive similarity of the
disputed domain name thereto, coupled with the Respondent’s silence or non-
substantive response on the question of independent adoption. This constitutes a
sufficient prima facie showing of registration in bad faith, shifting the onus onto
the Kespondent.

Onus not discharged by the Respondent. The Respondent, having had full
opportunity to rebut the case so made out, has failed to discharge the onus that
shifted to it. In particular, the Respondent has been unable to place on record any
credible evidence — documentary or otherwise — establishing the existence ofa
prior or contemporaneous business, digital or non-digital, carried on under the
same or any deceptively similar name, in any recognised form or constitution of
business (whether as a sole proprietorship, partnership, unregistered association,
or body corporate). The absence of any such antecedent trade, business
registration, invoicing history, licence, or public-facing use predating the
Complainant’s rights or the dispute is fatal to any claim of independent, good-
faith adoption, and reinforces rather than displaces the inference of bad faith

already raised by the Complainant,
For the reasons recorded herginabove, the Tribunal holds and finds as follows:

(i) The Respondent registered the disputed domain name <petjio.in> without
any antecedent legal right or title and without exercising due diligence to

ascertain the availability of the name vis-a-vis the Complainant's well-known

(I]r. Parkaj
II* AM r
L Page 214 of 217
Soi—dh
8 4rhiue




(ii) The evidence on record establishes that the Respondent was aware, or at the
very least ought reasonably to have been aware, of the Complainant's well-
known JIO mark at the time of registration. The Respondent's subsequent
conduct, including its own public acknowledgment of the phonetic similarity
between the competing marks, the continued commercial use of the disputed
domain name despite receipt of the cease-and-desist notice, and the
progressive attempts to build legitimacy around the impugned adoption,
clearly establish both bad faith registration and bad faith use within the
meaning of Paragraph 6 of the INDRP Policy.

(iii)The Respondent has failed to establish any prior legal right, independent
entitlement, or legitimate interest in the disputed domain name. The material
placed on record demonstrates that the adoption of the disputed domain name
was calculated to appropriate the commercial atiraction, goodwill and source-
identifying significance associated with the Complainant's well-known JI10

mark for the Respondent's own commercial advantage.

(iv)The continued use of the disputed domain name after the Respondent had
been expressly notified of the Complainant's rights further reinforces the
finding of bad faith. The Respondent consciously persisted with the impugned
adoption notwithstanding the objection raised by the Complainant, thereby
continuing to derive, ar attempting to derive, commercial benefit from the

associalion created with the Complainant's mark.

(v) The Complainant has successfully discharged the burden cast upon it under
Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy. The evidentiary burden which thereafter
shifted upon the Respondent has not been satisfactorily discharged, the
Respondent having failed to establish any legally recognizable right or
legitimate interest capable of defeating the Complaint.
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Accordingly, the Tribunal holds that the disputed domain name <petjio.in> has
been registered and is being used in bad faith within the meaning of Paragraph
4(c) read with Paragraph 6 of the INDRP Policy. The requirement under Rule
4{c) accordingly stands satisfied in favour of the Complainant.

ISSUE NO.6

Having already concluded under Parts B and C that the Complainant has
established (i) confusing similarity under Rule 4(a) and (ii) absence of the
Respondent's rights or legitimate interests under Rule 4(b), the Tribunal finds that
the Complainant has successfully proved all three cumulative requirements
prescribed under Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy,

Consequently, the Complaint deserves to succeed.

In view of the foregoing findings, and in exercise of the powers conferred under
Paragraph 10 of the INDRP Policy, the Tribunal records the following final

determination:

a) The requirement under Rule 4(a) of the INDRP Policy stands established in

favour of the Complainant.

b) The requirement under Rule 4(b) of the INDRP Policy stands established in
favour of the Complainant.

¢) The requirement under Rule 4{c) of the INDRP Policy also stands established

in favour of the Complainant.

d) The Complainant having successfully established all three cumulative
elements required under Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy, the Complaint is
allowed.

ISSUE NO. 1
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e) The disputed domain name <petjio.in> is directed to be transferred to the
Complainant, in accordance with Paragraph 10 of the INDRP Policy and the
applicable procedures of the Registry, as a result, the Respondent, his agents,
servants, dealers, distributors and any other person (s) acting for and on its
behalf are permanently restrained from using the domain name www.petjio.in
or any other deceptively similar mark or domain name, which may amount to
infringement of Complainant’s mark, domain name or any other identity and
also from doing any other thing, which is likely to create a confusion and
deception with any activity of the Respondent for any connection with the

Complainant.

ISSUE NO. 2

f) No further relief falls for consideration in these proceedings, the Tribunal's
jurisdiction under the INDRP Policy being confined to cancellation or transfer
of the disputed domain name.

g) Having regard to the facts and circumstances of the case, the parties shall bear

their own costs.

k) National Internet Exchange of India (NIXI) is directed to take incidental or

ancillary actions involved in the transfer of the domain name, as directed.
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