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! The Concept of Arbitrability in Arbitration, ACERIS LAW LLC (Jan. 16, 2019),
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5 Anupam Mittal v Westbridge Ventures Il Investment Holdings [2023] SGCA 1 [hereinafter Anupam
Case SGCA].

6 Id. paras. 11-14.

7 1d. para. 2 (a).

8 Seeid.para. 1; #3F4 RAnd B ¥R F cho E R4 > HphE Rt R AT - B
PR PR B A2 MR 7373 o The Law of Anti-Suit Injunctions in India - Litigation
Committee Newsletter Article, April 2020, INT’L BAR ASsoOC.,
https://www.ibanet.org/article/40B35B14-9403-412F-9A6C-6E03080BF696 (last visited May 11,
2023).

% Anupam Case SGCA, para. 5.

10 1d. para. 76.

11 Westbridge Ventures Il Investment Holdings v Anupam Mittal [2021] SGHC 244 [hereinafter
Anupam Case SGHC], para. 10.

12° Anupam Case SGCA, para. 72.

13 1d. para. 2 (a).

14 See id. para. 11 (a).

5 Id. para. 17.

16 1d. para. 3.
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17 1d. para. 18.

18 GRAY B. BORN, INTERNATIONAL COMMERCIAL ARBITRATION 476-477 (2nd ed. 2014).
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2L Anupam Case SGHC, para. 21.
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%6 BNA v BNB and another [2020] 1 SLR 456, paras. 49-54.
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2 Anupam Case SGHC, para. 54.
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32 1d. para. 56.
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3 See id. para. 3.
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42 BNA v BNB and another [2020] 1 SLR 456, para. 55.
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Nacional de Seguros SA and others v. Enesa Engelharia SA and others [2013] 1 WLR 102.
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48 Khushboo Shahdadpuri et al., Dispute over Matrimonial Service Website: Singapore Adopts
Composite Approach in Declaring Dispute to be Arbitrable, KLUWER ARB. BLOG (Feb. 25, 2023),
https://arbitrationblog.kluwerarbitration.com/2023/02/25/dispute-over-matrimonial-service-website-
singapore-adopts-composite-approach-in-declaring-dispute-to-be-arbitrable/.
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