
The Asia-Pacific 
Arbitration Review
2025

Refusal to pay: An act of repudiation of 
arbitration agreement



The Asia-Pacivc 
Arbitration RewieG
2025

The Asia-Pacirc AbtiobaoinR vewie2 050J contains insight and thought leadership from 50- 
plus pre-eminent practitioners from the region. It provides an invaluable retrospective on 
what has been happening in some of Asia-Paci’cTs more interesting seats.

khis edition also contains thinq pieces on private eyuit,L investor state arbitrationL mining 
valuationL and energ, disputes.

All articles come complete with footnotes and relevant statistics.

Nenerated: 9owember ,2 040S
khe information contained in this report is indicative onl,. Baw Rusiness (esearch is not responsible 
for an, actions )or lacq thereofC taqen as a result of rel,ing on or in an, wa, using information contained 
in this report and in no event shall be liable for an, damages resulting from reliance on or use of this 
information. 6op,right 2004 - 202E Baw Rusiness (esearch

xMplore on NAR

https://globalarbitrationreview.com/review/the-asia-pacific-arbitration-review/2025?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025


 RETURN TO UMYYARD

Refusal to pay: An 
act of repudiation of 
arbitration agreement
Tan Uri ’atoC Wecil z Y Abraham, AniF Ahmad Amirudin and Uhabana 
Iarhaana Amirudin
Cecil Abraham & Partners

Uummary

O9 UMYYARD

’OUWMUUOE9 PEO9TU

RHIHRH9WH’ O9 TLOU ARTOWJH

BUV K AWUV 

HARJOHR ’HWOUOE9U EI TLH YAJADUOA9 WEMRTU

WMRRH9T PEUOTOE9 O9 YAJADUOA

UHH?O9N TE UTRO?H EMT ER UTAD A WOKOJ UMOT: A IAOJ-UAIH YHWLA9OUY[ 

WE9WJMUOE9

Refusal to pay: An act of repudiation of arbitration
agreement xMplore on NAR

https://globalarbitrationreview.com/authors/tan-sri-dato-cecil-w-m-abraham-0?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025
https://globalarbitrationreview.com/authors/aniz-ahmad-amirudin?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025
https://globalarbitrationreview.com/authors/shabana-farhaana-amirudin?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025
https://globalarbitrationreview.com/authors/shabana-farhaana-amirudin?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025
https://globalarbitrationreview.com/organisation/cecil-abraham-partners?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025
https://globalarbitrationreview.com/review/the-asia-pacific-arbitration-review/2025/article/refusal-pay-act-of-repudiation-of-arbitration-agreement?utm_source=GAR&utm_medium=pdf&utm_campaign=The+Asia-Pacific+Arbitration+Review+2025


 RETURN TO UMYYARD

O9 UMYYARD

khis article eMamines the present stance adopted b, Sala,sian courts in dealing with 
recalcitrant respondents attempting to sti•e determination of disputes b, seeqing a sta, 
of court proceedings and refusing to pa, arbitral institution deposits. ?peci’call,L the 
article eMplores the implications for the enforceabilit, of arbitration agreements in such 
circumstances.

’OUWMUUOE9 PEO9TU

1 xffect  of  refusing  to  pa,  oneTs  share  of  the  arbitral  institutionTs  fees  on  the 
enforceabilit, of the arbitration agreement

1 Is pra,ing for both striqing out andL alternativel,L sta, of proceedings pending 
arbitration a fail-safe mechanism9

RHIHRH9WH’ O9 TLOU ARTOWJH

1 ?ections 30L 3O)3CL 3O)2C)eCL 23)8C)dC and 23)8C)iC of the Arbitration Act 2005

