YONGNDI & FABODE-BA LOGUN: Suprem Courry Decisipg i Mains
:— or V Nigeria Refnsurunce ¢ o Ples I the Suprome ¢ o1, Py
An ~ -

SUPREME COURT'S DECISION IN .-uA//»L?m/;‘ETBANK CAPITAL 1 7 & ANOR v
NIGERIA REINSURANCE copp PLC:ISTHE SUPREME COURT PR()-ARB[T‘RATION?*

ract
z,b:,:-guabl_m arbitration has become q universafly acceptable means of ',s'enling Commereig) disputes
which offers several advantages than litigation, Iy Nigeria, Several legal yng nstitutiona) e
being put in place 10 encouryge e developmen r)/'(/l'/)i/rulion 4y a-complimen, 10 litioay;,
several drawbucks. I arbitration would develop Nigeria 19 4n enviahle height, he role of (he
Judiciary camior be overemphasized as the Court plays vital jofes before, during ang afier the arbitrq)]
proceedings. This paper through doctripgy research methodology, Critically appraises (he Supreme
Court’s decision in the case of Mainstyeer Banik Capital 4. v NMigeriy Rez‘n.\'urance C Arporation py,.
é‘: highlighting s implications oy the developmeny of arbitration i Nigeria. Iy identifies landmines
that a person Seeking Nayv of Proceedingy pending arhitrajon el c/m//'/‘ug “narbitratip,
c/anse/agreelhenl. must note 1o quejy /rm.'i/lgr a parp: litiearey dispures intended 1y be arbitrated The
paper found the decision has re-echoed the pownt thar an urbitraiion agreemeny iy 4 contract; does nor
oust the .jui'r'.s‘d/bnbn of a court hur merely suspeneds 1 he paper recommends [ the immediaze
review of the Arbinration and Conciliarion Act 1988 10 incorpwye the ¢/eve/opmenla/ strides in e

Judgment arif urges arbitrarpy Practitioners especially lavvers 1, subscribe 1 Professiongt frainig
Keywords- Arbitration, Nigerig, Stay of 'Pr/)ceeding Arbitratipn 4 Sreemeny, Lifigunon

Today in Nigerja, severa| EXamples abound tq the fact (hay arbitration g 23ining venern| acceptability
within disputes settlement circle gs compliment o arbitration, ! This includes the consistent
establishment of arbitration Institutions: in Nigeria such us the Lagos Count of Arbitration: Charter
Institute of Arbitrators United Kingdom, Nigeria Branch, Charter Institute of Arbitrators of Nigeria,

ADR Society of Nigeria angd the varigus Stare Multi-daoorg Court Houses (MDCHs) has arburation a¢
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e ol the doors.” Hence. the various High Courts Civil Procedure Rules {HCCPRSs) makes room for
anncitble settlement of which arbitration is the most preferred option. While there has been Consistent
ampaign by arbitration protagonists for its full entrenchment in Nigeria, the fact is that the role the
jnchiciary has to play in order to achieve this is enormous. The reason is that aside the fact that before.

pertaining to arbitration particularly stay of proceedings, appointment of arbitrator, enforcement and
setting aside of arbitral awards, refusal or anti-arbitration injunction, etc. Recently, the Supreme Court
of Nigeria delivered judgment in Mainstreer Bank Capital Litd. v, Nigerian Reinsurance Corporation
Ple.” wherein the Court dealt extensively with several nuances of arbitration. Some of which include
the meaning and nature of arbitration, the Jurisdictional tension created by an arbitration
clause/agreement vis-a-vis arbiiral tnbunal and Court, the important issue of stay of proceedings
pendmg arbitration as provided for under section 4(1) and 5(1) of the Arbitration and Conciliation
Act', the binding effect of an arbitration clause between the parties. This decision has far reaching
pronouncements on the desired growth and development of arbitration in Nigeria especially that the
Supreme Court unequivocally, stated Judicially delineate its hitherto sweeping statement in Op;
Obembe v. Wemabod Estates Ltd’ The main 2#0 of this article s to examine the impact of this
decision on arbitration in Nigeria by highlighting its merits and demerits and based on that make vita)
recommendations (owards overcoming the demerits with a view to fostering the growth of arbitration.

