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Order under Section 27 of the Competition Act, 2002 

1. The present Information has been filed by Ulink Agritech Private Limited (“Informant”) 

alleging contravention of provisions of Section 3(3)(b) of the Competition Act, 2002 

(“Act”) by Agro Input Dealers Association (“AIDA”/“OP-1”), Agro Input Welfare 

Association ( “AIWA”/“OP-2”), Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri (“President of AIDA”/“OP-

3”) and Mr. Arvindbhai Jerambhai Patel (“Secretary of AIDA and Co-ordinator of 

AIWA”/“OP-4”). (Hereinafter, OP-1, OP-2, OP-3 and OP-4 are collectively referred to as 

“Opposite Parties”/ “OPs”). 

 

Facts in brief, as stated in the Information   

 

2. The Informant is stated to be an agricultural technology start-up engaged in providing: (i) 

consultation services to farmers through its call centre, mobile application (“AgroStar”) 

and network of franchisee stores; and (ii) doorstep access of agricultural inputs to farmers. 

It is stated that the Informant provides omni-channel services to farmers across five states 

namely, Gujarat, Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh. Further, the 

Informant is engaged in the business of marketing and trading of agricultural inputs such 

as fertilisers, pesticides, nutrients, seeds, sprayers, hardware products and advisory services 

in relation to agriculture. 

 

3. OP-1 is stated to be a national level organisation of agro-input dealers. OP-2 is a state level 

organisation of agro-input dealers in Gujarat. It is stated that registered members of OP-1 
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and OP-2 comprise of seed manufacturers, distributors and retailers. OP-3, is the President 

of OP-1 and stated to be the Director of Kalantri Beej Bhandar Private Limited and IFFCO 

eBazar Limited. OP-4 is the Secretary of OP-1 and also the Co-ordinator of OP-2. It is also 

stated to be the Managing Director of Gujarat Agro Seeds Company. 

 

4. It is stated that products supplied by the Informant are purchased from global/national 

manufacturers namely, Monsanto, Corteva Agri-Science India Private Limited, UPL Ltd., 

Syngenta, etc. and from their dealers. Such products are sold by the Informant under the 

private label of AgroStar as well as on a non-private label basis (i.e., distribution of 

products as received from manufacturers/ dealers). 

 

5. It is also stated that the Informant has tied up with numerous retail stores i.e., ‘Saathi Stores’ 

across the five states on a non-exclusive basis. These Saathi Stores are branded as ‘AgroStar 

ki laaI dukan’ that purchase products (both private label and non-private label products) 

from the Informant and further supply the same to farmers. As per the Informant, the afore-

mentioned arrangement is beneficial for farmers as they are able to directly visit the Saathi 

Store within their proximity for both personal assistance and direct purchase of agri-

products. It also benefits dealers/retailers as the member companies of the OPs refuse to 

supply products in small quantities as per the requirements of small dealers. 

 

6. It has been alleged that certain trade associations including the OPs have initiated 

campaigns against the Informant and are threatening Saathi Stores and prospective retail 

stores, stating that any store having dealership with the Informant shall have to face 

consequences. The Saathi Store partners have allegedly started severing ties with the 

Informant under threats of consequences. The OPs, being powerful associations, were 

threatening various Saathi Store partners to terminate their dealerships and to take down 

‘AgroStar’ logo and sign boards from their shops. It has also been alleged that OP-2 had 

organised a meeting wherein it openly called its members to boycott online companies 

operating in agri-input market.  

 

7. As per the Informant, the OPs, being powerful trade associations, are using their power to 

drive the Informant out of the market by forcing agri-input companies to stop supplies to 
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online platforms, stating that it is against the larger interest of farmers. It has been stated 

that the OPs were circulating a series of false and baseless messages on social media as a 

part of their campaign. A number of messages showing progress and success of OP-2’s 

campaign against online platforms bringing out compliance of their instruction by the 

members have been enclosed along with the Information. It is alleged that the OP-1 and 

OP-2 were trying to deter its members from buying and selling agri-input products through 

online platforms, citing legal consequences. Further, there are also messages which have 

been circulated by the OPs to boycott seed and pesticide companies who refuse the diktat 

of the OPs and continue to deal with the Informant. 

 

8. It has been stated that the Informant has a valid license to sell agri-input products and has 

complied with the existing laws in India. The Informant has alleged that the actions taken 

by the OPs are against the Digital India initiative of the Government and would seriously 

affect the ease of doing business in India in a negative manner. It has been stated that the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare vide its Gazette Notification G.S.R. 846 (E) 

dated 24.11.2022 (“notification dated 24.11.2022”), published the Insecticides (Second 

Amendment) Rules, 2022. The amendment added a new Rule 10(E) to the Insecticides 

Rules, 1971 which permits online sale of insecticides through e-commerce entities. The 

said Rule 10 (E) reads as follows: 

 

“10(E) Sale of Insecticides through e-commerce entity  

A licensee, during the currency of license, may undertake sale of any insecticide 

through e-commerce entity for supply of insecticides to the doorstep of farmers and the 

licensee shall comply with the provisions of the Act and the rules made thereunder for 

the time being in force...........” 

 

9. It is alleged that through the action of the OPs, as a cumulative effect, both the chain of 

procurement of agri-inputs from manufacturer and selling them through retailers are cut for 

the Informant.  

 

10. In a nutshell, the entire modus operandi of the OPs was to coerce agri-input companies and 

retailers not to deal with the Informant/online platforms. Accordingly, the Informant has 
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alleged that the illegal and anti-competitive campaign started by the OPs has achieved its 

purpose as various major agri-input manufacturers have written to the OPs affirming that 

they will not choose any online e-commerce firms or enter into any dealership agreement 

with them to sell their products and issued directions to its dealers and distributors to desist 

from engaging in such acts, citing legal consequences in case of violation. 

 

11. It has been stated that, there exists an understanding between members of the OPs which, 

through their impugned conduct on the part of the OPs is in violation of Section 3(3)(b) of 

the Act as they have limited the channel of supply and distribution of agri-inputs by forcing 

the Informant to limit their reach to farmers. The OPs have also hindered the technical 

development by not allowing growth of technology based innovative players like that of 

the Informant in the market.  

12. The Informant, inter alia, prayed the Commission, to direct the Director General (“DG”) 

to investigate the matter against the OPs and all other unidentified parties as found to be 

indulged in the instant anti-competitive practice and pass an order under Section 27 of the 

Act, directing the OPs and its members to cease and desist from indulging in anti-

competitive activities while imposing penalty for the same. 

