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Sanght bearmg TM No. 178/2017 & TM No. 179/2017 both pendlng in.
the Court of the ADJ-04, PHC, New Delhi to: this Court and seek that
the same. be tr1ed with the suit titled as Kmtpro International Vs.
Anurag. Sanglu & Anr bearing CS (COMM) NO. 867/2018 already
tranéferred to-this Court. Since the 1ssue 1nvolved in both the transfer.
petitions is the‘ same, the two petitions are bemg disposed of by the
common order.

2. The proceedmgs in- CS (COMM) 867/2018 Wthh suit bearmg
No. CS 918/2017 was 1nst1tuted before_ the 1earned Court of the AD]J at

i‘ansferred in terms of Sectlon

ourt v1de order dated r'

it'1.e. the present petltloners
 respondent to the present
plaintiff thereof, with the
joners having contended

that the Court of the ADJ d1d; Y.} risdiction to consider the

- prayer for the cancellation of the desrgn of the plaintiff of CS

No. 918/2017 i.e. the respondent ,Wf_ )
3. The ‘'said suit was re-humbered as. CS (COMM)867/2018 on

receipt in: this Court. The proceedings dated 11.05.2018 in CS
(COMM) 867/2018 read to the effect: |

“«I-am informed by the learned counsel for the parties
that three suits have been filed before the District Courts
‘and all the three suits have to be heard by this Court in
view of the judgment of the ‘Full Bench of this Court in -
' Mohan Lal, Proprietor-of Mourya Industries V. Sona

TRP () 93 & 94/2017
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" involving the very same:

" guit and that the responden

Paint & Hardwares, AIR 2013 Delhi 143. The present
suit is one of them and other suits are awazted
List on 23.07.2018.”

4,  The avowed contention of the petitioners herein arrayed as the
defendants to the suit CS (COMM) 867/2018-is to the effect that in
this suit cs (COMM) 867/2018, the resporident herein as plaintiff
thereof has alleged- the piracy of its registered designs by the
petitloners herein and has sought to’ restrain the petitioners from
selling LYKKE kmtting “needles havmg certain de51gn features which

the respondent hereln are alleg rmtation of the respondent s

.e. for passing off suits) . .

'alleging cause of action for passmg off by the petitioners herein

"'nvolved in the designs.
i
‘ another suit bearing TM -

No. 179/2017 titled as M/s Knitpro International vs. Anurag Sanghi &

‘another (1 e. copyright suit) alleging 1nfr1ngement of copyright in the .

1ndustr1a1 drawmgs of one of the knitting needles as being the sub]ect

matter of the- Designs suit and of the passmg off suit.
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together.

@

6. . Copies of the plaint of the said suits bearing TM No:178/2017 .
& TM No.179/2017 as also of CS (COMM)867/2018 are placed on

record.

7. It has thus been submitted by the petitioners that in view of the
Verdict of the Hon’ble 'Full Bench of this Court .(cor‘nprising three
Hon’ble Judges) in Mohan Lal, Proprietor. of Mourya Industries v.
Sona Paint. & Hardwares, AIR 2013 Delhi 143 decided on

15.05. 2013 where the su1t for 1nfr1ngement of des1gns and suit for

passmg off had been ﬁled in close,prox1m1ty wrth each othet, they

may ‘be tr1ed together The séetitionersshave, also subm1tted that it

ar1s1ng out of the same set of ’fact and Ibetween the same parties and

8. The reSpondent- has’

petltroners It is essential to"0p

in CS (COMM) 867/2018 Wthh is the surt alleglng 1nfr1ngement of

-

the de51gns 1n the needles as: f,_f‘ndent .the counsel for

it dhy t,hg

the partles that would mclude the counsel for the plamtlff of CS
(COMM)867/2018 I. e the counsel for the respondent to the

piresent petltlon had informed the Jearned: Court of three su1ts having

‘been filed before the Dlstr1ct Court and that all the three . sults had to
.be heard by this Court in view of the Judgment of the Hon’ble Full

Bench of this Court in Mohan Lal (supra) and that CS (COMM)

.867/2018 was one of them and that the others were awaited.”
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Furthermore, in TR.P (C) 15/2015 vide proceedings dated 30;0.7.2015_
it is 1ndlcated that the said transfer petition was filed by the present

