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J    U    D    G    M    E    N    T

1. The  instant  application  under  Section  34  of  the  Arbitration  and 

Conciliation Act, 1996, (hereinafter referred to as “The Act, 1996”) has been 
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filed on behalf of M/s Raitani Engineering Works Pvt. Ltd. (the petitioner) for 

setting  aside  the  arbitral  award,  dated  25.07.2014,  passed  by  the  learned 

Arbitrators Shri Mohan Lal (Presiding Arbitrator), Shri R.C. Meena and Shri D.N. 

Sarma  in connection with the dispute arising out of Contract Agreement No. 

CON/Bogibeel/78, dated 14.06.2005. 

2. A single tender was floated by NF Railway Authority being Tender No. 

W/362 /CON/RoB/2004/20  for construction of Road over Bridge No. 58 with 1 

X 26.00 m. span in the Central portion and approaches with reinforced earth 

wall RCC bore piles foundation. The tender also includes The construction of 

RCC Girder, Deck  slab and rebuilding of existing Road Bridge (2 X 8.6+1 X 

9.6m)  and  other  ancillary  works  on  NH52 near  Sisibargaon at  Railway  Km 

41/660  in connection with Bogibeel Bridge Project on North Bank.

3. The petitioner/claimant  M/s Raitani Engineering Works Pvt. Ltd. was 

awarded  the  above  noted  work  by  the  competent  authority  and  Contract 

Agreement  being  No.  CON/Bogibeel/78,  dated  19.06.2005  was  executed  in 

between the claimant/petitioner and the respondents/opposite parties. As per 

the agreement, the work was to be completed within 21 months. 

4. The  case  of  the  claimant/  petitioner  is  that  after  receiving  the 

acceptance letter dated 07.04.2005, basic  resources, like men, machineries 

and material etc. were mobilized at the work site  by the claimant/petitioner to 

complete the work within the stipulated period. However, the railway authority 

failed to handover drawings which was supposed to be given immediately upon 

entering  contract.  The  petitioner  vide  letter  dated 26.09.2005 apprised  the 

railway authority for furnishing drawings and only then railway authority vide 

reply  dated  29.1-.2005  informed the  petitioner  of  details  of  pile  drawings. 

However, the drawings furnished were only in piecemeal. It is also contended 

that as the construction was of the road over bridge on the NH-52, which has a 

regular traffic flow, railway administration by floating separate tender allotted 

the work of construction of diversion to other agency. But since it could not be 

completed, the site for execution of work was not ready and even after nine 

months from the execution of agreement,  petitioner was unable to execute 
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work. It  is  further  contended that  cross  section for  foundation of  RE Wall, 

details for reinforcement of pile and other details were also not given. There 

was also delay in getting the approval of drawings for RE Walls along with 

foundation design of RE Wall by MORST&H. It is stated that on 09.08.2006, the 

department provided the petitioner long section of existing NH-52  and RE Wall 

drawings were accordingly submitted by the petitioner on 01.09.2006 as per 

finalized data on the clarification given by railway to  the BRO directly  and 

approval of RE approaches were received on 22.12.2006, nearly,  after 20.5 

months from acceptance of work. Vide letter dated 04.06.2006, the petitioner 

apprised railway of completion of trial mix design cube test and results were up 

to  mark  and  concrete  mix  design  has  been  submitted  to  railway.  The 

petitioner/claimant vide letter dated 11.12.2006, intimated the railway that site 

was still not ready and operational and the work could only be taken up by the 

petitioner/claimant after the traffic would be diverted through diversion and the 

Bridge site would be handed over. It is stated that on 22.12.2006, the railway 

authority issued letter to the petitioner/claimant stating that the construction of 

temporary diversion had been commissioned on 20.12.2006.  It is alleged that 

the aforesaid delay in execution of work was unilaterally due to fault of railway 

as the railway floated tender even before diversion for traffic was ready. 

5. It is stated further that during that period rates of materials and labour 

abnormally increased and the petitioner/claimant agreed to apply for extension 

of time, subject to various conditions among others that PVC clauses be kept in 

force till the extended period of completion and 20% increase in quoted rates. 