 

Prima facie order dated 03.01.2024 

 

13. The Commission considered the Information, comments/response dated 02.07.2023 filed 

by the OPs and rejoinder dated 20.07.2023 filed by the Informant. The Commission prima-

facie noted that the decision taken by the OPs relating to stopping the sales through online 

platforms including that of the Informant, imposed upon their members (i.e., dealers, 

retailers and seed producers), engaged in the supply and distribution of agri-inputs, is 

covered within the scope of Section 3(3)(b) of the Act.  

 

14. The Commission noted that the material furnished by the Informant, prima-facie reveals 

that restriction has been imposed/likely to be imposed by the OPs upon its members to not 

sell their products on online platforms. The evidence provided in the Information brought 

out compliance of the directions of the OPs to boycott business through e-commerce.  
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15. Based on the above, the Commission was of the prima facie opinion that the conduct of the 

OPs was in contravention of provisions of Section 3(3)(b) read with Section 3(1) of the Act 

and warranted an investigation by the DG.  

16. Accordingly, the Commission directed the DG to cause an investigation into the matter 

under the provisions of Section 26(1) of the Act. It was made clear that, if during the course 

of the investigation, the DG came across involvement of any other entity in addition to 

those mentioned in the Information, the DG shall be at liberty to investigate the same. 

17. The Commission also directed the DG to investigate the role of persons/ officers who were 

in-charge of and were responsible for the conduct of the businesses of the OPs/other 

entities, if any, at the time the alleged contravention was committed as well as 

persons/officers with whose consent or connivance the alleged contravention was 

committed, in terms of the provisions of Section 48 of the Act. 

 

18. Meanwhile, the Informant filed an Interim Relief Application dated 20.02.2023 under 

Section 33 of the Act. The Commission heard the parties on 20.03.2024 and vide order 

dated 29.05.2024 rejected the said application, stating that no case was made out by the 

Informant for grant of interim relief in light of the dicta laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court of India in Competition Commission of India vs. Steel Authority of India Limited 

(2010) 10 SCC 744. 

 

19. The DG submitted the Investigation Report dated 28.01.2025 (“IR”), in both confidential 

as well as non-confidential versions. The Commission considered the IR in its ordinary 

meeting held on 26.03.2025. 

 

Findings of the Director General 

 

20. The DG in its IR identified the following three issues:  

Issue 1  

21. Whether the OPs have violated Section 3(3)(b) of the Act read with Section 3(1) of the Act 

by limiting or controlling the channel of production, supply, market and provision of 

services of agri-inputs by asking its members (i.e., dealers, retailers and seed manufactures 
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who are engaged in the supply and distribution of agri-inputs) to stop the sale through 

online platforms?  

Issue 2  

22. Whether OPs have violated Section 3(3)(b) of the Act, by hindering the technical 

development by restricting the growth of technology based innovative players like that of 

the Informant in the market?  

Issue 3  

23. If the answer to the above are in the affirmative, who were the persons/officers in charge 

of and responsible for the conduct of the business of the OPs at the time of the said 

contravention? 

 

Findings  

 

24. One of the main allegations raised by the Informant in the case is that the OPs are 

discouraging retailers, dealers and manufacturers to continue their business with online 

platforms by adopting different strategies and methods. One of such methods was to 

mislead and threaten the retailers and dealers that selling of pesticides purchased from 

online platforms is prohibited under the law. The Informant cited the Insecticides (Second 

Amendment) Rules, notified on 24.11.2022 wherein sale of products viz., fertilisers, 

insecticides and seeds are permitted online. The said amendment added a new Rule 10(E) 

to the Insecticides Rules, 1971 which permits online sale of insecticides through e-

commerce entities.  

 

25. The DG noted that even though the sale of agri-input products was permitted online, still 

the OPs viz., OP-1 and OP-2 initiated a smear campaign to stop online sales. In addition, 

OP-1 issued a communication from its platform to agri-input companies vide letter dated 

05.08.2022 directing them to stop sale of agri-inputs through online platform. The said 

letter is reproduced below for reference: 
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26. In the last para of the said letter, it has been specifically mentioned that OP-1 will cooperate 

with only those agri-input companies who sell their products through offline mode. The 

DG observed that during the course of investigation, Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri, President, 

AIDA (OP-3), did not deny that the association forced the online agri-input retailers to 

discontinue their online business and when confronted with the contents of the last para of 

the said letter viz., “in the larger interest of the farmer and the food security of a nation, 
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you should stop online sales”, he failed to justify his statement by way of placing any data, 

statistics, effect analysis of the initiative or any other measures taken by the association in 

this regard that substantiate his contention.  

 

27. In reference to this, the investigation gathered copies of certain response letters submitted 

by agri-input companies to OP-1 showing their support to the association’s initiative. The 

copies of the letters from some companies such as Ajeet Seeds Pvt. Ltd., Ankur Seeds Pvt. 

Ltd, Kaveri Seeds Company Ltd, Nath Bio Genes (I) Ltd, Syngenta India Pvt, Ltd, Tulasi 

Seeds Pvt. Ltd, issued to AIDA. The copies of the letters from said companies are 

reproduced below for reference: 
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28. Furthermore, OPs had the objective to achieve 100% success in the initiative of complete 

boycott of sale through online platform. This was corroborated by the communications 

made by Shri Arvind Bhai Patel, National Secretary, OP-1 to its members stating that some 

companies have shown support and agreed to the boycott of online sales and response from 

other companies are awaited so that complete ban is ensured. The copy of the said 

communication is reproduced below:  
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29. Supporting the point above, another undated communication was found wherein OP-2 

thanked its members for their support and encouraged other companies to show their 

support as well. The copy of the said communication is reproduced below:  
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30. Further, during the course of recording of his deposition dated 04.11.2024 before the DG, 

Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri, President, AIDA (OP-3) was asked “Whether AIDA had 

requested the manufacturers of seed, fertilizers and pesticides companies to stop supplying 

products to online platforms.” He replied in affirmative and stated that “…Yes, based on 

the concerns/issues of farmers, AIDA has requested the agro-input manufacturers 

companies to stop the sale through online platforms in the larger interest of the farmers 

and food security of our nation…”  

 

31. Mr. Manmohan C Kalantri, further in his deposition dated 05.11.2024 stated that “…Yes, 

the Association has discouraged retailers from partnering with or procuring products from 

online platform. AIDA was getting feedback from the dealers that many spurious agro-

input products are on sale via online platforms and many pesticides manufacturers have 

not granted principal certificate to online sellers about their products for further sales. In 

this regard, the association also wrote letters to the Hon’ble Agriculture Minister on 

10.10.2022. Our state association namely, Agri-Input Welfare Association (AIWA) also 
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informed the State Governments about the unauthorized sale of agro-inputs via online 

platforms…”  

 

32. The Association had also taken up the matter of online sales with Government of India and 

the Government of Gujarat. The investigation provided Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri, 

President, AIDA (OP-3) the opportunity to clarify on what basis had the association wrote 

letter to the Government. His reply explaining the same is reproduced below:  

 

“…. Based on the feedback from the farmers and agro-input dealers about the spurious 

agro-input products in the markets via e-commerce platforms and at the same time the 

stop sales notices from the concerned departments to the online platforms (as attached 

in our submission dated 14.10.2024 Part-B at Page 7) there was a confusion in trade. 

