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SUPREME COURT 

● Late Arbitral Awards are Not Automatically Void; Courts Can Grant Extensions 
Post-Award. 

● Arbitral Proceedings Conducted Before Substitution Remain Valid; No “Blank Slate” 
Restart. 

● Proceedings Commence on Issuance/Receipt of Section 21 Notice, Not the Filing 
of a Section 11 Petition. 

● Challenges to the Existence/Validity of an Arbitration Agreement are for the 
Arbitrator to Decide Under Section 16. 

● Omission Of Separate Section 21 Notices Does Not Invalidate an Award if the 
Dispute Falls Under the Arbitration Clause. 

● Only The “Court” Under Section 2(1)(E) (Principal Civil Court) Has Jurisdiction Over 
Section 29A Extensions, Not the Appointing High Court. 

● High Courts Cannot Re-Appreciate Evidence or Substitute Their Interpretation of 
Contracts; Interference Is Limited to Section 34 Grounds. 

● Appointments By a Party Official (Under Seventh Schedule) Are Void Ab Initio and 
Cannot Be Waived by Mere Participation. 

● Contractual Clauses Allowing One Party to Unilaterally Decide Disputes Are Invalid 
and Cannot Oust Arbitration Rights. 

● Finality Clauses Barring Statutory Remedies Under Arbitration Act Are Void. 

 

 

HIGH COURT 

● Failure To Commence Arbitration Within 90 Days Does Not Automatically 
Terminate Interim Protection. 

● Section 17 Relief That Would Effectively Restore a Terminated Determinable 
Contract Cannot be Granted. 

● The Mandate of a Tribunal Does Not Terminate with The Resignation of One 
Arbitrator; Substitution Under Section 15 Preserves Prior Proceedings. 

● Mere apprehension or suspicion of bias is insufficient to set aside an award; stricter 
standards for judges do not apply to arbitrators. 

● Courts may permit AI-assisted tools for document management in arbitral 
proceedings. 

 

Sneak Peek 
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LATE ARBITRAL AWARDS ARE NOT 
AUTOMATICALLY VOID; COURTS 
CAN GRANT EXTENSIONS POST-
AWARD 

Case: C. Velusamy v. K. Indhera 

Citation: 2026 INSC 112 

Court: Supreme Court  

Findings: (1) A delay in delivering an 
arbitral award beyond the timeline 
prescribed under Section 29A of the 
Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 
(“A&C Act”), does not automatically 
render the award a nullity. In the present 
case, the High Court had appointed a 
sole arbitrator, and upon completion of 
pleadings, the 12-month period under 

Section 29A was triggered. Although the 
parties consented to an extension of the 
mandate, the arbitrator delivered the 
award beyond the extended deadline. 
The High Court dismissed the extension 
application, treating the belated award 
as a nullity. (2) The Supreme Court 
allowed the appeal, setting aside the 
High Court’s ruling and remitting the 

Section 29A petition for fresh 
consideration on its merits. The Court 
clarified that courts retain the power to 
grant extensions for the delivery of an 
award even after the expiry of the 
arbitral mandate, subject to appropriate 
conditions such as fee reductions or 
costs. 

Comment: This judgment rectifies a 

draconian interpretation of Section 29A, 
emphasizing that the provision is a 

procedural timeline, not a jurisdictional 
gatekeeper. It aligns with the pro-
arbitration principle of preserving 
awards rather than nullifying them for 
procedural delays, ensuring that the 
parties’ efforts and the tribunal’s work 
are not wasted due to administrative 
lapses. 
  

ARBITRAL PROCEEDINGS 
CONDUCTED BEFORE 
SUBSTITUTION OF ARBITRATOR 
REMAIN VALID; NO “BLANK SLATE” 
RESTART 

Case: Ankhim Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. Zaveri 
Construction Pvt. Ltd. 

Citation: 2026 INSC 137 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) When a substitute 
arbitrator is appointed under Section 
15(2) of the A&C Act, the new Arbitral 
Tribunal (“AT”) must continue the 
arbitration from the stage the previous 
tribunal had reached. (2) In the present 
case, hearings had been conducted over 
a period during an IBC moratorium. 

Upon substitution of the AT, the High 
Court declared the prior proceedings 
null and void. The Supreme Court set 
aside only that portion of the High 
Court’s order which nullified the earlier 
proceedings, holding that substitution 
must preserve the time and resources 

invested by the parties. The prior 
proceedings were validated, and the 

substitute arbitrator was directed to 
continue from the stage already 
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reached. (3) The appeal succeeded in 
part, reinforcing the principle that 
arbitrator substitution preserves the 
continuity of prior proceedings and does 
not warrant their technical nullification. 