‘petitioners agamst the same respondent on Whose behalf, the counsel

present had accepted notice and submltted that he had no objection if

the suit bearmg TM No.170/2015 that was. pending in the Court of
ADJ PHC New Delhi was transferred to this Court to be tried w1th

CS (0S) 2142/2015 between the same partles in respect of the

infringemént of the ‘de31gn pendlng in thlS Court It has also been -

observed by th1s Court v1de the.

id.. order dated 30"07 2015 to the

view of the law
laid down in Mohan:L Daint & Hardware,r
2013 (55) PTC 61 (I

Accordingly, file
pending in the court

Addztzonal District Jucf

ing TM No.170/2015
da Kumari, Learried -
1ala . House Courts, New -

said. suit on receipt.
2142/2015.

filed, i.e.

e seeking the permanent injunction againist piracy of -registered

designs;
o seeking an action against passing off suit;
e and seeking action for‘infringerr_lent of copyright in industrial

drawings of the products.

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017  Page50f27.




‘infringement of . designs, ini

10. - Tt has been denied on behalf of the respondent that the products
in the three. suits i.e. TM No. 178/2017, TM No. 179/2017 & CS-
No.918/201"7"'r1‘ow renumbered as CS (COMM) 867/2018 are the same - |
and it has been submitted that the products in the copyrlght suit at one

' hand and desrgns and trademarks suit on’ the other hand are not"'

1dentlca1 and that CS No. 918/2017 i.e. CS (COMM) 867/2018 pertarns '

. to ‘the. 1nfr1ngement of design and that Suit No.178/2017 pertalns to the
- passing off and Suit No 179/2017 pertams to. the 1nfr1ngement of

copyrrght in, the 1ndustr1a1 des1gn and that whereas the su1t for

'nsferr dinto thlS Court by V1rtue of
ns Act 2000 no such

1nfr1ngement of designs had bee:
operatron of Sectlon 22‘ 1

provrslons are available unde

and drfferent provisions of law are: apphcable in su1ts pertalmng to

drawings and passing off af)
three suits are differént.

1L - The respondent has furt

BRGNS

N involved m all the three suits are also- dlfferent and that thus the

transfer petitions are hable ot

‘;be‘irﬁejectedi
A

on behalf of the respondent whrlst placmg rehance on the observat10ns

of the Hon’ble Full Bench of this Court: (comprising, three Hon ble

' Judges) n Mohan Lal (supi-a) to para 33. 3 to'the effect: -

“We are also of the view that a composzte suit for
mfrmgement of a registered deStgn and a passing off
action would not lie. The Court could, ‘however, try the
suits - together, if .the two suits are filed in’ close
-proximity and/or it is of the view that there are aspects

TRP (C) 93 &94/2017 . . ' | Page 6 of 27 -
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which are common to the two suits. The dzscrez‘zon of

the court zn this matter would necessarily be -

paramount

The chart submitted by the pet1t1oners of the pendmg Suits

shows’ the subJect matter,; date of 1nst1tut10n status. of the ‘suits and

products 1nvolved in the suits with the respondent s admlssmn in

relation thereto that the suits are to be tried together to the effect

\CHART OF PENDING SUITS

. T.R.P.. (C) 93/20 8AND 94/2018
Suit No. Subject matter Status
.. CS. | Piracy of - T ransferred 10 this.
- 918/2018 - reglstered desrgn  Hon’ble Couit,
' . renumbered ds C.S.
| N (COMM) 867 of 2018
"T.M.178/ |* - Passing 'off ‘Subject matter of
- .2017 TR.P. (C.) 93 of 2018
T.M. Infrmgement of “Subject matter of
1792017 | copyrzght TR.P. (C.) 94 of 2018
IDENTITY OF PR S\E OF ACTION

CS. 918/2017
Product mvolved LYKKE S leed Czrcular Kmttmg.
.; _edle & Cable

Needle, tnterchangeable Kmttzngy(;

, thereof & Smgle Point Kmttmg Needle. .