For the pumpose of presentation, the ariicle is divided nto four parts. Part one contains the
mntroduction. Part two is a review of° the fact and decision in Mainstreet Bank ¢ apital Ltd. v. Nigerian
Retnsurance Corporation Ple.” Pan three discusses various nuances of arbitration that the case dealt
with by highlichting the impact of the decision on these issues against the background of the clamour
for growth of arbitration in Nigeria. Part four contains the conclusion and recommendation based on
the lindings in the preceding sections.

2. A Survey of Mainstreet Bank Capital Ltd. & Anor. v. Nigeria Reinsurance Corp Pl
Before a review of the decision of the Supreme Court in Mainstreer Bank Cupital Lid. v. Nigerian
Reinsurance Corporation Pl is undertaken, it is pertinent, howbeit. passively to adumbrate on the

*E. A Akeredolu, ‘Enforcement of Alternative Dispute Resolution Agreements: What is New under the
Lagos Multi-door Court House Law?” Vol. 6, No. |, Nigerian Bar Journal 2010. Pp..201-202.

"[2018] 14 NWLR (P1. 1640)423.

* Arbitration and Conciliation Act [988 Cap. A1§ LFNN 2004.

*(1977) 5 SC 70 (Reprint).

"[2018] 14 NWLR (Pt. 1640) 423,
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subject of arbitration.® According to Ajokwu azburduon. 1 the fajr fesolution of 5 dispute between
¢ .

law, 1y i the reference of a dispye

-10 v
POsits thay
more partjes agree to submyjt 4

‘arbitration is a private alternative dispute resolution mechanism where

selected by the parties to hear in an adjudicatory manner the dispute between

lime agreed upon by the parties whereby at the end of the proceedings, decision known as an award
is 'given which is final and binding on the parties 1o the arbitration’* Sublime from the above definition
is the fact that arbitration js private, flexible, confidential and informa| 'S

-

From I/h;’above definitions, one issue that needs further articulation g the: question. s arbitration un

ADR process? Thus, with regard to the statutory and institutional status pfy,
it has been doubted whether arbitration can be described as an ADR procegy According 10 Oroga
Agomo,'® ‘the general stand on this ssue is fluid in that opinions e divided." Ry i b
nature, arbitration has some of the features of ADR properly so-calleq ;

rbittation, 1n recent times.

AECter s e
and some of the features of

U.D.M. Lew, L. A. Mistelis & 8. Kioll, Compararive Internationgy Commercial
Kluwer Law International, 2003, Pp. 1-3.

'F. Ajokwu, Commercial Arbitration i Nigeria: Law and Practice, Lagyg. Mbeyi: and
Ltd., 2009, P. 5. He posits that ‘therefore, arbitration js a4 method of dig T
third party, an arbitrator, conducts an evidentiary hearing and/or FEVIEWS \yrire o
parties. Upon consideration of the evidence, the arbitrator makes a tegally binding deci
enforced in the same manner as a civil court Judgment. The basis for the i
parties (o submit or refer their dispute to arbitration, The strength ol'arhnraum, lies in the enabling law tha
contfersit with the san¢tion oFenforcement once g final award is made in  judicioys manner®

Y. A, Ajetunmobi, Alrernarive Dispute Resolution and Arbirration iy Nigeriy, 4, 2w, Theory and Practice,
Lagos, Princeton and Associates Publishing Co. Ltd.. 2017, P, 105, '
"'See Hirst L J dictum in " Callaghan v. Coral Racing Lid, [1998] WL “’444030, I
"*See generally London & Amsterdam Propertios L. Waterman /’r/rmm-,y/,‘,/, L. [2003] EWHC 3059
(TCC).

"Ajetunmabi, (No. 8) Op. it P. |06,

“D. T Eyongndi, “International Arbitration Agreement under Nigerian |
Vol. I, No. 5, Babeock Socio-Legal Journal 2016, P.111.

“G. Ezejiofor, The Law of dvbitration in Nigeria, Lagos. Longman. 2005, p. 3 3 s

“A_J. Orojo & M. A. Agomo, Law and Practice of Arbitration and o, Witrtayy 1 Nigersa, Lagos. Mbeyi
and Associates (Nigeria) Lid.. 1999, p_ 4.

