
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY,THE TWENTY SEVENTH DAY OF JANUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY THREE

PRESENT

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE T.VINOD KUMAR

ARBITRATION APPLICATION NO: 6 OF 2021

Between:

lt//s. Ananda Bharathi Fertilizers (lndia) Private Limited, Registered Office at H.No.8-
3-1671D1123 and 1251601 , Visista Apartments, Phase-1, Kalyan Nagar Colony,
Hyderabad-38, rep.by its Managing Director N. Rajasekhar.Rao.

...APPLICANT

AND

Ir//s. Nagarjuna Fertilisers and Chemicals Limited, Registered Office at D.No.B-2-
248, Nagarjuna Hills, Panjagutta, Hyderabad-82, Telangana, Rep.by its Authorized
Officer.

...RESPONDENT

Counsel forthe Applicant: Ms. PRATUSHA BOPANNA,
rep. SRI A.VENKATESH

Counsel forthe Respondent: SRI VIKRAM POOSERLA

The Court made the following: ORDER

/

Arbitration Application Under Section 11 (5) of Arbitration and Conciliation

Act praying that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to appoint an Arbitrator to

resolve the dispute raised by the Applicant against the Respondent in accordance

with Arbitration Clauses at ClauSe No.17 in the Joint Venture Agreement dated

1910412013, Clause No.10 in the Lease Deed dated 2710612018 and Clause No.15

in the Operation Agreement dated 2710612018 .
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TIIIi II fN'Bt,Ii SRI.ITISTICE T. VINOD KUMAR

AI{l} TRATION z\PPLICATION No. 6 of 2021

ORDER:

l. This Arbitration Application is filed under Section 11(6) of

the Arbitratior and Conciliation Act, 1996 (hereinafter 'the Act,

1996') for ap rointnrent o1' sole arbitrator to resolve the disputes

between the p rrties.

2. Heard Ms. Pratusha Bopanna, representing

Mr. A Venka esh, leamed counsel for the Applicant, Mr. Vedula

Srinivas, lear red Senior Counsel appearing for Mr. Vikram

Pooserla, lcan ed counsel flrr Respondent.

3. The Aprlicant i.e., Mis. Ananda Bharati Fertilizers (India)

P\'t. Ltd (fbr short ABFIPL) entered into a long-term business tie-

up with thc Il :spontlent M/s. Nagarjuna Fertilizers and Chemicals

Limited (for s rort NFCL) under a Memorandum of Understanding

(for short MC U) dated 07.0'7.2012, followed by a Joint Venture

Agreement da, ed I 0.04.20 I 3 for manufacture and exclusive supply

of Customize,l Fertilizers (lbr short CF). Subsequent to these

agreements, tl e parties harl entered into Supply agreement dated
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19.12.2014, Lease Deed and Operations Agreement both dated

27.06.2018.

4. Case of the Applicant:

The Applicant submits that, in furtherance of the Jointa

o

Venture, the Respondent under Clause I of the Supply

Agreement dated 19.12.2014 had agreed to supply raw and

packing material required by the Applicant for

manufacturing CF. The Applicant had to convert such raw

material into CF, as per the Respondent company's

specifications.

The Applicant contends that, it had applied for working

capital loan with various institutions in order to carry out the

agreed operations under the Joint Venture and

supplementary agreements. The same was sanctioned to it by

the Canara Bank, Balanagar branch for Rs. 9,00,00,0001- @

interest of 13.5%, on an undertaking given by the

Respondent Company vide letter dated 29 .11.2017 .

The Applicant submits that, as the samples from trial runs

t'

a

were meeting desired specifications, the Respondent
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a'

a

company prop()sed to procure 10,000 TPA of MACROS Soil

Conditio rer @1 Rs.5,500/- per ton and had accordingly

requeste( the Jrrint Secretary (INM), Ministry of Agriculture,

New Del ri lidr, letter dated 04.06.2018 to accord permission

for manulacture of CF at the Applicant's facility. After the

permissirn was granted on 20.06.201t1, the Respondent

under ( lause 5 ol' the Operations agreement dated

21 .06.20 8 had once again undertaken to provide the

required r arv material to the Applicant.