1 Wrder 3F (ule 3O)3C)aCL )bCL )cC and )dC of the (ules of 6ourt 2032 

1 SBC w AKBC

1 getataRlaR PeobnuemO pdebaoiRl Kn BMR ChM w ki(mRi )k& BMR ChM E pbs

1 Pbess keoau Baba2a( BMR ChM w qoifa Ta(aLmu ChM

1 yinR Pacirc BMR ChM w Pesoech TechRnunlD BMR ChM

1 CFkB yoM w vaLaeu AMwaRceM FeLeRce BDsoeOs 

1 PP Pebsebn BMR ChM w CiOacnO PbndeboD E FeweundOeRo BMR ChM

1 Bnoeuua xmRM Poe yoM w ye,obeRM BMR ChM E pbs

1 PebmRMiRl giRa(noa BMR ChM w giRoa BaOmMba BMR ChM E pbs )giRoa BaOmMba BMR ChM 
E ARnb1 ohibM daboies& 

A conundrum often faced in arbitral proceedings is when a respondent refuses to pa, its 
share of the fees and the associated costs thereto to the respective arbitral institution 
without an, valid reason. Hhile the claimant ma, attempt to refer the dispute before a court 
of law rather than electing to solel, fund the arbitrationL such attempt is easil, frustrated b, 
the recalcitrant respondent b, seeqing a sta, of the court proceedings pending arbitration 
under section 30 of the Arbitration Act 2005. 

khe claimant is thus placed in a diJcult situation where the onl, possible wa, to have 
the dispute determined is b, bearing the entire costs or feesL or bothL of the arbitration 
and to claim the same at the end of the proceedings if the claims succeeds. jactors such 
as the signi’cance of the claim amountL the presence of a counterclaim and whether the 
counterclaim includes in•ated claims onl, serves to compound the issueL as the fees and 
costs are calculated based on the total value of the claims referred to the arbitral tribunal for 
determination. 
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khis is notwithstanding the fact that a successful enforcement of an arbitral award and 
claiming the costs awarded therein comes with its own share of issuesL especiall, when 
dealing with a recalcitrant respondent.

:oweverL all hope is not lost for the claimantsL as recent decisions of the 6ourt of Appeal 
appear to be the light at the end of the tunnel for this conundrum. In SBC w AKBCL1]  the court 
echoed its earlier ’nding in getataRlaR PeobnuemO pdebaoiRl Kn BMR ChM w ki(mRi )k& BMR 
ChM E pbs10  that deliberate non-pa,ment of deposits due to an arbitral institution renders an 
arbitration agreement inoperative.

BUV K AWUV3

A dispute arose from a construction contract wherein A6?R was appointed b, ;?R as the 
main contractor for a proDect. In accordance with the arbitration agreement thereinL ;?R 
commenced arbitration against A6?RL which was administered b, the Asian International 
Arbitration 6entre )AIA6C. khe arbitration was still at the preliminar, stage of settling 
pleadings when a second tranche of further deposits was reyuired b, the AIA6. :oweverL 
A6?R refused to pa, the further deposits which left ;?R with two optionsL namel,L to maqe 
the pa,ment on A6?RTs behalf or to continue with its claim without pa,ing A6?RTs share of 
the deposit. khe latter of which would onl, allow A6?R to defend the claim without being 
allowed to proceed with its counterclaim and indemnit, claims against a third part,. 

;?RL howeverL declined to pa, A6?RTs portion of the deposit and sought to terminate the 
arbitration on the basis that the arbitration agreement had become inoperative. khe entire 
arbitration proceedings were accordingl, terminated b, the arbitrator. ?ubseyuentl,L ;?R 
’led a claim in the :igh 6ourtL but A6?R obDectedL contending that the arbitration agreement 
remained valid despite the non-pa,ment of the latterTs share of the AIA6Ts deposit.

A6?R proceeded to ’le an application pursuant to Wrder 3F (ule 3O)3C)aCL )bCL )cC and )dC of the 
(ules of 6ourt 2032 to striqe out ;?RTs writ and statement of claimL or alternativel,L pra,ed 
for a sta, of court proceedings under section 30 of the Arbitration Act 2005. khe learned :igh 
6ourt ;udge held in favour of A6?R and distinguished the principles laid out in getataRlaR 
PeobnuemO. xssentiall,L it was held that“ 

1 unliqe the respondent in getataRlaR PeobnuemOL A6?R had activel, participated in the 
arbitration proceedings and was prepared to defend the claims notwithstanding its 
loss of opportunit, to proceed with its counterclaim. khe arbitration agreement was 
thus not inoperative… and