Arbitration, London,

sion which can be
Irbitration s the consent of the
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adjudication through court procesg,. Thus, arbiteation can he hkened 1o 4 by which has the leatures of
a bird as well as @ mammal. Since arbitration has the features of ADR which are absent in coyry

litigation, it is regarded as an ADR process nonetheless. These ADR features of arbitration in

autonomy of the parties. informality of the process and proceedings, confidentiality, privacy and
mtoxicity of outcome (relationship fostering). On the other, weighty arguments have been advanced in
support of the position that arbitration is not an ADR process, in fact, dispute resolution mechanism
have been classified into three, litigation, ADR and arbitration,"” Chukwuemerie'® i support of the
view that arbitration is distinct and different from ADR and litigation Posit as follows:

Let it immediately be said very, clearly that arbitration is no longer regarded as an
ADR. Though an alternative to litigation in the general sense, Experts in the field

sufficiently exposed J litigation... is el pleased to easily understand the
principles and workings of arbitration ang such ADR as conciliation.

ligation while the fiet that it is conducted in a judicial manner makes it Synonymous to litigation. ™
Agomo and Orojo have present weighty arguments against classifying arbitration as an ADR process,
they argue as follows:

:E. 0.1

L. A,
ADRs),

by the will of the parties. This is why it is often said thay said that mediation is an
‘interest-based procedure”, Thirdly, in an arbitration, a party’s task is 1o convince

Akpata, The Arbitration Law in Focus. Lagos, West A fnean Book Publishers L1d ,» 1997, P. 163,
Chukwuemeric, ‘An Overview of Arbitration and (he Alternative Dispute Resolution Methods

A Journal of the Civil Litigation Committoe uf the Nigerian Byr Association, Lagos, Pearls
ublishers, 2010, Pp. 10018 atP, 100,

Ajetunmobi, (No. 8) Op. vir. Pp. 107-10%.
See England gy Wales Cracker Boary Led, v Kaneria [20) SEWHC 1074 ¢ omm) i 27, Per (Cooke .
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have said above, jt is submitted that arbi.trarion IS in @ curious Position when
discussing ADR processes. It is basically a form of adjudication though fike ADR
Properly so-called, it is also an altemative to liigation,”!

The above assertion s worthy of scrutiny. The assertion that ‘an agreement to enter into arbitration
will be enforced by the Courts whereas agreements 10 enter into an agreement to enter into an ADR
Process will not be” js misleading. Arbitration |ike any other ADR process within commercial sphere
is purely contractual (subject to instances where it has been made statutorily as the first option for
dispute resolution e.g. where 3 statute establishing an agency Provides where the agency transacts with
anybody and 2 dispute arises. arbitration or any other ADR process will first be resorted to, thus, any
contractual obligation of the agency, is subject (o such a provision) ang Once parties have so agreed oy
any mode of settling their dispute, upon itg vecumrence, the court woylg enlorce such an agreenen
where same s valid and subsisting, Thus, it does not matter whether the dgreement is a4 mediu oy,
conciliation, negotiation, early neutra evaluation, mini-trial, rent 4 Judge or artitration agreement,
Court recognition and enforcement 1S not an exclusive advantage of arbitration hut any other lawfy)
means of dispute resolution chosen by the parties: including media, negotiation, conciliation, ete,
Hence, to assert therefore that an agreement to arbitrate wil| pe enforced and other ADR agreements
will not be is not correct and enforcement of an arbitration agreement cannot fe advanced as g
distinguishing feature distinguishing it from ADR,

The facts of the Laseare as follows: The Appellants commenced an-action against (he Respondent at
the Federal High Count by way nf Onginatmg Summons, [ the action, they sough; several issues jnrey
ulie, determination ol iheir shareholding sars and nghes iy the R_esp.nndem. and rtheiy right 1o
participate in the meetings and management of the Respondeng PUTSUant to the MOUS gnd underwriting
agreement berween (he ¢ Appellant and the Respondent. They sought |f declaratory reliefs against
the Responderit in the event that the sujy Was determined in theiy lavour. Upon being served with the
Origimning Summons, (he Respendent entered  conditional 4PPpeurance and fifed 1 Narice of
Pr{:iimin:}ry t)b'j_ccliun (NPOY to the Jurisdiction of the Couyi on the ground that the Appellants failed
10 comply with clagse 7 uFthe MOU. which provided that uny dispute arising from the MOUJ may he
resolve i aecordance wirly ke Provisions of ithe ACA, The Appellants mposed the abijection.