Comment: The decision reinforces the 
continuity of arbitral proceedings and 
prohibits courts from imposing a “blank 
slate” approach upon arbitrator 

substitution. It underscores minimal 
judicial interference and efficiency, 
ensuring that prior hearings and 
evidence are not wasted, thus 
streamlining the arbitral process. 

 

PROCEEDINGS COMMENCE ON 
ISSUANCE/RECEIPT OF SECTION 21 
NOTICE, NOT THE FILING OF A 

SECTION 11 PETITION 

Case:  Regenta Hotels Pvt. Ltd. v. M/s 
Hotel Grand Centre Point & Ors 

Citation: 2026 INSC 32 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) Arbitral proceedings 
commence upon the issuance and 

receipt of a notice under Section 21 of 
the A&C Act, and not upon the filing of a 
court petition under Section 11 for the 
appointment of an arbitrator. (2) In this 
case, the appellant had obtained interim 
relief under Section 9 and subsequently 
issued a Section 21 notice well within 
the 90-day window prescribed under 
Section 9(2), followed by a Section 11 

petition thereafter. The Karnataka High 
Court vacated the interim relief, holding 

that arbitration had not been initiated. 
The Supreme Court reversed this order, 
restored the injunction, and confirmed 
the date of the Section 21 notice as the 
date of commencement of arbitral 
proceedings for all relevant timelines. (3) 
The Court clarified that the 90-day 
window under Section 9(2) for 
commencing arbitration is triggered by 

the order granting interim relief, and that 
compliance is to be measured by the 
issuance of the Section 21 notice, not by 
the filing of a Section 11 petition. 

Comment: This judgment provides a 
crucial clarification on the primacy of the 
Section 21 notice. It settles a common 
procedural confusion, establishing a 
clear and unambiguous starting point for 

arbitration, which is essential for 
determining timelines for interim relief 
and limitation periods. 

 

CHALLENGES TO THE 
EXISTENCE/VALIDITY OF AN 
ARBITRATION AGREEMENT ARE FOR 
THE ARBITRATOR TO DECIDE UNDER 
SECTION 16. 

Case: M/s Salson Liquors Pvt. Ltd. v. 
United Spirits Ltd 

Citation: 2026 SCC OnLine SC 335 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) A three-judge bench of the 
Supreme Court dismissed a Special 
Leave Petition challenging a Calcutta 

High Court order, holding that 
challenges to the genuineness or valid 
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execution of an agreement containing an 
arbitration clause are not preliminary 
issues for the court to decide under 
Section 11(6A) of the A&C Act. (2) The 
petitioner had alleged that the 
agreements were forged and the High 
Court ruled that this question could be 
examined as a preliminary issue by the 
arbitrator. The Supreme Court affirmed 

this approach, noting that arbitral 
proceedings had already commenced, 
and directed the arbitrator to determine 
the validity of the agreement as a 
threshold matter before proceeding to 
the merits, leaving all contentions open. 
(3) The Court clarified that there is no 
requirement for courts to first determine 
the genuineness of an agreement before 
appointing an arbitrator. Instead, it 

upheld the principle that the arbitrator 
has primary jurisdiction to decide the 
validity of the arbitration agreement, 
relying on the precedent in Vidya Drolia 
v. Durga Trading Corporation1. 

Comment: This decision reaffirms the 
principle from Vidya Drolia, reinforcing 
the “kompetenz-kompetenz” doctrine. It 

limits judicial interference at the referral 
stage, allowing the arbitral tribunal to 
decide on its own jurisdiction, including 
complex issues of fraud or forgery, thus 
streamlining the process.  

 

 

 

 
1 Vidya Drolia v. Durga Trading Corporation, (2021) 2 
SCC 1. 

 
OMISSION OF SEPARATE SECTION 21 
NOTICES DOES NOT INVALIDATE AN 
AWARD IF THE DISPUTE FALLS 
UNDER THE ARBITRATION CLAUSE. 

Case: M/s Bhagheeratha Engineering Ltd. 
v. State of Kerala 

Citation: 2026 INSC 4 

Court: Supreme Court  

Findings: (1) The notice under Section 21 
of the A&C Act serves primarily to fix the 
arbitration commencement date for 
limitation purposes and is not mandatory 
for the validity of arbitral proceedings or 
the resultant award. (2) In the present 
case, an adjudicator had rendered a 
decision which was subsequently 

challenged. The District Judge set aside 
the arbitral award, and the Kerala High 
Court Division Bench upheld this 
determination. The Supreme Court 
reversed, finding that the omission of 
separate Section 21 notices for certain 
disputes did not invalidate the tribunal’s 
jurisdiction over all claims under the 
broad arbitration clause. (3) The Court 

set aside the Kerala High Court’s 
judgment and restored the arbitral 
award in its entirety, clarifying that 
Section 21 non-compliance is non-fatal 
when disputes fall within the arbitration 
agreement2. 