Due to stop sales, the money was blocked and due to spurious agro-input products there 

was a threat of penal actions against the dealers, the association wrote the request 

letter to the agro-input manufacturing companies to stop sales online till the matter is 

resolved and clarity emerges in regulations. This will protect the farmers from spurious 

agro-input products and dealers will not be forced to do anything which is not legally 

permitted…” 

 

33. In addition to the above efforts of issuing letters, a message was circulated by Mr. Sanjay 

Kumar Raghuvanshi, National Spokesperson, AIDA (OP-1) on the requirements of holding 

principal certificates by retail stores selling pesticides. 

  

34. During the course of examination, it was found that the message titled “Message from Agro 

Input Dealers Association on the requirement of holding Principal certificate by the retail 

stores selling Pesticides”, circulated by OP-1, refers to Pesticides Act, 1966 which is 

incorrect, as the content specified therein is actually mentioned in Rule 10(4A) of the 

Insecticides Rules, 1971. The said provision is reproduced below for reference: 
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“…10. Licence for sale, etc., of insecticides  

…  

4. A licence to sell, stock or exhibit for sale or distribute insecticides shall be issued in 

Form VIII and shall be subject to the following conditions, namely:  

…  

4A.  

i. Every person shall along with his application for grant or renewal of a licence to 

undertake operation or sell, stock or exhibit for sale or distribute Insecticides, file a 

certificate from the principal whom he represents or desires to represent the “Form 

IX” vide GSR 840(E), dt. 5-11-2015, w.e.f. 25-4-2018.  

ii. The certificate to be issued by the principal shall be addressed to the licensing officer 

of the concerned area and shall contain full particulars of the principal including their 

registration and manufacturing licence numbers, full name and address of the person 

proposed to be authorized and also the type of formulations to be used in commercial 

pest control operations, sold, stocked or exhibited, for sale or distribution.  

….” 

 

35. The contents of the said communication clearly depict the efforts on the part of the OPs to 

boycott online sale of products on the pretext of not having principal certificate from the 

manufacturers by the online agro-input companies. The last para of the said letter clearly 

specifies that all the partners should either immediately stop buying and selling from online 

platforms or obtain a principal certificate of all companies from these platforms and add 

them to their license in which their own name is depicted as the source, otherwise, action 

will be taken against them. 

 

36. The investigation draws attention to point 4 of the proformas of principal certificate 

prescribed under Insecticides Rules, 1971 wherein  it is mentioned that “the dealer to whom 

this principal certificate has been issued shall procure above-detailed insecticides from the 

above mentioned distributor. In the event of procuring these insecticides from any other 

distributor, this certificate shall become null and void.” 
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37. During investigation it was noted that, prima facie, the Informant had obtained valid license 

from the Government of Gujarat to sell agri-input products in the State and the principal 

certificate obtained from the manufacturers, whose products were being sold online, was 

also annexed with the license approved by the Government of Gujarat.  

 

38. The DG also noted that both OP-3 and OP-4 were having substantial business interest in 

sale of agri-input products as both are dealers and OP-4 is engaged in the production of 

seeds too. Thus, conflict of interest exists in case of OP-3 and OP-4 for whom online agro-

input business may emerge as a new competitor in their business like of the Informant, 

whose online business was expanding and they perceived him to be threat for their business 

growth.  

 

39. The DG concluded that the OPs, through the act of boycotting the online sales of agri-input 

products, limited the channel of supply and distribution of the product in the market by 

asking its members (i.e., dealers, retailers and seed manufactures engaged in the supply and 

distribution of agri-inputs) to stop sale through online platforms. 

 

40. As regards the allegation that OPs hindered the technical development by not allowing the 

growth of technology based innovative players like that of the Informant in the market, the 

investigation noted that Informant is an agricultural technology start-up engaged in 

providing: (i) consultation services to farmers through its call center, mobile application 

and network of franchisee stores; and, (ii) marketing, trading and providing doorstep access 

of agricultural inputs to farmers. The Informant embraced technology in the agriculture 

sector by making the agri-input products available online for the convenience of farmers. 

It has also been claimed by the Informant that the farmers have benefited as the required 

product is delivered to the farmers at their desired place. In addition, it has also been 

claimed by the Informant that the retailers have given their testimonials that they have also 

benefited from online agro-input companies as these companies and specifically Agrostar 

enable the small dealers to purchase the required products in small quantities compared to 

its competing distributors who insist on purchase of bulk quantities. 
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41. Investigation notes that OPs have taken steps to stop the Agrostar company from growing 

and running its business of supplying agri-input products online. In this perspective, OPs 

pressurised dealers to stop supplying to online platforms by threatening non-cooperation 

by the association. It is also apparent from the communications sent by the dealers to the 

Informant that they sent notices to Agrostar regarding cancellation of dealership owing to 

pressure from these associations. Thus, the DG found that the OPs’ actions resulted in 

hindering the technical development in the sector as it discouraged the growth of the 

Informant.  

 

42. Further, investigation took note of the submission made by the Informant dated 26.06.2024, 

wherein a letter issued by AIDA (OP-1) dated 13.06.2024 has been submitted which states 

“… The Hon’ble Competition Commission rejected the case on 3rd June 2024. The 

Competition Commission has said that the Agro Input Dealers Association is not a 

commercial institute which is to fight legal changes in the interest of its members and 

traders, their legal changes in their upcoming problems with the government. The Agrostar 

himself doing illegal trade, violating the rules of fertilizer, seeds and pesticides. Therefore, 

the case is rejected….”. 

