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INTRODUCTION 
 
Arbitration, as a mechanism for resolving commercial disputes, has gained prominence for 
its flexibility, efficiency, and global recognition. However, the interpretation of arbitration 
agreements, particularly in international commercial contracts, often gives rise to 
complexities, especially when determining the "seat" of arbitration, the "venue" of 
proceedings, and the jurisdictional implications that follow. In Arif Azim Co. Ltd. v. 
Micromax Informatics FZE1, the Supreme Court of India addressed these intricacies, 
offering much-needed clarity on the interplay between the seat and venue in arbitration law. 
 
BACKGROUND OF THE DISPUTE 
 
The dispute arose out of a Consumer Distributorship Agreement ("Agreement") executed 
in Kabul, Afghanistan, between Arif Azim Co. Ltd. ("Arif"), an Afghanistan-based company, 
and Micromax Informatics FZE, a UAE-based entity. The Agreement governed the 
distribution of consumer electronics in certain designated territories. It included a detailed 
arbitration clause specifying that disputes would be resolved under the UAE Arbitration and 
Conciliation Rules, with Dubai being designated as the "venue". The governing law of the 
Agreement was UAE law, and Dubai Courts were granted "non-exclusive jurisdiction". 
 
During the tenure of the Agreement, some goods were supplied by Micromax India (an 
entity related to Micromax Informatics FZE), after which disputes arose regarding payments 
and credit balances under the Agreement. Arif invoked arbitration and sought the 
appointment of an arbitrator under Section 11(6) of the Indian Arbitration and Conciliation 
Act, 1996 ("Arbitration Act"). The key issues were whether Indian Courts had jurisdiction 
to entertain the petition and whether Dubai, as mentioned in the arbitration clause, was the 
"seat" or merely the "venue" of arbitration. 
 
KEY LEGAL ISSUES BEFORE THE SUPREME COURT 
 
In the present matter, the Supreme Court was faced with three primary questions: 
 

1. Whether the petition filed under Section 11(6) of the Arbitration Act was 
maintainable, given the international nature of the Agreement and the reference to 
laws of UAE and UAE Arbitration Rules? 

 
2. Did the choice of UAE law and UAE Arbitration Rules in the Agreement exclude the 

applicability of Part I of the Arbitration Act? 
 

3. Was Dubai designated as the "seat" of arbitration, conferring exclusive jurisdiction 
on Dubai Courts, or was it merely a "venue" for procedural purposes, leaving room 
for Indian Courts to exercise jurisdiction? 

 

 
1 2024 INSC 850. 
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SUPREME COURT'S FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
 
On Maintainability and Part I of the Arbitration Act 
 
The Supreme Court began by examining the maintainability of the Section 11 application in 
light of the international elements of the arbitration agreement. It referred to earlier 
precedents, including Bhatia International v. Bulk Trading SA2 and Bharat Aluminium 
Co. v. Kaiser Aluminium Technical Services Inc.3 ("BALCO"), to clarify the distinction 
between domestic and international arbitration. 
 
Under the BALCO framework, Part I of the Arbitration Act applies to arbitrations seated in 
India, unless specifically excluded by the parties. Conversely, if the arbitration is seated 
outside India, Part I does not apply, except to the extent expressly agreed upon by the 
parties. In this case, the arbitration agreement clearly stipulated that it shall be governed by 
UAE Arbitration Rules and laws of UAE, effectively excluding the applicability of Part I. This 
rendered the Section 11 Application filed in India untenable, as the Indian Courts lacked 
jurisdiction to appoint an arbitrator. 
 
The Supreme Court highlighted that parties to an international arbitration agreement have 
the autonomy to decide the governing law, procedural rules, and jurisdictional framework. 
It emphasised that Indian Courts must respect the parties' choice, particularly when the 
agreement unequivocally designates a foreign seat and governing law. 
 
On Venue and Seat of Arbitration 
 
The distinction between "seat" and "venue" of arbitration has long been a contentious issue. 
The seat of arbitration determines the curial law and the Courts exercising supervisory 
jurisdiction, while the venue is typically the physical location where hearings are conducted. 
However, ambiguities in drafting often lead to disputes about whether a designated venue 
also serves as the seat. 
 