It is conrended that zrs the Respondent had demanded the

Applican, lirr starting the plant from 01.07.2018, it had

completerl the erection of plant and machinery anticipating

the suppl z of raw material by the Respondent, in order to

meet the Respondent's requirement. But the Respondent

company had neither converted nor purchased any Soil

condition,,rs thereby utterly failing to supply the raw

material to the Applicant.

As the r equired rau. material were not supplied, the

Applicant coulcl not complete the Respondent's orders.
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Resultantly, the Applicant's Bank had not only refused to

release sanctioned funds, but had also declared the Applicant

as NPA and thereby issued a notice under the SARFEASI

Act. It is also contended that Respondent company had

breached Clause 4 of the Lease Deed dated 27.06.2018 by

refusing to pay rents for use and occupation of the

Applicant's facility.

The Applicant contends that, although it had sent a legal

notice dated 01.02.2020 aggrieved by the Respondent's

willful negligence and violation of the terms of the

agreements and called upon them to pay compensation of

Rs. 14,75,00,000/-, the Respondent did not reply to the same.

Therea{ter, the Applicant had also tried to approach the

Respondent to resolve their disputes amicably, but as the

same proved futile, it had sent a notice dated 15.10.2020

invoking Clause 17 of the Joint Venture Agreement dated

lg.O4.2}l3,Clause l5 of the Operations Agreement, Clause

l0 of the Lease deed both dated 27.06.2018, proposing to

appoint Hon'ble Justice Vilas. V. Afzalpurkar (Retired) as

an Arbi{rator.

J
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15.10.: 020 the present application is filed.

Counte' affidavit dated 10.08.2021 is filed by the

ResporCent denying the avbrments of the Applicant and

conten( ing that the ,\pplication itself is not maintainable.

The Re;pondent contends that the present application is not

maintai rable as the Applicant had failed to issue a notice of

default as per clause 17.2.2 of the joint venture agreement

dated l(t.04.2013.

According to the Respondent, neither the legal notice dated

a

a

a

a

As tht Respondent failed to reply to the notice dated

01.02.2\t2O nor the'notice dated 15.10.2020 had been

receiver by them. It is then contended that the issues raised

in the rotice dated 01.02.2020 are not arbitrable disputes;

and that the Applicant had preferred the present application

without making any attempts for settling the disputes

amicabl. in order to cause loss and prejudice to the

Respono ent company.

5. Contcr tions ofthc Respondent:
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a

a

a

It is contended that in order to utilize subsidized fertilizers

for production of CF, one had to be registered as a dealer.

Since the Respondent was unable to register itself as a

dealer/retailer, it was unable to procure raw material. Further

the raw material could not be procured due to unavailability

in the market as such the said breach could not be attributed

to the Respondent Company.

The Respondent also contends that as the Supply Agreement

dated 19.12.2014 does not contain an arbitration clause,

disputes arising thereunder cannot be referred to arbitration.

Also, as the Lease deed dated 27.06.2018 is insufficiently

stamped, the contents under the same including the

arbitration agreement cannot be acted upon or enforced.

It is further contended that the intention of the parties in

executing separate contracts each containing independent

Arbitration clauses, is to kecp thern independent and distinct

from each other. Therefore, individual references have to be

Tribunals. Placing reliance on the case of Duro Felguera

made under them for composition of separate Arbitral
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S.A. Vs. r'iangavaram Port Limitedt it is thus contended that

there can rot be a single Arbitral Tribunal for three separate

agreemer ts.

6. By the re ply filed, thc Applicant contends that the decision

of tlre Supreme Sourt in Duro Felguera (supra) is not applicable to

the facts on hanl as the Joint Venture Agreement dated 19.04.2013

is the parent rgreement between the parties while the other

agreements are entered for carrying out the purpose as set out

under the Joint y'enture Agreement. By placing reliance on Chloro

Controls (I) P. Ltd. Vs. Severn Trent Water Purification Inc. and

Ors) it is cont,:nded that as all the agreements are intrinsically

connected and t herefore a composite reference for arbitration is to

be made.