 

43. However, investigation noted that the letter issued by OP-1 dated 13.06.2024, stating that 

the Commission had rejected the case, is not a fact. The Commission, vide its order dated 

29.05.2024, had decided the interim relief plea requested under Section 33 of the Act by 

the Informant referring to the case of Competition Commission of India Vs. Steel Authority 

of India Limited, (2010) 10 SCC 744. The Commission rejected the interim relief 

application of the Informant stating that “the operations of the Informant is not just limited 

to the State of Gujarat but span across the entire country. The Commission notes that the 

damage to its business claimed by the Informant may not be entirely attributed to the 

alleged anti-competitive conduct of the Opposite parties. Thus, at this stage, this may not 

be sufficient ground for the grant of interim relief.”. The order further states that “nothing 

stated in this order shall tantamount to the final expression of opinion on the merits of the 

case and the observations made herein shall not affect the investigation in any manner.” 
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44. The investigation concluded that issuing such wrong/false information on the part of a 

national level association is misleading and signifies that such measures were adopted 

purposely by the OPs to affect the business of the online agri-input companies in general 

and the Informant in particular by conveying wrong information in the industry regarding 

the cancellation of the case. The said practice of misinterpreting the order of a regulatory 

body, as narrated above, and thus misleading the members of the association, further 

confirms that they are deliberately issuing letters with false information (issued by its 

national spokesperson) as discussed in the foregoing paras.  

 

45. The investigation also noted that the contention of the OPs about the online business of the 

Informant being illegal is not correct and in fact contrary to the notification dated 

24.11.2022 , which permits the online sale of fertilisers and pesticides.  

 

46. Here it is pertinent to note that the documents shared with the investigation show that the 

Informant also possessed the valid licenses in other States in addition to the State of Gujarat 

to conduct the business. 

 

47. Further, the investigation considered the submissions made by the Informant relating to the 

internal data maintained by it in respect of Saathi stores. The data shared by the Informant 

was analysed by the investigation and the observations made therefrom are incorporated in 

subsequent paras. 

 

48. First, the investigation analysed the data of the new stores opened from July, 2021 to June, 

2024. The Informant provided data on the new Saathi stores opened pan India that were 

dealing with the products distributed by the Informant and were alternatively known as 

“Agro Star ki Lal Dukan” in Hindi. 

 

49. Investigation noted that the date when the AIDA (OP-1) issued the letter to all the agro-

input companies was 05.08.2022 and from the July- Sept 2022 to July- Sept 2023 the 

number of new stores opened fell drastically and post that also declining trend was observed 

in the new stores opened. 
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50. Investigation noted that after the letter dated  05.08.2022 was circulated to conduct the mass 

ban, a rising trend in the number of stores closed has been observed. The investigation 

concluded that the stores were closed as the retailers cancelled their dealership with the 

Informant after being pressured by OP-1.  

 

51. The investigation drew the conclusion that although repeat transactions by retailers with 

Saathi Stores registered a significant decline from 90% in July to September 2022 to 68% 

in July to September 2023, yet the decline is consistent prior to the date of initiatives taken 

by the OPs to stop the online agri-input business. In view of the above, investigation is not 

overly emphasising the point on this count.  

 

52. Investigation draws the inference that business of the Informant was being targeted by OPs 

and it got significantly affected by the boycott call given by the OPs against tech-enabled 

market players in agri-input sector. 

 

53. In view of the above, the DG has concluded that in the present case OPs i.e., OP-1, OP-2, 

OP-3 and OP-4 have indulged in anti-competitive activities by prohibiting the sale of agri 

input products online and have thereby violated the provisions of Section 3(3)(b) of the 

Act. 

 

54. Further, Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri (OP-3) and Mr. Arvindbhai Jerambhai Patel (OP-4) 

have also been held liable by the DG under the provisions of Sections 48(1) and 48(3) of 

the Act in view of them being in the position of President of OP-1 and Secretary & 

Coordinator of OP-2, respectively, and the anti-competitive conduct attributable to them. 

 

55. The DG has also held Mr. Pravinbhai Patel, General Secretary, OP-1 as being instrumental 

in galvanising support in favour of boycott call against online agro input platforms. On 

13.06.2024, he issued one letter in capacity of General Secretary, OP-1 exorting its 

members where a wrong information that CCI had rejected the case on 03.06.2024 stating 

the AgroStar itself doing illegal trade violating the rules of fertiliser, seeds and pesticides. 

Further, the DG has found that Mr. Sanjay Kumar Raguvanshi, National Spokesperson, 

OP-1 actively participated in misleading the members of OP-1 by referring wrong 
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legislation and reminded members of the adverse consequences of doing business using 

online agro business platform. Accordingly, the DG found Mr. Pravinbhai Patel, General 

Secretary, OP-1 and Mr. Sanjay Kumar Raguvanshi, National Spokesperson, OP-1 as liable 

under the provisions of Section 48(3) of the Act. 

56. Vide order dated 26.03.2025, the Commission directed to forward an electronic copy of the 

non-confidential version of the IR to the Informant, following OPs and other persons 

identified by the DG responsible under Section 48 of the Act for filing their respective 

objections/suggestions [(both in electronic and physical form), along with a brief synopsis 

thereof (not more than 5 pages)], if any, within four weeks from the date of receipt of copy 

of the said order: 

S. No Name of the Opposite Party Person(s) 

1. Agro Input Dealers Association       

(‘AIDA’ / ‘OP-1’) 

Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri, President 

of AIDA (‘OP-3’) 

Mr. Pravinbhai Patel,          General 

Secretary of AIDA  

Mr. Sanjay Kumar Raghuvanshi, 

National Spokesperson of AIDA 

2. Agro Input Welfare Association    

(‘AIWA’/ ‘OP-2’) 

Mr. Arvindbhai Jerambhai Patel, 

Secretary of AIDA and Coordinator of 

AIWA (‘OP-4’) 

 

57. The Commission also directed OP-1 and OP-2 to furnish their audited financial statements 

including Balance Sheets and profit and loss accounts/Income and Expenditure accounts 

for the Financial Years (“FYs”) 2018-19, 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22, 2022-23, and 2023-

24. The Commission also directed OP-1 and OP-2 to furnish, for the aforesaid financial 

years: (i) turnover or income based on their audited financial statements; and (ii) turnover 

or income derived by them directly or indirectly from sale of products and/or provision of 

services to which the alleged contravention relates  by way of a certificate from their 

statutory auditor, or in his absence from a Chartered Accountant, supported by an affidavit 

by a person duly authorized by them in this regard, in terms of the Competition Commission 

of India (Determination of Turnover or Income) Regulations, 2024 and the Competition 

Commission of India (Determination of Monetary Penalty) Guidelines, 2024 (“Penalty 
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Guidelines”),  latest within four weeks from receipt of the order. The persons identified to 

be responsible by the DG under Section 48 of the Act including individual OPs were also 

directed to file copies of their respective income tax returns for the FYs 2018-19, 2019-20, 

2020-21, 2021-22, 2022-23, and 2023-24.  

58. OPs and the persons identified by the DG as responsible under Section 48 of the Act made 

request for confidential version of the IR vide their respective submissions dated 

16.05.2025. 