25 T hat the tmpugned des:gns are tdenttcal and/or a
substantlal and fraudulent imitation of the Plalnttﬂ”s

, sazd regtstered designs. The defendants have copied all

the above mentwned designs of .the plamtzjf The.
Defendants are applymg the tmpugned design on their

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017

Page7 of 27"




e

~ S @

. tmpugned goods for the purpose of sale. The defendants

are also publzshmg, exposing or causzng to be publtshed

| or exposed for sale their impugned goods bearing the
impugned design and are otherwise .so 'usmg“ it ‘in
relation thereto in the course of trade. Comparison of -
defendants lmpugned designs applied on the lmpugned

- goods and corresponding regtstered des1gn and pendlng -

appltedtlon of the plaintiff is produced nerel_n-below.

Comparlson of -

‘Plaintiff’s prodict A

and Defendants : FCN-US7)
‘product D

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017




Comparison of
Plaintiff’s product
Al and Defendants’
product DI

Plaintiffs Registered .
Design No. 249067
(KNITPRO
BAMBOO ICN -
US7)

Deféndant's .
Impugned Design

|LYKKE ICN - US7)

Front View*,_

\
9
)
2,

oy AT

e 7 Sy
G (s £
H2EERHERS

-

SR
po i

Al

DI
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Comparison of | Plaintiffs Registered - Defendant's
Plaintiff’s product Design No. 240967 Impugned Design
AZ and Defendants' | (IOUT PRO CABLE) - | (LYKKE CABLE) o
product D2 : I A R

{'| Defendant's
5 | impugned *.- _
(LYKKE ICN USI5)-

| Comparison . of | Pla
| Plaintiff’s.. - product
| B and Defendants’-
| product E*° o

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017  Page100f27. |




'Com_parisﬁoi;_,bf | Plaintiff’s Registered »Defénfdﬁht’s | _
Plaintiff’s product C- | Design No.263053 " | Impugned Design. -
.and Defendants' - (KNITPRO » | (LYKKE STN- US10
product F 'BAMBOO STN-US |~ = - - - |
| ' | 10) |

* TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017
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KNITPRO ‘sYqumluréﬂcuAsesaa_pe NEEDLE-US? (4.sbmn‘1) :

> .
AYKKE INTERCHANGESULE NEEDLE - US7 (4.50mm):

Cause of Action :-
“36 The cause of action for the present suit has been set .
out m ‘the preceding paras. The cause of action for the
present suit has for the fi irst time arose on the plaintiff
become aware of the defendants adoptton and use of
tmpugned designs when they came across the tmpugned

LYKKE products of the defendants bearmg the impugned

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017 ' L Page 12'0f 27 -
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: retatilers of their impug.

.deszgns in the month of Last Week of June 2017 in the
market of New Delhi markets viz. Parliament Street
Barakhamba, Chanakyapuri etc. Cause of action further

arose when plaintiffs enquiry made thereafter revealed

that the defendants are commercially using, soliciting,

selling, publishing, exposing, etc. the impug_ne‘d»‘deign's in
relation to the impugned g00ds and were dbin’g so in the

.markets of Delhi mcludmg New. Delht markets and also

through the.. variga

WWW. l\’hkeCrafts. com, .

T
i

fringesupplvco.com. wivi

the % defendants are -a

designs, the cause of "hc,;
acchumg day-by-day aid:
the | defendants cease:; wz"

I

user.”.

ed adoption and

iL. T M 178/2017

(eI

Product Inolved QLYKKE{S ‘Fixed +Circular ‘Knitting

Needle, interchangeable Knitting- Needle & Cable
thereof & Single Point Knitting Needle ’ .
' 24. T hat the impugned LYK. Ic shape trademark/trade

dress ap_phed by the .defendant_s..mA relation -to their

imﬁughed. goods and business are identical and/or a

substantial and fraudulent imitation of thé Plaintiffs. -

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017
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said- 1011 TPRO SYMFONIE shape trademark/trade
dress; The defendants hane copied all the above
mentioned shape tradeinark/trade dress of the plaintiff.