Comment: The ruling adopts a pragmatic 
approach, prioritizing the substance of 
the dispute over procedural 

2 Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai v. M/s 
R.V. Anderson Associates Ltd., 2026 INSC 228. 
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technicalities. It ensures that awards are 
not set aside for hyper-technical failures 
that do not affect the underlying 
jurisdiction of the tribunal, furthering the 
efficiency of arbitration. 

 
ONLY THE “COURT” UNDER SECTION 
2(1)(E) (PRINCIPAL CIVIL COURT) HAS 
JURISDICTION OVER SECTION 29A 

EXTENSIONS, NOT THE APPOINTING 
HIGH COURT. 

Case: Jagdeep Chowgule v. Sheela 
Chowgule & Ors 

Citation: 2026 INSC 92 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) The Supreme Court 
resolved a key jurisdictional conflict, 

holding that under Section 29A of the 
A&C Act, “Court” means the principal 
civil court of original jurisdiction as 
defined in Section 2(1)(e), and not the 
High Court or Supreme Court that may 
have appointed the arbitrator under 
Section 11(6). (2) In this family dispute 
over estate matters, the Bombay High 
Court had appointed the tribunal. When 

the mandate expired, appellants filed a 
Section 29A (4) extension application 
before the City Civil Court. Respondents 
challenged this, arguing only the 
appointing High Court had jurisdiction. 
The Single Judge referred it to a Division 
Bench, which ruled that Section 29A 
applications must return to the Section 
11 court. (3) The Supreme Court 

 
3 The court relied on MMTC v. Vedanta Ltd., (2019) 4 
SCC 163. 

unanimously reversed, clarifying that 
appointment jurisdiction (Section 11) is 
distinct from supervisory and extension 
powers (Section 29A), which vest 
exclusively in the Section 2(1)(e) court, 
regardless of who constituted the 
tribunal. Section 42 (jurisdiction bar) 
does not apply to Section 11 
proceedings. 

Comment: This judgment settles a 
significant procedural conflict, providing 
clarity and preventing forum shopping. It 
streamlines the process for seeking 
extension of the arbitrator’s mandate by 
centralizing all post-award and 
supervisory functions in a single, 
statutorily designated court.  

 

HIGH COURTS CANNOT RE-
APPRECIATE EVIDENCE OR 
SUBSTITUTE THEIR 
INTERPRETATION OF CONTRACTS; 
INTERFERENCE IS LIMITED TO 
SECTION 34 GROUNDS 

Case: Jan De Nul Dredging India Pvt. Ltd. 
v. Tuticorin Port Trust  

Citation: 2026 INSC 34 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) The Supreme Court set 
aside a Division Bench order of the High 
Court which had, under Section 37 of 
the A&C Act, reversed a Section 34 
order that had upheld an arbitral award3. 
The Court reiterated that interference 
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under Section 37 is strictly limited to the 
grounds available under Section 34 
(patent illegality/public policy), courts 
cannot re-appraise evidence, substitute 
contract interpretations, or act as 
appellate forums. (2) The underlying 
dispute pertained to a dredging contract, 
wherein the arbitral tribunal had 
awarded compensation for idling 

charges, finding that certain equipment 
was covered under the contractual 
terms despite not being expressly 
named therein. The Single Judge upheld 
the award. However, the Division Bench 
set it aside, holding that such idling 
compensation was impermissible. (3) 
The Supreme Court restored the Single 
Judge’s decision and the arbitral award 
in its entirety, holding that the tribunal’s 

reasonable interpretation of the 
contractual term “equipment” to 
encompass the machinery in question 
was neither perverse nor contrary to 
law. The appeal was allowed with costs. 

Comment: This ruling is a strong 
reinforcement of the pro-arbitration 
principle of minimal judicial intervention. 

It sends a clear message that High 
Courts must exercise restraint under 
Section 37 and cannot second-guess the 
merits of an arbitral award, thereby 
preserving the finality and efficiency of 
arbitration. 

