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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT

M/s Arora Industries and another

M/s Nixon International (P) Ltd.

CORAM : HON’BLE MS. JUSTICE LAPITA  BANERJI
 
Present : Mr. Aayush Gupta, Advocate,
  for the petitioners.
   
LAPITA BANERJI

  Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the 

that the award was passed against the petitioners on April 19, 2023. An 

application under Section 34 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 

(for short ‘the 1996 Act’) was filed by the petitioners

(Annexure P-

an application for stay under Section 36(2) and (3) of the 1996 Act. 

However, the application under Section 36(2) and (3) ha

decided by the 

2.  He submits that despite the fact that the application under 

Section 36(2) and (3) of the 1996 Act being pending, the Civil Judge (Jr. 

Divn.) is proceeding with Execution Case No.1655 of 2024. The same is 

not permissible in law. Warrants of att

judgment debtors

3.  This Court has heard the learned counsel for the petitioners and 

perused the material on record.

4.  This Court finds no material illegality in the order passed by 

the Executing Court specially keeping in view the directions of the Apex 
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Divn.) is proceeding with Execution Case No.1655 of 2024. The same is 
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Court in “Rahul S.Shah Vs. Jinendra Kumar Gandhi and others

reported in (2021) 6 SCC 418

others Vs. V. Rajamani and another”

507. However, this Court requests the learned Additional District Judge, 

Ludhiana to dispose of the application under Section 36(2) and (3) of the 

1996 Act expeditiously, without disturbing the usual business of the Court.

5.  It is mad

the Execution A

6.  Accordingly, CR

7.  Connected applications, if any are also accordingly disposed 

of. 
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Rahul S.Shah Vs. Jinendra Kumar Gandhi and others

(2021) 6 SCC 418 and in “Periyammal (dead) through LR and 

others Vs. V. Rajamani and another” reported in

wever, this Court requests the learned Additional District Judge, 

Ludhiana to dispose of the application under Section 36(2) and (3) of the 

1996 Act expeditiously, without disturbing the usual business of the Court.

It is made clear that there is no interim order o

the Execution Application being EXE-1655-2024.

Accordingly, CR-2286 of 2025 is 

Connected applications, if any are also accordingly disposed 

(LAPITA BANERJI)
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