» T he Defendants are applying the impugned KNITPRQ ‘
SYMFONIE shape trade mark/trade dress. ..on their -
tmpugned goods for the purpose of sale. The defendants
are also publishing, exposmg or causing to be publtshed
or exposed for sale their lmpugned goods bearlng the

tmpugned shape trade mark/trade dress and _are

otherw:se S0 using lt m
trade Compartson of def_.
mar{g/(rade dress appl
the plaintiffs said KNI
mark/trade dress is pro uce

Plalntlﬂ” ’s
KNITPRO SYMFO

.,'

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017 , - .- Pageldof2y; . |
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. Caus‘e of Action:-

o T

- 35. T. he cause: of actlon for the present sult has been set

Barakhamba, Chanakyapurl etc. Cause of “action

revealed that the defendants are'commercmlly usmg,

-solzcmng, selling, publishing, exposmg, etc. the

impugned KNITPRO - SYMFONIE  shape - trade

mark/trade dress in relation to the impugned goods and

}Véere doing so in the markets of Delhi including New

De‘lhi markets and also through the various web sites

namely www:lvkkecrafts.coi. - - www.amazon.cont.

“TRP (€) 93 & 94/2017
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www.fringesupplvco.com. ~www.olfandfaun.com etc.

wherein the defendants are also soliciting distributors
and retailers of their impugned goods under the

impugned trademark/trade dress. The cause of action is

still continuing and is accruing day-by-day and shall.

continue to so accrue till the defendants cease with its

impugned adoption and user.”
iii. TM.179/2017

Product mvolved YKKE S Interchangeable

Kmttmg Needle & Cable asse_ bly thereof

’_

8. T hat by virtue copyrtght;’m»' sct d tndustrial drawing,

the plamtlff has the e.i:clusxve lgI?ts therein, inter alia

G

three dimensions of a 2 dtmenszonal"work and vice-verse

and 0therw1se deal thh it in the course of trade. The

"fe[; subject matter

technical Industrlal‘ drawmg of::

i d

product . namely KNITPRO SYMFORNIE inter-
changeable circular needle shall refer and include the
techmcal Industrial Drawing of its vartant also. The
technical Industrial drawmg of the plamtzfj’s sub]ect
matter KNITPRO SYMFONIE mter-changeable circular
needle including its different variants has been given as

herein below:'-A

" TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017
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The Industtial Drawing of KNITPRO SYMFONIE inter-
changeable circular Needle (3.5 mm)

" 188 fw

The Industnal Drawmg of KNITPRO SYMFONIE inter-c hangeable
cireuilar Needle (4.5 mm)
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Cause of Action:-

34. T he cause of action for the present suit has been set out
in the preceding paras. The cause of action for the present
suit has for the first time arose on the plaintiff become
awa‘fe of the defendants' adoption and use of impugnéd
Industrial Drawing when they came across the irhpugned
goods under the impugned the impugned LYKKE pr‘éducts
(based on the ,imp,ug._'néd' bra’w'ing) in the mphth of Last

Week of June 2017 in the md;*k‘"e”t‘of New Delht" ‘hmrkets viz.

Parliament Street, Barakhamba, Chanakyapurt etc. Cause

la"‘” tffs enqutry made

0f actzon further aro"'

Drawing) and were domg: S0 he markets of Delht

including New Delhi‘mari 15 nd also through the various

web-sites namely www.lykkecrafts:com. WWW.AMAZON. COM.

WWW. frulgesupplvco cont. WWW. wolfandfaun com . efc.

wherein the defendants arei also sollcmng distributors and

retatlers of thetr impugned goods. The cause of action -is

still continuing and is accrumg day-by-day and shall

~ continue to so accrue till the defendants cease with _its

impugned adoption and uSer. o

‘Respondent’s admission that suits are to be tried together

in:

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017
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o Order dated 11/05/2018 in C.S.(COMM) 867 of 2018
o Order dated 30/07/2015 in TR.P. (C) no. 15 of 2015”

 13.  Reliance Was' also placed on behalf of the reSpOndent on the-

verdict of this Court in Smithkline Beecham Consumer Healthcare
GMBH and Ors. Vs. Hindustan Lever Limited and Ors. 2002 (1)
ALLMR 1043 decided on 03. 07 2002 to. contend that the three suits