59. Vide order dated 28.05.2025, the Commission set up a confidentiality ring in the matter in 

terms of Regulation 36 of the Competition Commission of India (General) Regulations, 

2024 (“General Regulations”)  to grant access to the confidential version of the IR to OPs 

and other persons identified by the DG as responsible under Section 48 of the Act. The 

Informant was not included in the confidentiality ring. 

60. In view of the setting up of the confidentiality ring, the Commission directed the OPs and 

other persons identified by the DG as responsible under Section 48 of the Act to file their 

respective objections/suggestions, if any, to the IR within six weeks of the receipt of the 

confidential version of the IR and records, strictly following the timelines in terms of 

Regulation 36 of General Regulations. The Commission also directed for a copy of non-

confidential version of said objections/suggestions to be served upon the Informant for 

filing its rejoinder, if any, within two weeks from receipt of the same.  

61. Objections/suggestions to the IR were submitted by the Informant on 14.08.2025 and by 

the OPs on 16.02.2026, respectively. 

62. Vide order dated 29.05.2026, the Commission, inter alia, decided to provide an opportunity 

of hearing to the parties in respect of the IR and directed the parties to appear for hearing 

either in person or through their duly authorised representative(s) in terms of Section 35 of 

the Act on 17.06.2026 at 2:45 p.m. The Informant filed an Interlocutory Application (‘IA’) 

No. 153 of 2026 dated 08.06.2026, seeking an adjournment of the scheduled hearing. Vide 

order dated 11.06.2026, the Commission considered the matter and decided to grant the 

request for adjournment made by the Informant and directed the parties to appear for 

hearing on 15.07.2026 at 2:45 p.m. 
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63. On 15.07.2026, the Commission heard the parties through their learned counsels and 

decided to issue an appropriate order in due course. 

 

64. The submissions of the OPs and the Informant to the IR are summarised in the following 

paragraphs. 

 

Submissions of OPs and their Individuals 

 

65. The OPs have submitted that the present case represents a fundamental mischaracterisation 

of legitimate regulatory advocacy by an association as anti-competitive conduct. OP’s 

actions were driven by regulatory and compliance concerns rather than any intention to 

limit the market. OPs further mentioned that the DG has conflated misinformation with 

anti-competitive agreement as these are distinct concepts requiring different legal remedies.  

 

66. The OPs have further submitted that they are registered not-for-profit societies engaged in 

welfare and representational activities and do not undertake any commercial or trading 

activities. Therefore, their conduct cannot be equated with anti-competitive agreements 

under Section 3(3) of the Act. Even if presumption under Section 3(3) of the Act were to 

arise (which requires first establishing an agreement), it is rebutted by legitimate 

justifications: statutory compliance, public safety, regulatory advocacy and information 

dissemination. Not-for-profit welfare organisations acting in members' interest do not fall 

within anti-competitive conduct provisions when exercising constitutional rights. 

 

67. On the aspect of technical development, the OPs submitted that the same was not hindered 

as the Informant continued its app-based services and the mobile advisory platform 

continued to function. Further, technology adoption in the sector continued, and no 

innovation was blocked or prevented by the alleged conduct.  

 

68. In their defence, OPs have submitted that the correlation does not imply causation and that 

the decline in the Informant’s business may be attributable to multiple factors such as 

business model issues, economic conditions, and operational challenges of AgroStar itself. 

A decline in one business model does not prove anti-competitive conduct by third parties. 
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69. The Memoranda of Association ("MOA") of both AIDA (OP-1) and AIWA (OP-2) clearly 

establish their welfare, educational, and representational objectives. Neither MOA contains 

provisions for: imposing binding commercial decisions on members; enforcing penalties 

for non-compliance with association directives; creating enforceable commercial 

obligations; monitoring or disciplining members' independent business decisions. 

 

70. Further, it has been argued by the OPs that supply in the market was not limited as multiple 

manufacturers continued supplying products and the overall market supply remained 

unchanged, with no evidence of shortage. No contravention by OPs was established as no 

agreement was proven,  no limitation of supply was demonstrated and no Appreciable 

Adverse Effect on Competition (“AAEC”) was established and conduct of OPs was 

explainable on legitimate grounds. 

 

71. In the same vein, the OPs have stated that there was no presence of any coordinated boycott, 

enforceable agreement, monitoring mechanism and penalty or disciplinary action against 

any member, and therefore no coercive conduct. On the nature of communications issued 

by OPs, it is stated that their communications were merely advisory in nature and related 

to regulatory concerns, and did not constitute an agreement or coordinated boycott. Further 

these communications and actions of the OPs were legitimate exercise of constitutional 

rights under Articles 19(1)(a) and 19(1)(c); representations to Government authorities 

under Article 19(1)(a); made in the context of regulatory uncertainty before notification of 

Rule 10(E); and are thus, not anti-competitive agreements or concerted practices under the 

Act. 

 

72. The OPs have averred that there was no market-wide impact and that only the Informant's 

specific business model may have been affected, while the overall market continued to 

function normally. 

 

73. The OPs have submitted that the notification dated 24.11.2022 also mandates verification 

of licences and compliance with consumer protection requirements. According to the OPs, 

these restrictions validate the concerns raised by AIDA and AIWA regarding regulatory 

ambiguity.  
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74. The OPs have submitted that the IR does not establish any commercial motive of the 

associations, financial benefit to the OPs, and commercial advantage sought, profit, or any 

exercise of market power. The OPs further submitted that they are not-for-profit societies 

and, therefore, had no commercial incentive to restrict competition. Further, OPs have 

submitted that they do not have a direct competitive relationship with the Informant's online 

business and, therefore, had no incentive to eliminate competition. The OPs further 

submitted that they are not "enterprises" within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the Act and 

are not engaged in identical or similar trade.  

 

75. The OPs have submitted that Section 48 of the Act is not applicable as the associations are 

not enterprises and no contravention has been established. AIDA/AIWA are not 

"companies" for the purpose of Section 48 of the Act as they are not engaged in "business". 

Further, Section 48 of the Act is not applicable to not-for-profit welfare societies like OP-

1 and OP-2. Individual officers acted in representative capacity exercising constitutional 

rights with no personal commercial interest, no mens rea and with due diligence. 

Accordingly, defense under Section 48(2) of the Act is available.   

 

 

Submissions of the Informant 

 

76. The Informant has submitted that this is a textbook cartel case wherein the OPs imposed 

and enforced an unlawful boycott that choked the supply chain, crippled innovation, 

eliminated efficient technology-driven models, and protected entrenched commercial 

interests.  

 

77. The Informant has submitted that since the OPs are engaged in identical trade of goods, 

any agreement or decision taken by them qualifies as a horizontal agreement under Section 

3(3) of the Act, which carries a presumption of AAEC and the case for cartelisation stands 

proved.  