In  addition  to  the  aforesaid  conditions,  the  petitioner  also  requested  to 

increase the period of extension till 08.10.2008. The railway did not accept any 

of the conditions of PVC as intimated by the petitioner and further curtailed 

extension  till  31.12.2007.  It  is  alleged  that  the  time  was  the  essence  of 

contract and due to laches, delay and fault of railways, performance of contract 

was frustrated. It is also stated that the railways offered and granted extension 

which was never accepted by the petitioner and then unilaterally terminated 

the contract. 

6. Under  the  factual  matrix,  the  petitioner  as  claimant  invoked  the 
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arbitration  clause  of  the  GCC  and  accordingly  the  Arbitration  Tribunal  was 

appointed  vide  letter  No.  Z/208/Con/4/DJ/GHY/2008  dated  11.01.2009, 

comprising of three members as mentioned above to adjudicate the disputes 

arising out of the Contract Agreement No. Con/Bogibee/ 78 dated 14.06.2005. 

The claimant submitted the following claims before the Tribunal : 

1. Compensation  for  expenditure  incurred  for  suspension  period 

from 07.04.2005 to 31.07.2007, amount claimed Rs. 78,63,722/-.

2. Refund of Earnest Money Deposited vide TDR No. 08089, dated 

06.12.2004, amount claimed Rs. 50,000/-.

3. Refund of initial  Security Deposit  vide TDR No. 087072 dated 

16.04.2005  and  No.  087092  dated  22.04.2005,  amount  claimed  Rs. 

2,50,000/-.

4. Loss of profit @10% on the balance work. Total value of work 

Rs. 11,01,54,453/- less work allowed and to be paid Rs. 4,50,000/-, 

balance Rs. 10,97,04,435/-, amount claimed Rs. 1,09,60,443.50.

5. Payment of final bill as per measurement, amount claimed  to be 

calculated.

6. Claim on account of litigation expenses,  amount claimed Rs.  

2,00,000/-.

7. A declaration to the effect that termination of the contract is  

unlawful. 

8. Interest @ 18% p.a. be calculated from the date of initial claim 

till payment.

9. Cost of arbitration.  

7. The  respondents  submitted  their  points  of  objection  against  the 

different paragraphs. It was submitted that as per Clause 19.2 of the GCC,  the 

work ought to have commenced within 15 days after the receipt of an order in  



5

writing to this effect from the Engineer and would proceed with the same with 

due expedition and without delay. It was stated that the claimant/contractor 

failed to commence the work within the stipulated time and even after lapses 

of 6 months time, the claimant/contractor failed to mobilize and start the work, 

then the respondent had issued letter to the claimant/contractor to start the 

work  vide  letter  No.  W/60/CON/BB/SPTR,  dated  29.10.2005.  Further 

contention was that the site was handed over to the claimant/contractor on 

25.10.2005.  It  was  also  stated  that  as  the  claimant/petitioner  had  neither 

mobilized the plants and machineries, nor started the work, so respondent had 

again written letter No. W/60/CON/DBRT/MB/ROB-58/1316 dated 06.02.2006 

to the claimant/contractor stating that the 100 m length diversion was almost 

ready, but the claimant/petitioner were not ready to start the work as because 

the mix design had not been submitted by them, nor  working machineries was 

available at site, nor authorized representatives was available at site & no site 

camp had been erected at site. It was also contended that before starting any 

pile foundation, construction of test pile with load test was extremely important 

and with completion of construction of test pile and load test result, further  

construction  could  be  carried  out.  But  in  spite  of  knowing  the  same,  the 

claimant/petitioner delayed in undertaking the work. It was alleged further that 

as per contract agreement the claimant/petitioner had to submit the design RE 

Wall along with foundation design, but the claimant/petitioner had submitted 

the RE Wall design on 16.06.2005 without the design of foundation of RE Wall,  

due  to  which  foundation  design  could  not  be  processed  for  approval  of 

MORST&H.  It  was  stated  further  that  the  respondent  again  requested  the 

claimant/petitioner  vide  letter  dated  15.02.2006  to  to  submit  a  detailed 

programme of work, to submit the test report of the materials to be used in 

the work,  to  submit  the concrete  mix  design  and to  carry  out  mix design 

activities for the approval of concrete mix to be used in the work, to take up 

the  work  of  test  pile  construction  on  priority  and  to  submit  the  load  test 

scheme  for  the  load  test  to  be  done  on  piles  and  submit  the  design  of 

foundation  for  RE  Walls  so  that  the  design  of  RE  Walls  submitted  by  the 

claimant should be processed for approval. It was submitted that the site for 

test pile was about 20m away from the CL of the NH-52and 9 m radial distance 
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and  was  sufficient  for  conducting  load  testing.  As  such  according  to  the 

respondents  there  was  no reason for  delaying  the load testing  work.  It  is 

stated that after understanding and agreeing the contract was signed by the 

claimant and in the entire contract agreement there was no condition that the 

diversion ought to have been prepared before  starting  of the work and the 

diversion work is independent job  and no where connected or interlinked with 

the construction of ROB 58. 

