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SUMMARY OF FACTS  
 
The parties contracted for the sale of land. The appellant in this court (Miss Anne) was the vendor 
while the buyer was the respondent (Miss Victoria). They agreed that Miss Victoria would pay a 
consideration of 1,500,000 Kenyan shillings, with 230,000 Kenyan shillings as the deposit. They 
later disagreed as to the mode of payment of the balance, which was 1,270,000 Kenyan shillings, 
leading them to refer the dispute to arbitration as per their agreement. While the respondent 
attended the arbitral award hearing, the appellant and her advocate failed to do so. Notably, the 
arbitrator had sent a notification of the arbitral award hearing to both parties. The notice of the 
publication of the award was equally sent to both parties after it was rendered. The respondent 
then went head to enforce the award in court. Prior to this, she served upon the appellant a copy 
of her application to enforce the award.  
 
Nonetheless, the appellant at the High Court strongly averred that neither her nor her advocate 
had been served with the said documents. On this basis, she sought a refusal of enforcement of the 
award. From the written submissions of the parties, the High Court concluded that the appellant had 
sufficient notice of the arbitral award hearing. It was also proved that Miss Victoria sent a copy of 
the arbitral award to Miss Anne. She also sent a notice of the application to enforce the award, 
and the court had an affidavit of service from Miss Victoria to prove the same. The appellant’s 
application against the respondent thus failed at the High Court.  
 
In the Court of Appeal, it was noted that the heart of the appeal rested on the appellant’s claim 
that she and her advocate received no documents indicating the notice of the arbitral award 
hearing as well as the intention of the respondent to enforce the award in court. Notwithstanding 
her claims, the respondent tendered proof of service of a copy of the award and the notice to 
enforce the award through affidavits of the court servers. This was later corroborated by the 
appellant’s affidavit which stated that she had received a letter from the arbitrator with a copy of 
the award together with a copy of the award from the respondent’s advocates.  
 
ISSUES  
 
1. Whether the notice of publication or the making of the award had been served and the effect 
of failure to serve.  

2. Whether the award was served  

3. Whether the application to enforce the award was served.  

4. Whether there was a right of recourse to the superior court or this court  
 

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION  

 



 
 

 
On the issue of service, the court held that service had been duly effected. Whilst the appellant 
and her advocate failed to attend the hearing of the arbitral award, it is uncontested that they 
received service of the documents as per the affidavits produced in court. Further evidence of such 
service could be seen in the appellant instructing her advocate to make an appeal against the 
award, which shows that she was aware of the arbitral award hearings.  
 
The court also held that the appellant’s application was unmerited. This was because it alleged that 
documents were not served upon her after the award was already rendered. Any claim for due 
process had to be made before the award was rendered. Further, the grounds of appeal did not 
disclose any of the grounds for setting aside an award under section 35 (2) or the grounds for 
refusal of enforcement or recognition of an award under section 37 (1).  
 
Additionally, the court held that the High Court lacked the jurisdiction to interfere with the 
enforcement of the award. As per section 10 of the act, courts are barred from interfering with the 
matters governed by the act unless otherwise provided. Because of the intervention of the superior 
court, the award was yet to be enforced ten years later. Thus, in light of the objectives of arbitration, 
which include finality of the award and speedy enforcement, the superior court ought not to have 
entertained the application. The Court of Appeal also asserted that the applications brought before 
the High Court with regards to the award were incompetent because they all occurred years after 
the arbitral award had been issued. This was contrary to section 35 (3) which mandated all parties 
to file their setting aside applications 3 months after the delivery of the arbitral award.  
 
Concerning the issue of whether the appellant had a right to recourse in the superior courts, it was 
held that the appellant had no right of recourse to bring her matters before them. This decision was 
based on section 39 of the act, which requires the prior consent of both parties before the 
intervention of the court. Moreover, the court, under section 39 (2) may only consider issues of law 
and not of fact. Since the application before it did not meet these requirements, the court averred 
that the appellant had no right to bring her case before it. One of the reasons why the High Court 
failed to enforce the award was owing to reasons of public policy. However, the Court of Appeal 
stated that it was also against public policy to fail to recognize the finality of arbitral awards and 
their subsequent enforcement. It also clarified that issues of public policy only arise where there is 
illegality that would be inimical to the public good or offensive to an ordinary, reasonable, and 
fully informed member of the public.  
 
Finally, the court reiterated that the finality of arbitral awards and a pro-arbitration policy was 
the golden thread that run across all arbitration acts of states, many of which were modelled upon 
the UNCITRAL Model Law on International Commercial Arbitration. Owing to these principles, courts 
are restricted from judicial review of arbitral awards unless otherwise permitted by the arbitration 
act in question. Hence, it is in the public interest to safeguard the expediency of arbitration by 
keeping judicial intervention to a strict minimum.  
 
HOLDING  
 
The court found that the appellant’s application was unmerited based on non-compliance with the 
Arbitration Act, specifically section 35 (3) which sets the time limitation to three months, and  



 
 

section 39 which outlines the requirements for adjudication over a matter that was previously 
referred to arbitration.  

 
RATIONALE  
 
The court’s finding was based upon the principle of finality of awards and their subsequent 
enforcement. Relying on American jurisprudence, the court was of the view that the finality of 
arbitral awards and their subsequent enforcement ought to be respected. Otherwise, arbitration 
would lose its core appeal of expediency and timeliness. The court’s reasoning was also based upon 
the role of courts in arbitration, which was unnecessary unless they were invited to intervene by the 
arbitration act in question. Thus, judicial review of arbitral decisions had to be very minimal.  
 
CASE RELEVANCE  
 
Under section 35 (3) of the Act, parties are not allowed to make applications to set aside an arbitral 
award after 3 months. These timelines should be strictly enforced to ensure that arbitration achieves 
its core value of expediency and timeliness. Courts should therefore embrace a pro-arbitration 
policy and refrain from judicial review of arbitral matters especially where the timelines for raising 
complaints have elapsed.  

 

Section 39 of the Act sets out specific requirements for the court’s intervention in a matter already 
submitted to arbitration. The prior consent of all parties should be obtained before submitting it to 
the court. Further, the court may only address issues of law and not of fact. While such an 
intervention is originally reserved for the High Court, the parties may also submit the matter to the 
Court of Appeal if they agree to do so before the award was given. Alternatively, their questions 
of law must be of general importance in the eyes of the court to the extent that it substantially 
affects the rights of the parties. Failure to meet these requirements will result in the court’s refusal 
to adjudicate the matter  
 