 

78. The Informant has further submitted that the OPs actively stifled market innovation by 

boycotting technology-driven entrants and coercing online platforms towards market exit, 
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thereby creating a chilling effect on innovation. Further, the Informant has submitted that 

the boycott sustained over time severely impaired its growth in Gujarat and eroded its 

business network. It has submitted that the boycott call is the sole reason for the adverse 

impact on the Informant. As a consequence of the boycott, the Informant submitted that it 

suffered significant business losses, including closure of Saathi Stores, reduction in 

dealership agreements, decline in repeat transactions and a substantial decrease in active 

transacting retailers in Gujarat. It was further submitted that the DG had recorded that the 

declining business trend commenced after the boycott campaign initiated by the OPs. 

 

79. Further, buttressing its arguments, the Informant has submitted that there existed a clear 

horizontal anti-competitive agreement to prohibit supply to online players and that the 

distribution network was dismantled through coercion of retailers and manufacturers, 

resulting in a dual blockade. Further, it was submitted that the OPs resorted to threatening 

letters for termination of dealership relationships with Saathi Stores, circulated WhatsApp 

messages, issued letters and made personal communications to coordinate, monitor and 

enforce the boycott in the market. The Informant further submitted that the OPs sought to 

strengthen the boycott by spreading false information, seeking written confirmations from 

companies and publicising the support received from various agri-input companies. It is 

submitted that the OPs initiated the boycott due to fear of competition and to serve their 

own vested interests by eliminating competitors and acted beyond their scope as trade 

associations by behaving like a market regulator and spreading misinformation to 

strengthen the boycott. 

 

80. The Informant has reiterated that OP-3 and OP-4 initiated the boycott to serve their vested 

business interests and the DG has rightly concluded that the boycott is per se anti-

competitive and falls squarely within Section 3(3)(b) of the Act.  

 

81. Highlighting the conduct of the OPs, the Informant submitted that the OPs had cited 

fabricated or non-existent quotations from judicial precedents in their replies to the IR and 

had deliberately misrepresented the Commission's interim order dated 29.05.2024 while 

circulating communications in the market. It was further submitted that the OPs 

disseminated false information regarding the legality of the Informant's business and 
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threatened manufacturers and other market participants with legal consequences for dealing 

with online platforms, despite the DG having recorded that the Informant possessed the 

requisite licences and permissions to conduct its business. 

 

82. The Informant also submitted that its technology enabled business model improved market 

efficiency by connecting manufacturers, retailers and farmers, facilitating access to 

multiple brands, supplying agri-inputs in smaller quantities, extending credit support to 

retailers and providing agronomy advisory services through digital platforms. It was further 

submitted by the Informant that the DG had recognised the Informant's role in promoting 

innovation and supporting the Digital India Initiative in the agriculture sector. 

 

83. The Informant submitted that the boycott adversely affected competition by suppressing 

innovation, restricting the growth of technology enabled agri-input businesses and creating 

barriers to the expansion of efficient business models. It was further submitted that the OPs 

failed to rebut the statutory presumption of AAEC under Section 3(3) of the Act or 

demonstrate any pro-competitive justification for their conduct. 

 

84. Lastly, the Informant requested that, in view of the findings of the DG and the material on 

record, the Commission may pass appropriate directions, including cease-and-desist orders 

against the OPs, impose monetary penalties and pass consequential directions against the 

office bearers found liable under Section 48 of the Act.  

 

85. In response to the query regarding its business relationship with Rasi Seeds (P) Ltd., the 

Informant submitted that it had a business relationship with the said company up to June, 

2022 and procured seeds on an order to order basis. It was submitted that no formal written 

agreement existed between the parties; however, Principal Certificates had been issued by 

Rasi Seeds (P) Ltd. in favour of the Informant for various States, including Gujarat, 

authorising the Informant to sell its products in accordance with the applicable regulatory 

framework. The Informant further submitted that its commercial relationship with Rasi 

Seeds (P) Ltd. ceased after June, 2022, which, according to the Informant, coincided with 

the boycott campaign initiated by the OPs. In support of its submissions, the Informant 

placed on record copies of the Principal Certificates and invoice dated 07.06.2022. 
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86. In response to the query regarding the list of seed companies referred to in the undated 

communication circulated by OP-2, the Informant submitted that it had business 

relationships with certain seed companies mentioned therein during the period preceding 

the boycott. It was submitted that AgroStar had direct business dealings with ………   

………………………………………………………………………. The Informant further 

submitted that it procured seeds of Nath Bio-Genes (India) Ltd., ………………………… 

……………………………. through their authorised resellers. According to the Informant, 

following the commencement of the boycott campaign, several of these business 

relationships were discontinued, resulting in disruption of its procurement activities. 

 

87. The Informant further submitted that, at present, only ………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………..  continue 

to maintain business relationships with it, whereas the remaining seed companies did not 

continue commercial dealings for supply of seeds. The Informant contended that the 

discontinuation of such business relationships closely coincided with the boycott campaign 

initiated by the OPs and requested the Commission to take the aforesaid submissions and 

documents on record. 

 

Analysis  

 

88. The Commission has carefully perused the material available on record, the IR, the 

objections/suggestions to the IR, the arguments put forth by the counsels of the Parties 

during the hearing conducted on 15.07.2026 and post hearing submissions of the Informant. 

The Commission observes that the central issue arising for determination in the present 

matter is whether the conduct of OPs amounts to a decision or practice that limits or controls 

supply and distribution of agri-input products and hinders technological development, in 

contravention of provisions of Section 3(3)(b) read with Section 3(1) of the Act. Once this 

primary issue is determined, the question relating to the liability of the office bearers under 

Section 48 of the Act would follow. 

 

89. The Commission notes that the OPs have raised a contention that they being associations 

are not enterprises within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the Act as they are not doing any 
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business or commercial activity. In this regard, the Commission is of the view that in the 

instant matter the associations are covered under the definition of enterprise given under 

Section 2(h) of the Act. This has been a consistent view of the Commission in past several 

cases and has been upheld by appellate tribunal and courts. 

 

90. The Commission notes that the DG, after analysing the documentary and oral evidence 

collected during investigation, has concluded that OP-1 and OP-2 initiated, coordinated and 

monitored a boycott campaign against online agri-input platforms. In particular, the DG 

has relied upon the letter dated 05.08.2022 issued by OP-1 to agri-input manufacturers 

requesting them to discontinue supplies through online platforms, stating that OP-1 would 

cooperate only with those companies which continued sales through offline channels. The 

DG has observed that the requirement contained in the said letter, calling upon 

manufacturers to communicate their stand within a stipulated period clearly demonstrates 

that the association intended not merely to express its concerns but also to secure 

compliance with its decision.  