8. After  hearing  of  both  the  sides,  the  learned  Arbitral  Tribunal,  vide 

Award, dated 25.07.2014 opined and awarded the claim Nos.2,  3 and 5 in 

favour of the petitioner/claimant. However, the claim No.1, Claim No.4, Claim 

No.6, Claim No.7, Claim No.8 and Claim No.9 were discarded. 

9. Being highly aggrieved by and dissatisfied with the impugned Award, 

passed by the learned Arbitral Tribunal, the present petition has been filed for 

setting aside the impugned award on the grounds mentioned in the petition. 

10. The  respondent  contested  the  present  proceeding,  by  submitting  a 

written  objection  and  in  the  said  objection,  the  respondent  specifically 

submitted that the said application under Section 34 of the Act, 1996 is not 

tenable in law, as none of the provisions laid down under Section 34(2) of the  

said Act is attracted in the present case in hand. It  is also contended that 

although  the  petitioner  has  taken  specific   ground  that  the  said  award  in 

question is in conflict with the public policy, but the applicant could not make 

out that the Arbitral Award was in conflict with public policy in as much as the 

award does not suffer for any violation of law and no ground for interference 

under Section 34 of the Act, 1996, has been made out. The respondents again 

reiterated the factual aspects, as narrated before the Tribunal. The respondents 

prayed for dismissal of the petition filed by the petitioner under Section 34 of  

the Act, 1996. 

11. Now,  in the oral, as well as, written argument, the learned counsel for 

the  claimant/petitioner  specifically  submitted  that  after  receiving  the 

acceptance letter dated 07.04.2006, the petitioner as per terms and conditions 

of the agreement dated 14.06.2005,  mobilized basic resources at the site like 
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men, machineries and material etc. for execution of the work. He also gave 

detail of the expenses incurred in mobilization of machines and its maintenance 

at site.  It is also contended that there was a delay of 6 months after the 

initiation of work to furnish drawings and details of pile drawings which was 

handed  over  to  the  petitioner/claimant  only  on  29.10.2005.  It  is  further 

submitted that specification of cross section for foundation of RE Wall drawings 

was to  be provided by railways and the petitioner/claimant  was to  provide 

drawings for RE Walls along with foundation design of RE Walls which was to 

be approved by MORST &H. It is stated that the petitioner requested to furnish 

cross section drawings to the respondent authorities for RE wall foundation. It 

is  also  submitted that  the traffic  diversion was not  ready and on different 

occasions,  the  petitioner   communicated  with  the  railway  authority  for 

completion of the traffic diversion road, for which the claimant/petitioner was 

not in a position to start the work. It is further stated that vide letter dated 

04.06.2006, the petitioner apprised railway of completion of trial mix design 

cube test  and results  were up to mark and concrete mix design has been 

submitted to railway. It is also argued that the test pile as per design approved 

by railways have been started , but due to non completion of the diversion of 

road for traffic, the petitioner was unable to plan work and execute the same. 

It is argued further that on 03.08.2006, the petitioner informed the railway 

about the impossibility in testing the test pile specification of 750 mt load as it 

would infringe the existing running road and diversion road for traffic was still  

not  ready.  It  is  stated  that  even  one  month  before  the  date  of  expiry  of 

contract,  site  was  not  handed  over  to  the  claimant/petitioner.  The  learned 

counsel  for  the  petitioner  submitted  that  the  contract  agreement  dated 

14.06.2005  itself  provide  for  mobilization  of  plants  and  machinery  and 

submitted that the letter of the railway authority, dated 21.11.2005 admitted 

that the petitioner/claimant had made ready machineries for execution of test 

pile. It is also stated that preliminary work of site clearance, setting of camp 

office, erection of machines etc. was completed and therefore, it is not the fact 

that the claimant had not mobilized machinery at site as per the requirement 

of the contract agreement. 
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12.  It is further argued that the award was in conflict of “basic notion of 

justice” and the Arbitral Tribunal, being quasi-judicial body, necessarily required 

to exercise judicial approach in determining rights and obligation of the parties. 