7. The Respondent in its sur-rejoinder denied the reply of the

Applicant by contending that, as neither the Operations Agreement

nor the Lease d,;ed refer to the Joint Venture Agreement, it cannot

be considered as a parent agreentent. Moreover, even if the Joint

Venture AgreenLent was to be considered a parent agreement since

' lzottlssccl zs

'(zotg)rsccoar

2023:TSHC:4226



8

no notice of dispute under Clause 17 .2.2 was given to the

Respondent, the Applicant cannot invoke the Arbitration Clause by

bypassing the procedure laid down for resolution of disputes in

agreements

8. Before dealing with the issue at hand, it is relevant to note

that the role of High Court under Section I I of the Arbitration and

Conciliation Act, 1996 is extremely limited. The Court has to only

sec whether prima .facie an arbitration agreement exists. The

Supreme Court in Vidya Drolia v. Durga Trading Corpn', held as

under:

244. Before we part, the conclusions reached, with respect to

Question l, are:

244.1 . Sections 8 and I I of the Act have the same ambit with
respect to judicial interference.

244.2. Usually. subiect-matter arbitrabilitv cannot be decided

to arbitration or to anI)o int an arbitrator as the casc ma

unless a oartv has cstablished a Urima facic sumnla find( rv inss)

b

'(zozr) z scc I : (2021) 1 scc (civ)s49

Findings of the Court:

at the stase of Section 8 or ll ofthe AcL unless it is a clear case

of deadwood.

244,3. The court. under Sections 8 and ll. has to refer a matter

case of non-existcnce of valid arbitration agrccment. bv
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summa ril )ortraving a strong case that hc is entitled to such a

findine.

244.4.The :ourt shoukl refer a matter if the validitv of the

arbitration agreenlcnt cannot bc determined on a priqla ttlcie

basis. as lai I dorvn above i.e. "rvhen in doubt, doteferl'.

244.5. The s )ope 01'the court to examine the prima facie validity of
an arbitratio l agreernent int,lLrdes only:

244.5.1. Wh :ther the artritration agreement rvas in writing? or

244.5.2. Wh tther thc arbitratir)n .agreement was contained in
crchangc ol letters. tclccom munication, etc.?

244.5.3. Wh rther the coie contractual ingredients qua the

arbitration ar,reement were fu lfi llcd?

244.5.4. On are occasions, u,hether the subjecrmatter of dispute is

arbitrable?

9. Keeping n view the above decision of the Supreme Court,

the fbllowing is ,ues fall for consideration before this Court

Whether finta J'acie therc exists an arbitration agreement

between he parties?

ll. Whether a single Arbitral Tribunal c(tn be constituted for

the re.s, it,ing the disputes arising under multiple

agreema ts?

10. Gist o1' a! reements entered into by the parties in the present

case

Issue No.1
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The disputes in the present application have arisen out of the

Supply Agreement dated 19.12.2014, the Lease Deed and

Operations Agreement both dated 27.06.2018. Admittedly all of

these agreements except the Supply Agreement contain identical

arbitration clauses. Therefore, prima facie there is an arbitration

agreement between the parties for both the Lease Deed as well as

Date of
Agreement

Details of
agreement

Parties to
the

agreement

Purpose of the agreement Whether it
contains

arbitration
clause

22.12.2011 Confidential
ity, Non-

Disclosure
Agreement

ABFIPL
and

NFCL

Disclosure of proprietary
information relating to
manufacture of CF while
exploring possible future
business relationship

Yes

07.07.20t2 MOU NFCL
and

ABFIPL

Understanding to enter
into a Joint Venture for
Manufacture of CF

No

19.04.2013 Joint
Venture

Agreement

NFCL,
Promoter

of
ABFIPL

and
ABFIPL

Manufacture of CF Yes

19.t2.20t4 Supply
Agreement

NFCL
and

ABFIPL

Supply of Raw Material
for rnanufacture of CF

l\o

27.06.2018 Lease Dced ABFIPL
and

NFCL

Lcase of manufacturing
Plant by NFCL

Yes

27.06.20t8 Operations
Agreement

NFCL
and

ABFIPL

ABFIPL to manufacture
CF as per the
specifications provided by
NFCL

Yes

the Operations Agreement. The Contention of the Applicant that
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the disputes ariring out of the Supply Agreement dated 19.12.2014

can be referred under the Joint Venture shall be eramined along

with Issue No.2

I l. As the dispute primarily revolves around the invocation of

arbitration clau es in different agreements viz., Clause 17 of the

Joint Venture \greement dated 19.04.2013, Clause l5 of the

Operations Agr, ernent and (llause 10 of the Lease deed both dated

27.06.2018 thrc.rgh a single arbitration notice opposed to making

separate referen :es, it is app0site to consider circumstances when a

composite refer,'nce can be nrade.