! Drojo & Agomiv, | N 40O ocie p s
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v::.scqucmly, the Respondent file counter-affidavir and written address in Opposition o (ke
vrigination summons; a motion for extension of time to file counter-affidavit and written address in
Opposition to the originating summons; und an affidavit of comphance. The Respondent denijed most
of the pertinent depositions of the Appellant in the affidavit in support of the onginating summons and--
challenged the Appellant’s claim for dividends on the ground that none has been declared for jis
shareholders for (e Year preceding the suit. The Appellants contended that the several acts of the
Respondents constitutes waiver of their right to seek stay of proceedines pending arbitration as they

fulfill Certain conditions different from those prescribed in section (1) of the ACA, their application
ought 10 haye be refused. Consequent Y, the Court of Appeal allowed the Respondent appeal and set
gside the Judgment of the trail court but refused to hear the originating summons on its merit but
transfer the Suit to the general cause list to be heard by another Judge. Thus, the Appellant being
dissatisfie but some part of the judgment appealed to the Supreme Court which dismissed the appeal

thitration Pursuant to which the Respondent sought for an order of the court staying proceedings
2nding arbitration reads thus:
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The first paragraph of the above arbitration clause is faulty. The fauj 15 in the
lex urbitri. The supposed applicable law to the arbitration is the Arbitration and
A I8 LFN 2004 however, instead of selecting it in 4 mandatory term of ‘shall’ or a1 |

3

3. Mainstreer Bank Capital Ltd. & Anor. v. Nigeria Reinsurance Corporation Pl and the
Development of Arbitration in Nigeria
Several principles of arbitration were enunciated and expounded in this case. This section of the paper

nature by means other than the courts. Thus, where parties so decides, the Courts are statutorily
enjoined under the Arbitration and Conciliation Act™ to give effect to this agreement Thus, it is
possible for a party if defiance to such an agreement to commence proceedings in court on a subject
matter which the parties have agreed to settle through arbitration. Where this happens, the other party
has the options of waiving the agreement and litigates or applies to the court to stay the proceedings
and refer the parties to arbitration.* The above position is the purport of sections 4 and 5 of the ACA.
For clarity sake, section 5 of the ACA provides as follows:

If any party to an arbitration agreement commences ay action in any court with

respect to any matter which is a subject of arbitration agreement any party to the

arbitration may, at any time after appearance and before delivering any pleading

or taking any steps in the proceeding, apply to the court to stay the proceedings.

A court to which an application is made under subsection (1) of this section may.

if it is satisfied-(a) there is no sufficient reason why the matter should not be

referred to arbitration in accordance with the arbitration agreement; and (b) that

the applicant was at the time when the action was commenced and still remams

ZArbitravon and Conciliation Act 1988 Cap. A 18 LFN 2004. X
= Section 2 Arbitration and Conciliation Act 1988 Cap. AI8 LFN 2004.
** Section 4 and 3 Arbitration and Conciliation Act 1988 Cap. AI8 LFN 2004
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ready and willing to do all things necessary to the proper conduct of the
arbitration, make an order staying the proceedings.

[, the Respondent case against the Applicants’ originating summons was that it was brought "
contrary to the provisions of clauses 7 and 8 of the MOU. Particularly clause 7 thereof provides tha}_
disputes between the parties would be submitted to a one man arbitration panel to be conducted in
accordance with the provisions of the ACA. Y However, the Respondents in applying to the Trial
Court to stay proceeding and order the parties to arbitrate took certain steps beyond the expected steps.
Before there is further amplification on this, it is germane (o highlight a crucial sublime point made by
the court with regard to the relationship between the jurisdiction of court and an arbitration clause or
any other ADR clause in a contract. The court adopted the definition of arbitration as contained in
Black’s Law Dictionary 8" Edition thus “arbitration is a method of dispute resolution involving one or
more neutral third parties who are usually agreed to by the disputing parties and whose decision is
binding.™** The neutral third party referred to in the definition is the arbitrator as the court had held in
cases such as Nigerian National Petroleum Corporation v. Lutin Investment Lid. & Anor>’ and Kano
State Urban Development Board v. Fanz Construction Company Ltd.” The Court succinctly described
the nature of arbitration by emphasizing that it is purely consensual. Thus, the parties have a choice,
they may choose to have their dispute resci¥ed by a court of law or they may choose to have it
decided by an arbitrator as it was held in Ras Palgazi Construction Co. Lid. v. Federal Capital
Development Authority™ Deductively, it can be safely asserted that every arbitrable dispute is a
litigable dispute but not every litigable dispute is arbitrable and this partly underscores the doctrine of
arbitrability and the immutabilicy of the jurisdiction of the court by an arbitration agreement.* Thus,
where the parties opt for arbitration as opposed to litigation, they are at liberty based on the principle
of party autonomy (o choose the how the arbitration is to be conducted as well as the law that will
guide the procedure provided this does not contravenes the public policy for the time being applicable,
lhus, based on this agreement of the parties, the duty of the court is to respect same and pronounce on
itand not to make a contract for them or rewrite the one they have already made as was held in JES
Investments Lid. v. Brawal Line Lid & Ors.”’ and Sona Breweries Plc. v. Peters.™ This, goes to show
that an application for stay of proceedings pending arbitration is an attestation to the fact that an