1 despite ’ling a striqing out applicationL A6?R had not taqen an, steps in the court 
proceedings as a perusal of the pra,ers therein clearl, indicated that the court was not 
invited to determine the merits of the case unliqe the facts of getataRlaR PeobnuemO-
.15 

Aggrieved with the decision of the :igh 6ourtL ;?R appealed to the 6ourt of Appeal. khe qe, 
issues raised were“

3. whether A6?RL b, appl,ing to striqe out the :igh 6ourt suitL had invoqed the courtTs 
Durisdiction and initiated fresh steps in the proceedings…

2. whether the arbitration agreement had become inoperative under section 30 of the 
Arbitration Act 2005 due to A6?RTs refusal to pa, its share of the AIA6Ts deposit… and

8.
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whether sta,ing the court proceedings would be futile given A6?RTs adamant refusal 
to pa, the deposits.

khis article will primaril, focus on issues )2C and )8C above. 

HARJOHR ’HWOUOE9U EI TLH YAJADUOA9 WEMRTU

Refore delving into the issues raised in SBC w AKBCL it is important to have an understanding 
of what was the initial position in Sala,sia insofar as the said conundrum is concerned.1S 

It is settled law that under section 30 of the Arbitration Act 2005L the court has no discretion 
but to maqe an order for a sta, of proceedings once there is an arbitration agreement 
unless it is established that the agreement is null and voidL inoperative or incapable of being 
performed. :oweverL when it came to dealing with a part,Ts wilful refusal to pa, its share of 
the arbitration fees and costsL the courts were initiall, not inclined to hold that such actions 
were acts of repudiation of the arbitration agreement.

jor instanceL the :igh 6ourt allowed a sta, of proceedings in yinR Pacirc BMR ChM w Pesoech 
TechRnunlD BMR ChM16  and refused to impose an, conditions to the effect of forcing the 
respondent to maqe the necessar, deposits to the arbitral institution. It was held that the 
risq of an arbitration being stalled could be avoided b, maqing the pa,ment on behalf of the 
respondentL which could then be recouped in the arbitral award subseyuentl, if the claim is 
eventuall, decided in favour of the claimant.

Hhile the xnglish case of CFkB yoM w vaLaeu AMwaRceM FeLeRce BDsoeOs17  was not referred 
to in yinR Pacirc BMR ChML the principle that non-pa,ment of deposits does not render an 
arbitration agreement inoperative and that a sta, ought to be granted in such circumstances 
appeared to be somewhat maintained. 

WMRRH9T PEUOTOE9 O9 YAJADUOA

khe ’rst decision to clarif, this conundrum to some eMtent was getataRlaR PeobnuemO. khe 
facts of this case were similar in that the respondent had unreasonabl, dela,ed its portion of 
deposits due to the arbitral institution and failed to respond to the letters issued to this end. 
?uch conduct on the part of the respondent was taqen to connote that the respondent was 
disinterested and had uneyuivocall, abandoned its rights under the arbitration agreement. 
khe 6ourt of Appeal thus held that the arbitration agreement was inoperative. 

kurning to the case of SBC w AKBCL two issues arose for determination in this respect 
namel,“ whether the arbitration agreement had become inoperative under section 30 of 
the Arbitration Act 2005 due to A6?RTs refusal to pa, its share of the AIA6Ts deposit… and 
whether sta,ing the court proceedings would be futile given A6?RTs adamant refusal to pa, 
the deposits.

Issue 1: Whether The Arbitration Agreement Became Inoperative By Reason Of Non-payment

It was provided in the construction contract that the arbitration shall be b, an arbitrator 
appointed b, the ‘irector of the AIA6 and that it shall be conducted in accordance with the 
rules for arbitration of the AIA6 using the facilities and s,stem available therein. khereforeL 
the 6ourt of Appeal held that compliance with an arbitration agreement would also include 
compliance with the applicable arbitral institution rules that the parties have agreed to abide 
b, therein.
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khe 6ourt of Appeal further condemned the contumelious conduct of a non-pa,ing part, b, 
statingL inter aliaL that“

[khe defendant cannot in all honest, sa, and indeed it would be hollowL for it 
to sa, that it is committed to having the dispute that has arisen between the 
parties to be resolved through arbitration and ,et not be willing to abide b, the 
(ules governing the arbitration to pa, its share of the AIA6Ts ‘eposit which 
includes the arbitratorTs fees.