It is stated that the Tribunal while exercising judicial function ought to have 

acted bonafide and dealt with the subject in fair,  reasonable  and objective 

manner not arbitrarily, whimsically and capriciously. It is further submitted that 

the award granted by the learned Tribunal is in conflict with the fundamental 

police of India law in view of the fact that the respondent failed to discharge 

liability created by the contract agreement. It is stated that the learned Arbitral  

Tribunal failed to appreciate these aspects of the matter and hence the award 

is vitiated and is liable to be set aside.

13. On  the  contrary,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondents  forcefully 

argued that  the scope of  setting aside the Arbitral  Award,  as laid down in 

Section 34(2) of the Act, 1996, is very limited.  It is argued that while deciding 

a  petition  for  setting  aside  an  Arbitral  Award,  the  Court  must  keep  itself 

confined within the  four corners of the previous laid down in Section 34(2) of 

the Act, 1996 and the Court will  not sit as an Appellate Court. The learned 

counsel further argued that in this particular case, the learned Arbitral Tribunal 

did  not  commit  any  wrong  and  decided  the  entire  claim  of  the 

claimant/petitioner on the basis of the materials available in the record. He 

submitted that it  is the claimant/petitioner for whose default  the work was 

delayed.  He  further  argued  that  there  was  no  condition  in  the  contract 

agreement that  before initiation of  the work,  the diversion road must have 

been completed. It is also stated that other preliminary work also not done and 

the materials and machineries  was also not installed and in view of these facts  

the respondent was compelled to invoke the clause 62 for termination of the 

contract. He submitted that there was no illegality, nor irregularity, nor violation 

of any public policy and as such this Court has no scope for interference into 

the impugned award passed by the learned Arbitral Tribunal. He also relied 

upon a  few decision  of  the  Hon'ble  Apex Court  of  India  in  support  of  his 

contention. 

14. In view of the contrary argument of the parties, the following point is 
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formulated: 

  Whether  in  view of  the facts  and the law,  there  is  any  scope for 

interference  by  this  Court  in  the  impugned  award  passed  by  the  learned 

Arbitral Tribunal? 

15. Before entering into the factual and legal aspects, raised in this case, I 

find the need to give a careful consideration of the provisions of Section 34(2) 

of the Act, 1996, which reads as follows:

“34 (2)  An arbitral award may be set aside by the court only if- 

(a) the party making the application furnishes proof that- 

(i) a party was under some incapacity; or 

(ii) the arbitration agreement is not valid under the law to  

which the parties have subjected it  or,  failing any indication  

thereon, under the law for the time being in force; or 

(iii) the party making the application was not given proper  

notice of  the appointment  of  an arbitrator  or  of  the arbitral  

proceedings or was otherwise unable to present his case; or 

(iv) the arbitral award deals with a dispute not contemplated 

by  or  not  falling  within  the  terms  of  the  submission  to  

arbitration, or it contains decisions on matters beyond the scope 

of the submission to arbitration. 

 Provided  that,  if  the  decisions  on  matters  submitted  to 

arbitration can be separated from those not so submitted, only that part 

of the arbitral award which contains decisions on matters not submitted 

to arbitration may be set aside ; or 

(v) the composition  of  the  Arbitral  Tribunal  or  the arbitral 

procedure was not in accordance with the agreement of the parties, 

unless such agreement was in conflict with a provision of this Part from 
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which the parties cannot derogate, or, failing such agreement, was not 

in accordance with this Part; or 

(b) the court finds that -

(i) the  subject-matter  of  the  dispute  is  not  capable  of 

settlement by arbitration under the law for the time being in force, or

(ii) the arbitral award is in conflict with the public policy of 

India.

Explanation.- Without prejudice to the generality of sub-clause (ii), it is 

hereby declared, for the avoidance of any doubt, that an award is in  

conflict with the public policy of India if the making of the award was 

induced or affected by fraud or corruption or was in violation of Section 

75 or Section 81.”

16. Evidently,  the  present  petition  has  been  filed  for  setting  aside  the 

Arbitral Award, by invoking the power conferred under Section 34(2)(b)(ii) of 

the Act, 1996  which speaks that an arbitral award may be set aside by this 

Court only if the arbitral award is in conflict with the public policy of India. The 

scope of judicial intervention in matters governing by the Act of 1996, is very 

limited. 