~y. Order II Rule 2of
’}il}’l Delhi High Court

k mcludzng
_"}f;dzes and casts and
other material used for _a ‘ Egrz on the offending
articles were claimed. The"p Suit of the plaintiff is .
based on the infringement of their copyrzght and relief has
been claimed in that- srespect. ‘The cause’ of action in the

present suit is zmportatzo i5

ﬁimfrmgmg ¢opy (moulds) into
India. According to the plaintiffs it is only in August, 1999
they acquired knowledge of the existerce of Bombay mould.
In fact the learned Trial Judge has recorded a prima facie

finding of fact that mould has been imported in Bombay in
1999. Thus the cause of action in the present: suit has

 accrued much after the filing of the Delhi Suit. The issues
involved in Delhi Suit are different from the issues involved |
in the present suit. The evidence in the Delhi Suit is entirely
dzjj‘erent from the evidence in the present suit. The Delhi
Suit was based upon an action for deszgn lnﬁlngement for

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017 : S " Page210f27
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-each time of such znfr"n‘

which the . evidence required is ‘a copy of the .a’esigrz

registration. In respect of passing off the evidence to

establish. the right is advertisements and sale of

toothbrushes of the plaintiffs. In a. copyrzght action the

evidence will be totally different. In any event every fresh
act of importation of a fresh mo_uld ‘would give to the
plaintiffs under Section 51 read with Section 2(m) of the

Copyright Act, 1957. In the facts of the present case, -

admittedly the cause of action upon which the plaintiffs =
have sied is different and distinct from the cause of action

" in the Delhi proceedings. As: observea’ by.the Supreme Court

in Bengal Waterproof Lid-’s case whenever.-and wherever a
person commits.. breach of. q,. regzsterea’ trade. mark of
another .he commits a re ur: ng' act of breach Of such
trademark giving a. Fecurting an h cause of action at
“arly aggrieved. The
lgle to the facts of the

e said siiit bemg an

abuse- of process of law‘ really ‘does not survive. Dr.

Tulzapurkar howeyer, - urged that if one looks into the
material -on which' ‘hiz=Delhi Suztcw’""" f led, it is clear that

" cause of action was available to “the’ plaintiffs when the |
- plaintiffs discoveréd that the a’efena’ants Pepsodent Popular

toothbrush were available in the market and that by reason

of sale of said Pepsoa'ent Popular toothbrush, plaintiffs .

rights ‘were allegedly violdted, He: submitted that the

plaintiffs could have also ¢laimed znfrmgemerzt of copyrzght ’

in Delhi Suit. Moreover, the plamtzﬁfs chose not to agitate
violation of copyright in that suit and when they could not

succeed in getting  interim relief they moved the Court at.

Baroa’a and thereafter z‘hzs Court. - Thzs cona’uct of the

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017
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plaintiffs, according to Dr. Tulzapurkar, amounts to abuse
- of process of law. Dr. Tulzapurkar relied upon the decision
of the Supreme Court in the case of State of U.P. v. Nawab
- Hussein . We are unable to accept the submission of the
learned Coumsel. In Nawab Hussein's case the Supreme
Court was concerned with a question whether the suit was
barred by res judicata. There the petitioner who was
dismissed from service filed a writ petition for quashing the
disciplinary proceedings- on the ground that he was not
afforded a reasonable opportunity to meet the allegations
against him and the action taken against him was mala fide.
The Petition was dismissed. Thereafter he’filed a suit in
which he challenged the order. of. dismissal, on the. .ground,
inter alza that he had beeni‘a )i omted by the I G. P ana’ that

where the prevzously
proceedings in which a a’e '
' Fsmissal ﬁom service.. T} he

heé facts of the present

of moulds into Bombay } e circumstahces it is
difficult to accept the argument that the proceedmgs in the
sazd Suit amount to abuse of process of law.”

| 14. Undoubtedly,'in view o’% tﬁe"s/erdlct Qf the Hon’ble Full Bench
of . this Court (comprising three Hon"bl'e"Judges) in Mohan Lal N
(supra) it has been laid that the three suits are based on separate ‘

~ causes .of action nevertheless in terms of the verdict of this Court in

Mohan Lal (supra) itself it has been led vide para 33.3 as observed
hereinabove where the said suits were filed in close proximity with |

each other it would be appropriate that théy are tried together where

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017 - - | Page 23 of 27"




- 16. 'TheLHOn’ble Full Bench.
. Judges) in Carlsberg Brew
- 45 & 46 thereof to the effee

)

-the’ Court is of the view that there are aspects which ate common to
‘the all suits. , ‘
: "1'5 The. verdict of theé Hon’ble Full Bench of this Couirt (comprising -

ﬁve Hon’ ble Judges) dated 14.12. 2018 in Carlsberg Breweries A/S.