It becomes more disturbing when the argument for not pa,ing the AIA6Ts 
‘eposit is Dusti’ed on the ground that it has a choice not to and that there 
can be no adverse conseyuences that would befall it as its commitment to 
the arbitration proceedings has alwa,s been ’rm and remains unchanged.

7

jor as long as the arbitration proceedings continue under the ’nancing of the 
pa,ing part,L the refusing part, would Dust have to ride on the goodwill of the 
pa,ing part,. He can thinq of no more belligerent action on the part of the 
refusing part, to in•ict suffering and punishment on the pa,ing part, and to 
eMpose it to greater risq of inabilit, to recover the fees paid on its behalf in the 
award of costs.

ko sa, that such an action on the part of the refusing part, is a perfectl, proper 
strateg, to adopt in an arbitration with no fear of adverse conseyuences would 
be to give applause and approval to such an unsavour, act.

7

He can thinq of no better strateg, to adopt to bring the Arbitral process and 
proceedings into disrepute. khe refusing part,Ts action in not wanting to pa, its 
share of the AIA6Ts ‘eposit simpl, b, sa,ing it is not qeen to and that it has a 
choice not toL must be eMposed and eMcoriated for what it trul, is“ a subtle but 
sl, strateg, to scuttle the arbitration with impunit, for the other part, would 
have no choice but to pa, the refusing part,Ts share of the AIA6Ts ‘eposit if it 
has more to lose b, not continuing with the arbitration.

7

Bittle wonder that the eMpression ]breach of the arbitration agreementT is not 
used in s 30 of the AA 2005 or for that matter an,where in the AA 2005 but 
rather the arbitration agreement is ]null and voidL inoperative or incapable of 
being performed.T It would be fair for us to surmise that the test to be applied for 
the arbitrator to decide on whether to sta, or terminate the arbitral proceedings 
would be whether the arbitration agreement has become inoperative through 
the refusal of one part, to pa, its share of the arbitratorTs fees and that it has 
waived its right to arbitration when it refuses to compl, with the applicable 
AIA6 Arbitration (ules which has been incorporated as a term of the arbitration 
agreement under 6lause 44.8 of the PH‘ 208A 6ontract.

7
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khere is no clearer means of rendering an arbitration agreement inoperative 
than  a  simple  but  stubborn  refusal  of  a  part,  to  pa,  its  share  of  the 
administrative bod,Ts deposit for no other reason than it does not want toL 
though couched euphemisticall, as a commercial decision

”N'

7

As the other part, is prepared to proceed with litigation seeing that the 
defendant is stalling arbitration b, its stoic stand not to pa, its share of the 
arbitratorTs feesL it has no cause for complaint if it no longer enDo,s part, 
autonom, and con’dentialit, of the arbitral process and ’nalit, of the arbitral 
award. khat is a detriment which the other part, is prepared to accept and so 
those living in glass houses must be careful not to throw stones.

”F'
U

khe ’rst issue was thus answered in the aJrmative and the 6ourt of Appeal reiterated the 
position taqen in getataRlaR PeobnuemO. It was further clari’ed that offering an opportunit, 
to the other part, to pa, the refusing part,Ts share of the deposit does not convert the 
option into an obligation. Gon-defaulting parties were also reminded that apart from seeqing 
a termination of the arbitration proceedingsL an application ma, be made under sections 
3O)3C and 3O)2C)eC of the Arbitration Act 2005 to seeq an adeyuate amount as securit, for 
costs. jailure to compl, with the ordered amount for securit, for costsL if an,L could result 
in the arbitral tribunal prohibiting the refusing part, from pursuing or defending the claim 
or counterclaim in accordance with the powers given to the arbitral tribunal under sections 
23)8C)dC and )iC of the Arbitration Act 2005.