In this case, the arbitration clause designated Dubai as the "venue" but did not explicitly 
mention the "seat." The Apex Court referred to the "closest connection test" and the Shashoua 
principle, which establish that the designation of a venue is presumed to indicate the seat 
unless there are clear indicators to the contrary. Here, the choice of UAE Arbitration Rules 
and laws of UAE, along with the non-exclusive jurisdiction of Dubai Courts, led the Supreme 
Court to conclude that Dubai was the seat of arbitration. 
 
The Supreme Court noted that the designation of Dubai as the seat conferred exclusive 
supervisory jurisdiction on Dubai Courts. This finding was pivotal, as it precluded Indian 
Courts from intervening in the arbitration process, including appointing arbitrators under 
Section 11 of the Arbitration Act. 
 
On Jurisdiction and Party Autonomy 
 
The Supreme Court further elaborated on the interplay between jurisdiction clauses and 
party autonomy. It emphasised that the parties' intent, as reflected in the arbitration 

 
2 (2002) 4 SCC 105. 
3 (2012) 9 SCC 552. 
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agreement, is paramount. In this case, the inclusion of a "non-exclusive jurisdiction" clause 
for Dubai courts did not dilute their primary jurisdiction as the seat of arbitration. Instead, it 
allowed the parties to seek remedies in other jurisdictions only in exceptional circumstances 
without undermining Dubai's primacy as the seat. 
 
The judgment reaffirmed the principle that the seat of arbitration is the cornerstone of the 
arbitral framework, determining the procedural and supervisory law applicable to the 
arbitration. By honouring the parties' choice of seat, the Supreme Court upheld the 
autonomy of the arbitration process and ensured that it remained free from unnecessary 
judicial interference. 
 
Implications of the Judgment 
 
The Supreme Court's ruling in this case has significant implications for arbitration practice 
in India and internationally. The judgment provides valuable guidance for drafting 
arbitration agreements by clarifying the distinction between seat and venue. It reinforces 
the importance of using precise language to avoid ambiguities that can lead to jurisdictional 
disputes. 
 
The judgment also highlights the centrality of the seat in determining the curial law and 
supervisory jurisdiction. This principle ensures that arbitration remains a predictable and 
efficient mechanism for resolving disputes, particularly in the context of international 
commercial contracts. Parties entering into such agreements must carefully consider the 
implications of designating a venue versus a seat and ensure that their intentions are clearly 
reflected in the agreement(s). 
 
Lessons for Drafting Arbitration Agreements 
 
This judgment serves as a critical reminder for businesses and legal practitioners to exercise 
diligence when drafting arbitration agreements. Ambiguities in the designation of the seat 
and venue can lead to protracted litigation, defeating the purpose of arbitration as a swift 
dispute resolution mechanism. 
 
To avoid such issues, parties should: 
 

1. Clearly specify the seat of arbitration and the governing law to minimise 
interpretational disputes. 

 
2. Avoid using terms like "venue" interchangeably with "seat". 

 
3. Ensure that jurisdiction clauses are consistent with the designation of the seat and 

do not create conflicting obligations or ambiguities. 
 
By adopting these best practices, parties can ensure that their arbitration agreements are 
robust, enforceable, and aligned with their commercial objectives. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Supreme Court's judgment marks an important step forward in the evolution of 
arbitration law in India. By addressing critical issues related to the interpretation of 
arbitration agreements, the Supreme Court has provided valuable clarity on the distinction 
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between venue and seat, the limits of Indian Courts' jurisdiction, and the importance of party 
autonomy. 
 
This decision reinforces the principle that arbitration is a party-driven process that requires 
minimal judicial intervention. It also highlights the importance of precise drafting in 
arbitration agreements, ensuring that the parties' intentions are clearly reflected and 
enforceable. For businesses engaged in cross-border transactions, this judgment serves as 
a timely reminder of the need for meticulousness and foresight in structuring arbitration 
clauses. 
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