12. The Supr rme Court in the case of Chloro Controls (supra)

while expound ng the 'Group of Companies' doctrine had

examined comp, rsite transactions as under:

73. A non-si Fatory or thircl party could be subjected to arbitration
without their prior consent, but this would only be in exceptional

cases. 'I'he Court u,ill cxamine these exceptions fiom the

touchstorle r f direot relaticnship to the party signakrry tir the

arbitration a[ reement, direcl commonality of the subject matter and

the agreemcr t between the parties being a composite transaction.

The tronsartion shoultl he of a composile nature wlrerc
performunu' of mother ogrkttrtent ,rray not be feasible without
aid, e.recutio t and performurce of the supplefirentary or oncillary
agreenrents, fttr achieving the common object and collectively

I ssu e No.2 :
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.l

t2

having bearing on the dispute. Besides all this, the Court would
lnve to exanine wltetlrcr a contposite rcference of such parties
would serve the ends of justice. Once this exercise is completed
arrd the Court answers the same in the affirmative, the reference of
even non-signatory parties would fall within the exception afore-
discussed.

Thus, a composite reference could be made by looking at the

following factors:

a. It should be a composite transaction consisting of a mother

agreement and ancillary agreements.

b. All ancillary agreements are relatable to the mother

agreement

c. Performance of the mother agreement is intrinsically

interlinked to the performance of ancillary agreements for

achieving the common object and collectively have bearing

on the dispute.

d. The intention of the parties to refer all the disputes between

them to the Arbitral Tribunal.

e. A composite reference would serve the ends ofjustice.

13. From the table above it is seen that while the non-disclosure

agreement contemplated a future long{erm relationship between
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the parties, the r4OU had defined that entering into a Joint Venture

Agreement wo rld create contractual relationship between the

parties. Thus it can be assurned that the Joint Venture Agreement

dated 19.04.20 l3 is a potenrial mother agreement, provided if the

subsequent agr :ements were ancillary in nature. Further, the

terminology of llause 'G' of the MOU shows that the parties had

also agreed to ( nter into detailed future agreements regarding the

nrodus operonrl, covering procluction and off-take o1- CF after the

plant goes into ; roduction

14. A perusal of the Joint Venture Agreement dated 19.04.2014,

shows the follov ing:

o Clause 'D' states that ABFIPL and NFCI. slrrl/ enter into a

separate s rpply agreement (t,mphasis supplied).

Clause 4. .1 states that NFCL shall provide expertise ino

a

technical r ssistance and direction in manufacture ofproducts

as brieletl n Annexure - l.

Clause 4. I .3 and 4.1.5 are synonymous and state that NFCL

shall obtai r necessary permits, approvals, licenses, contracts,

clearances etc.,
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Clause I 6 states that the Agreement shall be effective and

binding between parties on obtaining requisite statutory

approvals and approvals from financial institutions.

a Clause 22 of the same reads as under

Further Assurances: The Parties shall each perform such acls,
execute and deliver suclt irrstrun ents and documents and do
all such other things as may be reasonably necessary @
accompltsh the transactions contemplated in this
A gree me n t (emp has is suppl ied).

Annexure - I states that NFCL will supply maior raw

a

a

material requirements of CF plant as part of lnvestment

strateqy with ABFIPL and will store a minimum of two

months raw rraterial at ABFIPL's factory.

15. From the above it is clear the Joint Venture Agreement

also provides for supply of raw material, though the modalities

for such supply would be as agreed under a separate agreement to

be executed. Thus, the Supply Agreement dated 19.12.2014 in

the view of this Court, is prima facie interlinked with the Joint

Venture Agreement and cannot be considered as an independent

agreement. Hence, the absence of a separate arbitration clause in

the Supply Agreement does not imply that the disputes arising

,, thereunder are not arbitrable, as the Arbitration Clause in the

I
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joint venturc alreement rvould have to be read into the supply

agreement. l'hi: view finds support in the arbitration clause of

the Joint Ventur ) Agrcement. rvhich reads as under:

17.2.4 Any d,sputes and di/Jbrenc,,s whatsoever arising under or in
connection tith this Agreemettt which could not be settled by
Parties throt gh negotiations, a/iu the period of thir4t Q0) days

.from the sert;cc of the notite of Dispute, shall be finally seuled by
arbitration ,n accordantc with the rules framed under the
provision,s ol thc Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1966

The above clar se makes it anrply clear that the parties by

including the u ords 'in connecliott with this agreement' had

intended to give a conrpreherlsive meaning to the word dispute.