Issue 2: Whether A Stay Of The Court Proceedings Would Be Futile In Light Of The Respondent’s 
Refusal To Pay The Deposits

In its decisionL the 6ourt of Appeal refused to grant a sta, of proceedings pending arbitration 
having dul, considered the following“

1 the respondentTs failure to challenge the arbitratorKs order to terminate the arbitration 
suggests an acceptance of this outcome…

1 what initiall, began as a mutual obligation to contribute eyuall, to the arbitration 
deposit morphed into a situation where the respondent adamantl, asserted its right 
to refrain from pa,ing the deposit reyuired for the AIA6Ts arbitration process…

1 it was therefore foreseeable that if the court were to grant a sta, in favour of 
arbitrationL the respondent would liqel, continue to refuse pa,mentL leading to the 
termination of the arbitration proceedings b, the newl, appointed arbitrator…

1 conseyuentl,L the claimant ma, elect to reinstate the court proceedings or ’le a fresh 
suitL to which the respondent might obDect or seeq another sta,… 

1 granting a sta, under such circumstances would be futileL as it would perpetuate 
the impasse and allow the respondent to hold the claimant to ransomL compelling 
pa,ment of its share of the AIA6Ts deposit to proceed with arbitration…

1 moreoverL  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  applies  to  partiesT  conduct  before  an 
arbitral tribunalL where non-compliance with rules ma, affect the continuation of 
proceedings. khe refusal of the respondent to pa, its share of the AIA6Ts deposits 
would unDustl, burden the claimant with all  eMpensesL contrar, to the partiesT 
agreement in the arbitration agreement… and
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1 in such instancesL pursuing litigation in courtL rather than arbitrationL becomes 
a viable option. ‘espite the advantages of arbitrationL such as part, autonom, 
and con’dentialit,L these considerations diminish when one part, obstructs the 
arbitration process.

Kltimatel,L the 6ourt held that granting a sta, would onl, prolong the impasse and undermine 
the claimantTs efforts to resolve the dispute eMpeditiousl,. khereforeL the 6ourt of Appeal 
concluded that a sta, of proceedings would be futile and would not serve the interests of 
Dustice. 

UHH?O9N TE UTRO?H EMT ER UTAD A WOKOJ UMOT: A IAOJ-UAIH YHWLA9OUY[3

khe decision of SBC w AKBC is further instructive in terms of providing clarit, on whether a 
part, ought to pra, for striqing out a civil suit in addition to seeqing a sta, in the alternative.

jor completenessL section 30)3C of the Arbitration Act 2005 provides“

[A court before which proceedings are brought in respect of a matter which 
is the subDect of an arbitration agreement shallL where a part, maqes an 
application before taqing an, other steps in the proceedingsL sta, those 
proceedings and refer the parties to arbitration unless it  ’nds that the 
agreement is null and voidL inoperative or incapable of being performed.U

khe 6ourt of Appeal reminded that this issue was not new as it had been considered since 
3OOO under the previous section 4 of the Arbitration Act 3O52 in PP Pebsebn BMR ChM w 
CiOacnO PbndeboD E FeweundOeRo BMR ChM.1,  Abdul Saliq Ishaq ; )later ;6AC upheld the 
senior assistant registrarTs decision to striqe out the defendantTs application for including a 
pra,er for striqing out the plaintiffTs writ in the defendantTs sta, application. jurtherL the recent 
decision in getataRlaR PeobnuemO in holding that the applicant therein was blowing hot and 
cold when it failed to maqe an election as to whether to challenge the Durisdiction or invoqe 
the courtTs Durisdiction to hear the merits of the caseL was cited with approval.

khe decision of the court at ’rst instance was overruled as invoqing the Durisdiction of the 
court to striqe out the claim on the ground that it was scandalousL frivolous and veMatious 
would certainl, reyuire the court to determine the merits of the case. khe 6ourt of Appeal 
further endorsed the approach taqen b, the full bench in the ?ingaporean 6ourt of Appeal in 
the case of y Kadioau SnRes yoM aRM aRnoheb w kaRiach Poe yoML wherein the following was 
held“

[In this caseL given the several steps that ;tLL: tooq to advance its striqing out 
application on the meritsL it cannot be said that ;tLL: did not taqe a step in the 
proceedings Dust because it decided not to pursue its striqing-out application at 
the last moment. Rut even assuming that ;tLL: had not ,et ’led an, aJdavits 
or submissions in support of its striqing out applicationL we would have been 
inclined to hold that the ver, act of ’ling an application to striqe out the suit 
on its merits would have constituted a step in the proceedings becauseL as 
we have noted at ”NF' aboveL this was an invocation of the courtTs Durisdiction. 
Wnce such a step is taqenL it will generall, be irrevocable. xven if the application 
is subseyuentl, withdrawnL or the part, indicates that it no longer wishes to 
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prosecute the applicationL that cannot change the fact that a step has been 
taqen under s 4)3C of the IAA.