321'2()18] [4 NWLR (Pt. 1640) 423 ar 433-434, Paras. G-A

* Ibid, at P. 444, Paras. B-C.

"7 [2006] 2 NWLR (Pt. 965) 506.

* [1990] 4 NWLR (Pt 142) 1. .

“”) (2001] LPELR-2941 (SC) at 12, Paras. E-F.; [2001] 10 NWLE (Pt 722) 559.

M. O. Ajayi, D. T, Eyongndi & K. Q. Onu, "Arbitrability and the Doctrine of Party Autonomy under
Nigerian Arbitration Law: Same or Strange Bed Fellows?® Vol. 6, University of thadun Journal of Public
c:rlml International Law:, 2016, Pp. 169-172,

. [2010]18 NWLR (Pt.1225) 495
7 [2005] 1 NWLR (Pt 908) 478,
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arbitration clause or any other none litigation dispute resolution clause 1y 4 contiact does not oust (e
Jurisdiction of court but at. most, merely keeps the court's Junsdiction a abevanee
the application is for the court to ‘stay proceeding pending arbitration® ang DOt 10 “quash’ o “‘prohibit’
the court from further proceedings. Thus, a court can only stay proceedings over 3 dispute that it has
the power to conduct the proceedings and not otherwise. Hence, a stay of Proceedings is an action in
exercise of jurisdiction to conduct the proceedings. This point was underscored by the Supreme Court
in Obembe v. Wemabod Estates Lid.* Per Fatia-Williams JSC (of blessed memory) thus:

As we have pointed out, any agreement to submit a dispute to arbitration, such as

the one referredto above, does not oust the Jurisdiction of the court. Therefore,

either party to such an agreement may, before a submission to arbitration or an

award is made, commence legal proceedings in respect of any claim or cause of

action included in the submission,*

I'his s the reason

to the extent of its inconsistency because it seeks to oust the Jurisdiction of rhgxoun."" Thus, stay of
proceedings is not as of right but discretionary. As to application for stay of proceedings, the law is
that a party seeking the court to exercise its discretion to srant stay of proceedings, ‘must have taken
no step in the proceedings.”® Thus, where a party takes a step beyond seekino for a stay of

therefore unintended opted to litigate. The principle of taking a step in the proceedings was enunciated
by Fatai William CJN (of blessed memory) in Obembe v. Wemabod Estates Ltd.” in a rather omnibus
manner as the court did not specify step (s) if taken by an applicant, would amount to waiver of the
right to seek a stay of proceedings. Thus, in the case under review, the Respondent/Applicant at the

24/11/2014; motion on notice for extension of time to file the counter affidavit and written address in
opposition to the originating summons files on 26/11/2014; and affidavit of comphiance filed on
26/11/2014. These are steps beyond applying for a stay of proceedings. The Court of Appeal had it
plausible manner attempted to periscope the rather blanket statement of Fatia William CIN in the case

" (19775 SC Reprint 70,

* See alsa Ciry Engineering Nigeria. v, Federal Housing Authorizy (1997) LPELR-868 (SC) at 21-25
Paras. D-C,

* See generally section 34 Arbitration and Conciliation Act 1988 Cap. A18 LEN 2004,

MV Lupexv. N O, ¢ & S Lid. [2003] 15 NWLR (Pt. 844) 469, =

T(1977) 5 $C Reprint 70
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arlier position in cases such as
10-Afrie Agricultyrqy &