Therefore, the c( ntention o1'the Respondent that disputes arising

under the Suppl z Agreemenl dated 19. 12.2014 in absence ofa

separate arbitrati ln clause are not arbitrable cannot be accepted.

16. Furlher, i1 the lettel issued by the Respondent on

26.08.2015 b various banks r.o lacilitate the Applicant to obtain

financial assistan:e, the Respondent had stated that it entered into

an 'arrangemen ' with the Applicant for supply of CF and that it

would be enterin.l into a lease and operations agreement with the

Applicant on rhe plant facility being ready. The above said letter

dated 26.08.2015 shows that rhe llespondent had enl.isioned the
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execution of these documents to accomplish the transactions

under the Joint Venture. In fact, this letter restates the intention

of the parties to enter into future agreements relating to the

modus operandl of production as stated in Clause 'G' of the

MOU dated 07.07.2012 and Clause 22 of the Joint Venture

agreement. A perusal of the Lease Deed and Operations

Agreement both dated 21 .06.2018 would also show that the

obligations and duties of the parlies in the manufacture of CF are

unchanged from that of the Joint Venture Agreement.

l'7. ln the very same letter dated 26.08.2015, the Respondent

had also stated that it would apply for manufacturing permission

to the Ministry of Agriculture. This statement relates back to the

duty cast on the Respondent under Clause 4. 1.3 of the Joint

Venture agreement dated 19.04.2013. Therefore, the

Respondent's action of applying for permission on 04.06.2018

once again relates back to the Joint Venture Agreement dated

t9.04.2013.

18. The contention of the Respondent that multiple agreements

each containing separate arbitration clauses were executed with

an intention to keep them distinct and independent from each

i

2023:TSHC:4226



17

other cannot be acceptecl as the subsequent agreements executed

by the parlics i :., the Supply Agreement dated 19.12.2014, lhe

Lease deed anr Operations agreement both dated 27.06.2018

seek to accomplish the manufhcture of CF in the manner and

breadth of the.lr,int Venture agreement. The actions, conduct and

the corresponde rces exchanl;ed by the parties, lean towards the

Joint Venture rgreement thercby intrinsically con'elating the

subsequent agrc iments to th; .loint Venture Agreement, thereby

making it rnotht r agreement.. l'hc reliance placed by the counsel

for the Respon lent on Duro Felgura (supra) to contend that

individual rcfer, :nces have kr be made is not applicable to facts

on hand, since in the facts o1' the said case, there were five

different packar.es and corporate guarantee, all of which were

neither depenclt nt on the ternrs and conditions of the original

package nor or the memorandum of understanding executed

between the par ies.

19. The con ention of thc Respondent that the dispute

resolution mecl anism under clause 17.2.2 ol the Joint Venture

agreement datet I9.04.2014 u,as not followed and the Applicant

had approached this couft prematurely cannot be accepted as the
I
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Applicant had sent the notices dated 01.02.2020 and 15.10.2020

to the address ofthe Respondent as per Clause l9.l I ofthe Joint

Venture Agreement, Clause 17 of the Lease Deed and Clause 21

of the Operations Deed. But the Respondent had not replied to

the same. However, without any prejudice it is open to the

Respondent to raise all relevant disputes and pleas before the

Arbitral Tribunal.

20. Therefore, this court is of the view that, the agreement

between the parties is prima facie a composite commercial

transaction, having a valid arbitiation agreement in terms of

Clause 17 of the Joint Venture Agreement dated 19.04.2013,

Clause 15 of the Operations Agreement and Clause 10 of the

Lease deed both dated 27.06.2018 and the disputes arising under

them have to be resolved by constitution of a single Arbitrai

Tribunal. This view finds support from the decision of the

Supreme Court in Ameet Lalchand Shah and Ors. Vs.Rishabh

Enterprises and Orsa , as under

2l.ln a case like the present one, though there are different
agrccments involving several parties, as discussed abovc, it is a

o (zo18)rs scc ozs
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single coml,rercial project namely operating a 2 MWp
Photovoltaic Solar I)lant at Dongri, Raksa, District Jhansi, Uttar