17. Here in the present case in hand,  while going through the record of the 

arbitral  proceeding,  I  find  that  the learned Arbitral  Tribunal  gave a  patient 

hearing to all the parties to the arbitration proceeding and also considered the 

claims and counter claims of the parties thoroughly and further went to the 

documents  submitted by the both the sides  thoroughly,  before passing the 

impugned award. 

18. The learned Arbitral Tribunal never acted in a partisan way and while 

giving its opinion clearly reflected that the time is the essence of  the contract  

was not so clearly discernible from the dealings of the work on part of either 

party  to  the  dispute.  From  different  communications  of  both  the  sides,  it 

clearly appears that the delay can not be attributed solely to a particular side, 
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rather there was negligence on the part of both the sides in starting the work  

in question and completing it within the schedule period of time.

19.  The  learned  Arbitral  Tribunal  clearly  noted  that  there  is  no  clear 

evidence  of  any  significant  mobilization  of  resources  by  the  claimant.  The 

documents,  submitted  by  the  present  respondents/opposite  parties  clearly 

reflect  that  on  so  many  occasions,  the  railway  authority  reminded  the 

claimant/petitioner that it did not collect any materials at site and no site camp 

had  been  constructed  and  also  no  machineries  arrived  in  site  in  working 

conditions. On 26.09.2005, the claimant/petitioner company informed the Chief 

Engineer/Construction-III  that  drawings  for  construction  of  Bridge  was  not 

issued to them and as such, they were unable to procure the materials for the  

same. Thus, it is not correct that from the very beginning they had collected 

the  materials  required  for  starting  of  construction  work.  Since  there  is  no 

sufficient proof of such mobilization of machineries in the working conditions 

and also no proof of mobilization of materials in time,  it can not be  said that  

the finding  of  the  learned Arbitral  Tribunal  in  this  regard  can not  be held 

patently illegal. 

20.  Besides,  the  learned  Arbitral  Tribunal  specifically  held  that  the 

claimant/ petitioner delayed badly in submission of design mix, which ought to 

have been done at the beginning. The communications in between the parties 

clearly  prove  the correctness  of  the  finding.  On study  of  the  photographic 

evidence  of  the  site  and  of  site  sketches/  drawings,  the  learned  Arbitral 

Tribunal also observed that it was not difficult to carry out much of the work 

even  without  diversion  of  work.  The  crux  of  the  allegation  of  the 

claimant/petitioner is that the delay was mainly caused due to non completion 

of the diversion of road. But, the learned Arbitrators, who are the experts in 

their field, specifically held that of course timely completion of the diversion of  

road would have eased the working environment, but even without completion 

of  the  same,  much  of  the  work  could  have  been  completed  without  any 

difficulty. I am  well aware  that while deciding a case for setting aside an 

arbitral award, I can not sit as an Appellate  Court and can not re appreciate 

the evidence on factual aspects.
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21. The law has been laid down regarding the scope and ambit of the of 

the Court while deciding an application for  the setting aside of  the arbitral  

award. Section 34(2) of the Act, 1996 lays down specific grounds of setting 

aside an arbitral award. None of the grounds, laid down in Section 34(2)(a) has 

been raised in this application for setting aside the arbitral award. The grounds 

which has been raised in this case is confined by Section 34(2)(b)(ii) of the 

Act, 1996. 

22 Now in the entire Act, the word “public policy” has not been described 

or  defined.  The  meaning  of  the  word,  “public  policy”  has been defined  in 

various decision of the Hon'ble Apex Court of India and as such we are to look  

into various decisions of the Hon'ble Apex Court of India to come to a definite 

conclusion. 

23. In  in ONGC Ltd. v. Saw Pipes Ltd. , reported in (2003) 5 SCC 705, 

the  Hon'ble Supreme Court of India observed that :

“31. Therefore, in our view, the phrase “public policy of India” 

used in Section 34 in context is required to be given a wider meaning. 

It can be stated that the concept of public policy connotes some matter  

which concerns public good and the public interest. What is for public 

good or in public interest or what would be injuries or harmful to the 

public good or public interest has varied from time to time. However,  

the award which is, on the face of it, patently in violation of statutory 

provisions  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  public  interest.  Such  

award/judgment/decision is likely to adversely affect the administration 

of justice. Hence, in our view in addition to narrower meaning given to 

the term 'public policy' in Renusagar Case it is required to be held that 

the award could be set aside if it is patently illegal. The result would  

be- award could be set aside if it is contrary to: 

(a) fundamental policy of Indian law; or 

(b) the interest of India ; or

( c) justice or morality, or 
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(d) in addition, if it is patently illegal.