 

91. The Commission, after examining the letter dated 05.08.2022 and material available on 

record concludes that the language used in the said letter is not a mere request or 

representation. By declaring that cooperation would only be extended to companies dealing 

through offline channels and also seeking written confirmation from manufacturers, OP-1 

effectively communicated its decision to boycott online agri-input platforms including the 

Informant. 

 

92. The Commission further observes that the admissions dated 04.11.2025 and 05.11.2025 

made by OP-3 during investigation assume considerable evidentiary significance. OP-3 has 

unequivocally admitted that OP-1 requested manufacturers to discontinue supplies to 

online platforms and also discouraged retailers from associating with such platforms. These 

admissions substantially corroborate the documentary evidence collected during 

investigation. 

 

93. The Commission also notes that the material collected viz., the depositions of OPs, letters, 

WhatsApp messages etc. during the investigation demonstrates that communications were 
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simultaneously addressed to manufacturers and retailers with the common objective of 

preventing online sale of agri-input products. OPs have also written letters to the 

Government authorities raising regulatory concerns related to online sale of agri-input 

products. The Commission is of the view that the regulatory concerns raised by the OPs 

before the Government authorities are generally not in violation of the provisions of the 

Act. However, in the present matter their coordinated communications to manufacturers 

and retailers went beyond being just an expression of regulatory concerns and was an 

attempt to control commercial decisions of market participants in violation of the provision 

of Section 3(3)(b) of the Act. 

 

94. The Commission further observes that the evidence relating to dealership cancellations, 

discontinuation of supplies by manufacturers, communications received from market 

participants and admissions of the office bearers collectively establish that the boycott 

campaign was not merely proposed but was actively implemented in the market. Thus, the 

contention of the OP-1 that the communications were merely advisory in nature, does not 

hold good. 

 

95. The Commission finds that OP-1, being the national association representing agro-input 

dealers, acted as the principal platform through which the boycott campaign was initiated. 

The letter dated 05.08.2022, subsequent communications with manufacturers, requests 

seeking confirmation of support and repeated dissemination of messages amongst members 

collectively establish that OP-1 facilitated and coordinated the collective decision to 

discourage online sale of agri-input products. The contention of the OP-1 that it is a case 

of mischaracterisation of legitimate regulatory advocacy is not correct as the said conduct 

was in violation of provisions of the Act. 

 

96. The Commission further finds that OP-2 actively participated in implementation of the 

boycott campaign within the State of Gujarat. The circulation of messages amongst 

members and the dissemination of information regarding support received from 

manufacturers regarding boycott of online platforms demonstrate that OP-2 substantially 

contributed to implementation of the impugned conduct. 
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97. With regard to OP-3, the Commission notes that he not only admitted during investigation 

that manufacturers had been requested to discontinue supplies to online platforms but also, 

they had been discouraged from dealing with such platforms in future. The evidence further 

demonstrates that the communications issued by OP-1 were authorised by him as President 

of the Association. 

 

98. As regards OP-4, the Commission notes that he actively coordinated the boycott campaign 

by circulating communications, acknowledging support received from manufacturers, 

issuing messages to members and participating in implementation of the decisions taken by 

the Associations. The evidence further indicates that OP-4 played an active role in 

monitoring implementation of the boycott campaign. 

 

99. The Commission also notes the findings of the DG that both OP-3 and OP-4 possessed 

substantial commercial interests in the agri-input business. Although the existence of such 

commercial interests alone may not establish contravention, the same provides relevant 

context while appreciating their active involvement in organising and implementing the 

boycott campaign through the platform of the Associations. 

 

100. Having regard to the evidence discussed above, the Commission is satisfied that the 

impugned conduct in the present proceedings demonstrates the active involvement of OP-

3 and OP-4 in implementing and monitoring the boycott campaign. Their respective 

admissions, communications and participation in coordinating the conduct of 

manufacturers, retailers and members establish that they were directly responsible for the 

conduct of the affairs of OP-1 and OP-2 in relation to the impugned actions. 

 

101. Accordingly, the Commission holds that OP-3, President of OP-1 and OP-4, Secretary of 

OP-1 and Coordinator of OP-2 are responsible for the conduct resulting in contravention 

of provisions of Section 3(3)(b) of the Act by OP-1 and OP-2 and thus, are also liable under 

Section 48 of the Act.  

 

102. With regard to AAEC, the Commission noted the submission of OPs that supply in the 

market was not limited as multiple manufacturers continued supplying products and the 
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overall market supply remained unchanged, with no evidence of shortage of supply. In this 

regard, the Commission relies upon the findings of the DG wherein it was demonstrated 

that there was a significant decline in number of new stores opened and percentage of 

repeated transactions during June-September 2022 to June-September 2023 i.e. after 

boycott call was initiated vide communication 05.08.2022.  Further, during the same period 

there was an increase in closure of a number of Saathi stores. 

  

103. The Commission further notes that the DG has also identified Mr. Pravinbhai Patel, General 

Secretary of AIDA, and Mr. Sanjay Kumar Raghuvanshi, National Spokesperson of AIDA, 

as persons responsible under Section 48(3) of the Act for their active role in furtherance of 

the anti-competitive conduct of OP-1 and OP-2. The Commission observes that Mr. 

Pravinbhai Patel issued the communication dated 13.06.2024 to the members of the 

Association falsely stating that the Commission had rejected the present case, whereas, in 

fact, the Commission had merely declined to grant interim relief to the Informant and had 

expressly clarified that its observations would not affect the merits of the investigation. 

Such misleading communication had the effect of reinforcing the boycott campaign and 

creating an erroneous impression amongst market participants regarding the legality of the 

Informant's business.  

 

104. Likewise, Mr. Sanjay Kumar Raghuvanshi, National Spokesperson of AIDA, circulated the 

communication concerning the requirement of Principal Certificates for retailers dealing in 

pesticides, which, as noted by the DG, incorrectly referred to the provisions of the 

Pesticides Act while cautioning that members should immediately discontinue dealing with 

online platforms or face consequences under the applicable regulatory framework.  

 

105. The Commission is of the considered view that these communications were not isolated 

acts of dissemination but formed an integral part of the coordinated enforcement of the 

boycott campaign initiated by OP-1 and OP-2. By issuing and circulating such misleading 

and coercive communications, both Mr. Pravinbhai Patel and Mr. Sanjay Kumar 

Raghuvanshi actively facilitated and promoted the anti-competitive conduct of the 

Associations.  
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106. In view of above, the contention of OPs regarding defense under Section 48(2) of the Act 

that their individual officers acted in representative capacity exercising constitutional rights 

with no personal commercial interest, no mens rea and with due diligence, is not tenable. 