Y - Ola (Nig ) Ple.t and
=% 20rs. v Min; 3 v}/;uo/'alion
Anor.* Hence, the me Court aptly Tecognized thijg anathema ang held thag-
fespect to the lower court, j

Supre

* Any step taken apart from seeking a stay
seeking 1o oust the jurisdjcy;

) amouns ¢, a Step in the Proceedings
applicant is pres tved hig right to insist
agreement. Indeed, ; 1
objection being hearyd

the objection Was overruled, the court would p,
Case.

and the

CXxtreme urgency to Preserve the reg. make

9 SC Repring 70.

2NWLR (py, | V79) 5304t 55, Paras; A-E,

6 NWLR (Pt.553) | 4t 183, Paras. E-F.

4NWLR (py. 1183) 135
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an application ohey than Merely Chterng ap appeay s
unconscionable 1, expect thyy Where it js necessary 1 lake Preservey

C sty g Precludeg It 1y
ps € Intereg of the

. e seq St L For EXamp|e, Where the
respondent enters »p appearance anq4 3Pplies for a marey, vl —on™ agajng, the pa :

ol 015 overy)
Temoving assets from the JUnisdiction of the Court as wej| a5 Seat of grp; fc Strate rhy
Outcome of ap AWard; it woy)q be fools hardy o €Xpect such 4 Panty to folq his nd ajloy, the

perfection of such a roguish a¢p. While an arbitration award cap pe EXecuted 4p, ere
the justice System mugt pe Operated jt 4 Manner that 5 Party is sayeq from avoided €Xpenseg an
done i ﬁmherance of'this should ne¢ Prejudice a person 's right, Thus, Steps taken nas;j

ion wh
€Xpedience requires jt would not pe €emed a5 tbreclosure to the nght o apply fbx: Stay oceedine
cCause they are beyond the control of the p ho s Constrained ¢ take them Preserye his
interest.

Another ﬁmdamental ISsue hxghlighted n the cage jg the appropriate language In which ap arbitratioy,
clauge ought 1o pe Couched in_ IS not €nough g Just have 5, arbitration clause Inserted jp 4 Contracy
or as ap independem agreement either befpra or after the OCcurrence of 4 dispute by ¢ € must pe

a
applicable Jay (i.e. the Arbitration and Conciliatio Act) wag Made applicabje dis‘crcnnn:ny. I
arbitration clause jn the Moy between ¢ € parties wyg Couched 44 follows ‘this memoran gy, Wil by
£0vemned by Nigerian Laws and Any dispyte arising therefrom may he resolveq by the Vrbitrution anef
Conciliation Act Cap. Alg LFN 2004 or any Statutory Modificatiop Or enactmen, thereor iy the: e
being in force, ¥ ' ' : | '

disputes js through arbitratjon o be regulated by the ACA. However, the use of the dixcre(iunur_v word
‘may’ in the Selection of the applicable |3y, is 4Nomaloys, Tha implication of this jg that any party
could choose t10 be boupg by the ACa as far as the arbitralion jg toncerned, Thjs Practice shoyq

avoided ag jr Creates OPportunity fo, avoided disagreement which May lead 1o delay. Ajokwy, in

substance of the 4greemeny, then there s a defective basis for arbitration, The
arbitration Clause myq not be ambiguoyg of the Oplions Available 1, Parties, ag

* This is a Preemprory equitable injunction granted by the Court 15 Prevent , party from Temoving g
assets from rhcjurisdiclinn oF the Coyry S0 that where the Judgmen; ol the Courr jg fendered againg; him/iy,
the judgmen; Creditor would be aby)e 4, Salisty the Iudgmeny by Execution,

4 ,- A/ 197
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“hus. itis zermanie for the parties to ensure that the wordings of their a
1 mandatory terms which are clear and unambiguous ex
rbitration rather than anv otler dispute resolution
wough which their dispuice iy 1o be settled.

rbitration agreement are framed
plicating the fact thar they have agreed that
mechanism, including litigation is the means

Conclusion
rbitration has become the dispute settlem
rcause of its several advantages over other

1 to enforce same. Tiws, it is trite tha
ol doubt. that it js pro-arbitration. Based on the above
itory backing to the decision of the S
ication for stay of proceedings; thé !
steps listed in the decision. Also, t i
'Cry sector to continue to enlighten

nkerous litigation so that more persons can embrace it

—
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