Illegality must go to the root of the matter and if the illegality is  

of  trivial  nature  it  cannot  be held  that  award  is  against  the  

public policy. Award could also be set aside if it is so unfair and  

unreasonable that it shocks the conscience of the court. Such  

award  is  opposed  to  public  policy  and  is  required  to  be  

adjudged void. “

The said decision has been followed in all subsequent decision  

of the Hon'ble Apex Court of India. In  Oil and Natural Gas 

Corporation  Limited-  Versus-  Western  Geco  

International Limited, reported in (2014) 9 SCC 263 and 

in  Associate  Builders-  versus-  Delhi  Development  

Authority , reported in (2015) 3 SCC 49, the Hon'ble Apex 

Court of India while elaborating on the expression of  public  

policy of India, reproduced the aforesaid decision  of the same .

24. In addition, while considerng what would constitute the “fundamental 

policy of Indian law”, the Hon'ble Apex Court of India in Oil and Natural Gas 

Corporation  Limited-  Versus-  Western  Geco  International  Limited, 

observed that the court or authority concerned is bound to adopt a Judicial 

approach;  a  court  and  so  also  a  quasi-judicial  authority  must,  while 

determining  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties  before  it,  do  so  in 

accordance with the principles of natural justice and it should not be fall short 

of the standard of reasonableness. In McDermott International Inc. -Vs.-Burn 

Standard  Co.  Ltd.  and  Ors.,  reported  in  (2006)  11  SCC  181,  the  Hon'ble 

Supreme Court of India, after discussing many other decisions of the same 

Court ultimately came to the conclusion that :

“35. The 1996 Act makes provision for the supervisory role  

of  courts,  for  the  review of  the  arbitral  award  only  to  ensure  

fairness.  Intervention  of  the  court  is  envisaged  in  few  

circumstances only, like, in case of fraud or bias by the arbitrators,  

violation of natural justice, etc. The court cannot correct errors of  
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the arbitrators. It can only quash the award leaving the parties  

free to begin the arbitration again if it is desired. So, scheme of  

the provision aims at keeping the supervisory role of the court at  

minimum  level  and  this  can  be  justified  as  parties  to  the  

agreement  make  a  conscious  decision  to  exclude  the  court's  

jurisdiction by opting for arbitration as then prefer the expediency  

and finality offered by it. However, this Court, as would be noticed  

hereinafter,  has  the  occasion  to  consider   the  matter  in  great  

detail in some of its decisions.” 

25. Now from the aforesaid decision of the Hon'ble Apex Court India it is 

clear that while sitting in the Court to hear an application under Section 34 of 

the Act, 1996, the Court does not sit in appeal over the award of an Arbitral  

Tribunal by reassessing and re appreciating the evidence. The award can only 

be set aside under the ground mentioned in Section 34(2) of the Act, 1996. 

The scope and ambit   of interference is very limited. However,  the word - 

“public policy” should not have any narrower meaning. 

26. Here in the present case in hand, on careful scrutiny of the record of 

the Arbitral Tribunal, I find that the learned Arbitrators in the Tribunal have 

thorough knowledge in working under this type of contract and specific idea 

how much time can take. The learned Tribunal passed a fairly reasonable order 

in giving the Award. I find that there was no patent illegality in the reasoning 

of  the  learned  Arbitral  Tribunal,  while  rejecting some of  the  claims  of  the 

petitioner. In the absence of any illegality, in passing the impugned award and 

also  in  the  absence  of  any  question  of  morality,  there  is  no  scope  of 

interference by this Court. 

27. In the result, the instant case for setting aside the impugned Arbitral 

Award, dated 25.07. 2014 stands rejected. 

28. The present application is accordingly dismissed  on contest. However 

the parties are given the liberty to bear their own cost.
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29. Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 11 th  day of December, 

2017 in the open Court.

                        (S.P. Moitra)      
                        District Judge

                       Kamrup(Metro),Guwahati

Dictated & corrected by me.

       ( S.P. Moitra )
          District Judge,
 Kamrup (Metro), Guwahati