Vs Som Dlstlllertes and Brewerles Ltd. AIR 201 9 Delht 23 indicate
lthat the 1ssue involved in Mohan Lal (supra) was subject matter of a
" reference wh1ch was taken up 1n Carlsberg Breweries A/S (supra)
~wherein the Hon’ble Full Bench formulated three questlons to be |

: determined by 1t with tHe third i 1ssue bemg to the effect

" “IIl. Whether the. conce" o)
under the Trade Ma
- under the Designs
inconsistent with that
- 20002

f; passzng oﬁ’ as: avazlable
: evd wzth the actzon

“45 1t is clear therefore that“the basic facts which.impel a
plaintiff to approach a court, complazmng of design

infriigement are the:sameas, in the case: of passing off In
such circumstances, itisi ncezvaﬂ'ble that a cause of action
can be "split" in some manner and presented in different
suits. In this context, this court notes that whereas Order II
Rule 3 enables plaintiffs to joiri disparate causes of action,
Order Il Rule 2 compels the whole. claim to be clubbed
together. Speaking on the effect of the latter (Order II Rule 2)
the Supreme Court, noting. its prevzous rulings, said in M/s
Raptakos, Brett vs M/S Ganesh Property AIR 1998 SC 3085 .
is an .authority for the proposition.that a suit cannot be
rejected.as partly barred. '

_"TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017 ' | . Page240f27




46. We are also of the opinion that a composite suit has the
~ advantage of a bird"'s eye view by the court, with respecttoa
common set of facts: if for some reason, the claim for design -
infringement is prima facie weak and the plaintiff cannot
secure interim relief, ‘it does not have to face uncertainty of

another action before another court; the same court can -

review the same facts and evidence, and conclude pendente

lite, if prima facie passing off is made out, necessitating -
, mterzm relzef -

After havmg made reference to- the Verd1ct of the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in Kusum Ingots & Alloys v Umon of India 2004 (6)
C‘) SCC 254 observed vide para 44 t ) theeffect: '

“44. Iz‘ i evza’ent that h“ ’zfé’zrity beh;een;i"the

to prove, if’ traversed ler, to=5Y,
Judgment of the Court’ egatzvely' put‘:’zt would mean that
everything which, if not proved, gives the defendant an
immediate right to judgment, would be part of cause of
action."

thus, observing to the effect that the suits. for complammg of de51gn
infringement and the suit of a-case of passmg off are based on .

basically the same facts which impel the. plaintiff to approach a Court

TRP (C) 93 & 94/2017 , Page 25 of 27
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. and thus it is inconceivable that the cause of action can. be spllt’ in-- -
/.

some manner and be presented in different sults

Vide paras 63 & 64 of the verdict of the Hon’ble Full Bench of
this Court (comprising five Hon’ble Judges) in Carlsberg Breweries

- A/S (sipra) the reference was answered to the effect:

63. On account of existence of common questions of law and
fact between the two causes’ of ‘action of infringement of a. -
registered design and - passing - off, -therefore to a
considerable extent, ‘the evzdence‘ of the two causes of action
will be common. In such.a uaz‘lon to avozd multlplzczzy of
proceedmgs there shou '

fg‘zstered deszgn and
endant in one. suzt .

plazm‘zﬁ‘ on account of’-»—thelr-goodslof the defendant being
fraudulent or obvious imitation i.e. zdentlcal or deceptzvely
similar, to the gooa’s of the lamtzﬁ‘ '

17. It 1s thus apparent that in™ | e
becomes 1nev1table that the proceedlngs of the TM No. 178/2017 & *
TM No. 179/2017 have essentlally to be transferred to the Court where
| the proceedmgs 1n s (COMM) No. 867/2018 are pendmg and the d"_ |
| proceedlngs in TM No.178/2017 & TM No 179/2018 are directed to
be transferred from the Court of the ADJ 04 PHC New Delh1 where’
they were pending 1n1t1a11y to this Court tQ be taken up‘tq'gether w1th'
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the proceedlngs in CS (COMM) 867/2018 to be placed before the"j"
,Roster Bench on 05.07.2019 along w1th the records of the sald cases

L  ANU MALHOTRAf w\ﬁ
JUNE 11, 2019/vm
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