Accordingly, the Commission holds that they are liable under the provisions of Section 

48(3) of the Act for the contravention committed by OP-1 and OP-2. 

 

107. Therefore, the following persons are found to be in contravention of the provision of 

Section 3(3)(b) of the Act and liable under the provisions of Section 48 of the Act: 

 

S. No. Person Liable Liable under 

Section 48(1) of the 

Act 

Liable under 

Section 48(3) of 

the Act 

1.  Mr. Manmohan C. Kalantri 

(OP-3) 

As President, Agro 

Input Dealers 

Association (AIDA) 

Signed Letter 

dated 05.08.2022 

on behalf of OP-1 

2.  Mr. Arvindbhai Jerambhai Patel 

(OP-4)  

As Secretary Agro 

Inputs Dealers 

Association (AIDA) 

and Coordinator 

Agro lnput Welfare 

Association (AIWA) 

Signed undated 

Letter  

3.  Mr. Pravinbhai Patel, General 

Secretary, AIDA 

- Issued letter 

dated 13.06.2024  

4.  Sanjay Kumar Raghuvanshi, 

National Spokesperson AIDA 

- Issued and 

circulated 

message  

 

Order 

 

108. After considering all the material available on record, IR and submission of the parties, the 

Commission finds that OP-1, OP-2, OP-3, and OP-4 have acted in contravention of provisions 

of Section 3(3)(b) read with Section 3(1) of the Act. Accordingly, the Commission, in terms 

of Section 27(a) of the Act, directs the OPs and their respective officials who have been found 

liable in terms of provisions of Section 48 of the Act, to cease and desist in future from 

indulging in conduct found to be in contravention of the provisions of the Act.  
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109. As per Section 27(b) of the Act, the Commission is empowered to impose such penalty, as it 

may deem fit which shall be not more than ten per cent of the average of the turnover or 

income, as the case may be, for the last three preceding FYs, upon each of such person or 

enterprise which is a party to anti-competitive agreement. Though in terms of proviso to 

Section 27(b) of the Act, the Commission, in case any agreement referred to in Section 3 of 

the Act has been entered into by a cartel, may impose upon each producer, seller, distributor, 

trader or service provider included in that cartel, a penalty of up to three times of its profit for 

each year of the continuance of such agreement or ten per cent of its turnover or income, as 

the case may be, for each year of the continuance of such agreement, whichever is higher. 

The Commission, considering the nature of the organisations involved in the contravention, 

deems it appropriate to not invoke the proviso of Section 27(b) of the Act.  

 

110. In determining the quantum of penalty upon enterprises and their individual persons the 

Commission is required to consider the Penalty Guidelines. The Commission, subject to the 

facts and circumstances of each case, may consider a period of three years preceding the year 

in which the IR is received by the Commission. The IR was received on 28.01.2025. 

Accordingly, relevant FYs to be considered for imposition of penalty are FYs 2021-22, 2022-

23 and 2023-24.  

 

111. Considering the nature and gravity of the contravention and nature of the industry, the 

Commission finds it appropriate to impose penalty @10% of the average relevant income on 

all the OPs and individual persons liable under Section 48 of the Act.   

 

112. Further, in terms of the Penalty Guidelines, the Commission notes that the OPs have 

cooperated with the investigation and that this is their first violation of provisions of the Act. 

Therefore, keeping in view the nature of the OPs and the abovesaid mitigating factors, the 

Commission decides to impose penalty @5% of average income on each OP and individual 

person held liable under the provisions of Section 48 of the Act. 

 

113. Accordingly, the amount of penalty imposed on the OPs and individuals is tabulated below: 
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Penalty on OPs and individual persons liable under Section 48 of the Act 

Name  Average 

Income 

Penalty Imposed 

@5% of 

Average Income  

Agro Input Dealers Association (OP-1) 16,17,773 80,889 

Agro Input Welfare Association (OP-2) 78,45,375 3,92,269 

Mr. Manmohan.C Kalantri (OP-3) 99,78,068 4,98,903 

Mr. Arvindbhai Jerrambhai Patel (OP-4) 14,94,347 74,717 

Mr. Pravinbhai Patel, General Secretary of AIDA 1,83,543 9,177 

Mr. Sanjay Kumar Raghuwanshi, National 

Spokesperson, AIDA 

1,72,433 8,622 

 

114. Accordingly, the Commission directs the aforementioned OPs and their individuals to deposit 

the penalty amount within sixty (60) days of the receipt of this order.  

 

115. The Commission, in terms of Section 27(g) of the Act, also directs the contravening OPs to 

organise a competition compliance training programme in order to spread awareness about 

competition laws and to promote a culture of competition compliance within their 

associations and submit a compliance report within a period of sixty (60) days from the date 

of receipt of this order.  

 

134. Before parting with the order, the Commission deems it appropriate to deal with the request 

of the parties seeking confidentiality over certain documents/information filed by it under 

Regulation 36 of the General Regulations. Considering the grounds given by the parties for 

the grant of confidential treatment, the Commission grants confidentiality to such documents 

/ data / information in terms of Regulation 36 of the General Regulations, subject to Section 

57 of the Act, for a period of three years from the date of passing of this order. It is however 

made clear that nothing disclosed in the public version of this order shall be deemed to be 

confidential or deemed to have been granted confidentiality, as the same have been used and 

disclosed for purposes of the Act in terms of the provisions contained in Section 57 thereof. 

Accordingly, the Commission directs that two versions of the present order may be issued 



  
Public Version 
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i.e., the public version shall be served upon the Informant, the OPs and their respective 

individuals and the confidential version shall be shared with the OPs in the confidentiality 

ring viz., OP-1, OP-2, OP-3 and OP-4 through members of the confidentiality ring. The public 

version of the order shall be prepared keeping in mind the confidentiality requests and the 

provisions of Section 57 of the Act read with Regulation 36 of the General Regulations. For 

convenience, it is directed that the confidential version of this order may be provided to such 

ring members/ individuals through one of the ring members, who may then share the same 

with the other ring members nominated by the concerned OP. OP-1 and OP-2 are directed to 

serve a copy of the confidential version of this order upon their respective individual(s) upon 

whom penalty has been imposed for the purpose of compliance of this order. 

 

116.  Any pending application(s) filed by the parties shall be deemed to be disposed of in light of 

the above order. 

 

117. The Secretary is directed to forward certified copy of the present order to the parties and their 

respective individuals, in terms of the above directions.  

 

 

Sd/- 

(Ravneet Kaur) 

Chairperson 

 

 

Sd/- 

(Sweta Kakkad) 

Member 

 

 

Sd/- 

(Deepak Anurag) 

Member 

New Delhi  

Date: 21.08.2026 