”30'
U

khe 6ourt of Appeal thus held that b, including a pra,er for striqing out the claimantTs claimL 
the respondent was inviting and invoqing the Durisdiction of the 6ourt to hear the claim on its 
merits. R, ]having submitted and surrendered to the courtTs DurisdictionL it has succumbed 
to it under its spell… it can no longer escape from it but swim or sinq within its s,stem. It is 
unliqe a fail-safe mechanism where in the event of a speci’c failure in striqing outL there is 
the alternative route of little impact in a sta, of the proceedingsT.1]]  khe respondent was thus 
held to have waived its right to arbitration and could no longer switch to arbitration to resolve 
the dispute. 

Hhile parties have historicall, consideredL and still doL seeqing both a sta, and a striqing 
out alternativel, as a precautionar, measureL the case of SBC w AKBC illustrates that these 
reyuests are mutuall, eMclusive. Wne seeqs to challenge the courtTs DurisdictionL while the 
other appears to invoqe it. Hhen a part, chooses to invoqe the Durisdiction of the court b, 
’ling a striqing out applicationL such action shall be deemed as having taqen a step in the 
proceedings. 6onseyuentl,L the part, forfeits its eligibilit, to seeq a sta, under section 30 of 
the Arbitration Act 2005.

It is nevertheless interesting to note that getataRlaR PeobnuemO was relied b, the :igh 6ourt 
in Bnoeuua xmRM Poe yoM w ye,obeRM BMR ChM E pbs1]0  in holding that the reyuirements under 
section 30 of the Arbitration Act 2005 were not ful’lled as there were steps taqen b, the 
defendant in ’ling a striqing out application at the same time as ’ling the sta, application. 
Hhereas the :igh 6ourt held in PebmRMiRl giRa(noa BMR ChM w giRoa BaOmMba BMR ChM E 
pbs )giRoa BaOmMba BMR ChM E ARnbL third partiesC1]5  that pra,ing for the setting aside of a 
third-part, notice as an alternative in a sta, application neither amounted to taqing a step 
in the proceedings nor an uneyuivocal intention to proceed with the third-part, notice and 
abandoning the right to have the dispute referred to arbitration. 

WE9WJMUOE9

khe decision in SBC w AKBC appears to be on par with the position in the Knited Mingdom as 
set out in CFkB yoM1]S  in that a part,Ts failure to pa, its portion of the deposit constitutes a 
breach of the arbitration agreement. :oweverL divergence arises in interpreting whether such 
a breach is repudiator,. In cases such as getataRlaR PeobnuemO and SBC w AKBCL the breach 
was deemed repudiator,L whereas in R‘S? BtdL it was not. A signi’cant factor in•uencing 
this disparit, could be the eMistence of arbitration rules allowing one part, to cover the otherTs 
share of the depositL potentiall, mitigating the severit, of the breachL as seen in R‘S? Btd.

Although it is now clear that a part,Ts deliberate failure to pa, its share of the advanced 
deposit constitutes a breach of the arbitration agreementL deeming it as repudiator, would 
necessitate a comprehensive investigation into the facts of the particular case. ko further 
clarif, the legal landscape surrounding repudiation of an arbitration agreement b, reason 
of non-pa,mentL it would be essential to eMamine how the principles set out in SBC w AKBC 
continue to be applied in future cases and whether a ruling is handed down to this end b, 
the jederal 6ourt in the interim.

Endontes
1]  ”202E' 3 SB; 3O5.
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10  ”2023' 3 SB; 4O8.
15  ”20222' SB;K 805FL see paragraphs EN to 5E.
1S  ?ee Pbess keoau Baba2a( BMR ChM w qoifa Ta(aLmu ChM ”2034' 5 SB; E3N.
16  ”2022' SB;K 30F.
17  ”203E' xH:6 E53 )6ommC.
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