Pradesh. Co nmissioning ,rf the Solar Plant, which is the

commercial 'Lnderstanrling bct\\'cen the parties and it has been

effected thro rgh sevc:'al agreements. The agreement-Equipment

Lease Agree nent (14.03.2()12) lbr commissioning of the Solar

Plant is thc principalimain agreemcnt. The two agreemcnts of
Rishabh wit r Jurvr India:,.i) Equipment and Material Supply

Contract ({t1 .02.2O12); and (ii) Engineering. Installation and

Commissionr rg Contract (01.02.2012) and the Rishabh's Sale and

Purchase Ag €ement with Astonfield (05.03.2012) are ancillary

agreements vhich lcd to the main purpose of commissioning the

Photovoltaic Solar Plant at Dongri, Raksa, District Jhansi, Uttar
Pradesh by I)ante Ilnergy (Lessee). Even though, the Sale and
Purchasc .4 greement (05.03.2012) betrvcen Rishabh and
Astonficld dles not contain arbitration clause, it is integrally
connccted $ th the commissioning of the Solar Plant at Dongri,
Raksa, Distr ict Jhansi. U.P. by Dante Energy. Juwi India, even

though, not I party to the suit and even though, Astonfield and

Appellant Nr . 1-Anreet [.a]chencl Shah are not signatories to the

main agreem:nt viz. Equipment l-ease Agreement (14.03.2012), it
is a com nercial transaclion integrally connected with
commissionirrg of Photovc,ltaic Solar Plant at Dongri, Raksa,

District Jhan;i, U.P. Bc it noted, as per clause(v) of Article 4,

parties have agreed that the entire risk, cost of the delivery and

installation srrall bc at the cost ol the Rishabh (Lessor). Here again,

we may reca )itulate that engineering and installation is to be done

by Juwi Indi r. What is evident from the facts and intention of
the parties i; to facilitate procurement of equipments, sale and
purchasc o equipments. installation and lcasing out the
equipments to Dantc Energy, 'I'he dispute between the parties
to various agreements could bc resolved only by referring all
the four agr,.ements and the parties thereon to arbitration.

22.Parties to the agrcernents narnely Rishabh and Juwi India:(i)
Equipment a rd Material Supply Agreement; and (ii) Engineering,
Installation i nd Comrlissionrng Contract and the parties to Sale
and Purchasi Agreemont bctrvccn Rishabh and Astonfield are onc
and thc sanrt as that ol the partics in thc main a6lreement namely
Equipmerrt Lease Agrcernenr (14.03.2012). All thc four
agreements arc interconnected. This is a case where scvcral

I

l
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partics are involved in a single contmercial project (Solar Plant
at Dongri) executed through several agreements/contracts. ln
such a casc, all the parties can bc covercd by the arbitration
Clause in the main agrecment i.c. Equipment Lease Agreement
(14.03.2012).

21. Consequently, the present arbitration application ls

allowed. I hereby appoint Sri. Justice M. Venkata Ramana,

Retired High Court Judge, #A 204, Niharika Signature

To

1.

2.

3.

4.
KtJ'I-

Apartments, Opp. NCC Urban, Gachibowli, Hyderabad

500032, as sole arbitrator to resolve the disputes between the

Applicant and Respondent. The learned arbitrator shall make

necessary disclosure in terms of the provisions of the Act and

shall be entitled to charge fees as per Schedule IV of the

Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.

No Costs.

Sd/. M. VIJAYA BHAS
JOINT REGIS

//TRUE COPY//

SECTION FICER

Sri Justice M. Venkata Ramana, Retired High Court Judge # A 204, Niharika
Signature Apartments, Opp. NCC Urban, Gachibowli, Hyderabad - 500032. (

By Special [\4essenger ) ( Along with a copy of affidavit and material papers)
One CC to SRl. A. VENKATESH, Advocate [OPUC]

One CC to SRl. VIKRAM POOSERLA, Advocate [OPUC]

Two CD Copies

PR

J
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22. Pending miscellaneous petitions if any shall stand closed.

I
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HIGH COURT

DATED:27101'2023

ORDER

ARBITRATIOI I APPLICATION
No.6 of 2021

ALLOWING T}IE

ARBITRATIOI\ APPLICATION.
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