 

 

 

 

 
APPOINTMENTS BY A PARTY 
OFFICIAL (UNDER SEVENTH 
SCHEDULE) ARE VOID AB INITIO AND 
CANNOT BE WAIVED BY MERE 
PARTICIPATION 

Case: Bhadra International (India) Pvt. Ltd. 
v. Airports Authority of India  

Citation: 2026 INSC 6 (CIVIL APPEAL 
NOS. 37-38 of 2026) 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) A Constitution Bench of the 
Supreme Court held that the unilateral 
appointment of an arbitrator by a party 
falling under the categories listed in the 
Seventh Schedule of the A&C Act, such 
as an employee or a person connected 
with the management of a party, is 

void ab initio. (2) In the present case, two 
entities had formed a consortium for 
ground handling services at Indian 
airports. When disputes arose, the 
Chairman of one party, who fell squarely 
within the Seventh Schedule categories, 
unilaterally appointed a sole arbitrator. 
The arbitrator recorded a verbal “no 
objection” from both parties and, 

following joint extensions of the 
mandate, rendered a nil award. The 
aggrieved party subsequently 
challenged the award under Section 34, 
raising the ground of ineligibility under 
Section 12(5) for the first time at that 
stage. (3) The Court ruled that 
disqualifications arising under the 
Seventh Schedule cannot be waived by 
mere participation in the proceedings, 

silence, or a verbal expression of no 
objection. A valid waiver, the Court held, 
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must take the form of an explicit written 
agreement executed after due 
disclosure. Relying on the precedent 
established in HRD Corporation v. GAIL 
(India) Ltd4., the Court set aside the 
award in its entirety and directed the 
parties to approach the court for 
appointment of a neutral arbitrator 
under Section 11. 

Comment: This landmark judgment 
strengthens the principles of neutrality 
and impartiality in arbitration, carrying 
on the trend from its judgements in TRF5 
and Perkins Eastman6 away from 

unilateral appointments that had been 
validated prior to the 2015 amendments 
in Raja Transport7. By closing the 
loophole of waiver by conduct, it 

ensures that the constitutional mandate 
of fairness is upheld, particularly in 
disputes involving state-owned entities. 

 
CONTRACTUAL CLAUSES ALLOWING 
ONE PARTY TO UNILATERALLY 
DECIDE DISPUTES ARE INVALID AND 
CANNOT OUST ARBITRATION 
RIGHTS. 

Case: M/s ABS Marine Services v. The 
Andaman and Nicobar Administration 

Citation: 2026 INSC 274  

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) Contractual clauses which 
permit one party, particularly the State, 

 
4 HRD Corporation v. GAIL Ltd, (2018) 12 SCC 471. 
5 TRF Ltd v. Energo Engineering, (2017) 8 SCC 377 
6 Perkins Eastman Architects v. HSCC (India), 2019 
SCC Online SC 1517 

to unilaterally adjudicate disputes and 
treat its own decision as final and 
binding are invalid on the ground that no 
party can be a judge in its own cause8. (2) 
Such clauses conferring finality or 
clauses containing “excepted matters” 
cannot override the fundamental 
requirement of a neutral adjudicatory 
mechanism, especially where disputes 

concerning breach or liability are 
involved. Emphasizing the principles of 
fairness and natural justice, the Court 
clarified that all parties must retain 
access to arbitration or judicial review 
and that contractual drafting cannot be 
employed to exclude independent 
dispute resolution or deprive a party of 
its remedy. (3) In the present case, the 
Administration had unilaterally 

recovered substantial penalties under a 
crewing contract following a vessel 
grounding dispute. The arbitral tribunal 
had invalidated the finality provision 
contained in the contract, and the 
Supreme Court upheld this 
determination, directing refund of the 
recovered amount along with interest. 

Comment: This judgment is a significant 
check on the arbitrary power of state 
entities in contracts. It reaffirms that 
fundamental principles of justice cannot 
be contracted out and that access to an 
impartial forum is a non-negotiable right, 
especially when the state is a party. 

7 Indian Oil Corporation v. Raja Transport, (2009) 8 
SCC 520 
8 Central Inland Water Transport Corp v. Brojo Nath 
Ganguly, (1986) 3 SCC 156. 
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FINALITY CLAUSES BARRING 
STATUTORY REMEDIES UNDER 
ARBITRATION ACT ARE VOID. 

Case: Disortho S.A.S. v. Meril Life Sciences 
(P) Ltd 

Citation: (2025) INSC 352 

Court: Supreme Court 

Findings: (1) The Supreme Court 
restored an arbitral award that had been 
rendered in favour of the claimant under 
a distribution agreement, where the 
respondent had relied upon a finality 
clause in the contract to resist arbitral 
jurisdiction. The High Court had set 
aside the award on the ground of 
jurisdictional exclusion. The Supreme 

Court overturned this determination and 
reinstated the award in its entirety. (2) 
The arbitral tribunal had invalidated the 
finality provision contained in the 
contract, holding it to be void under 
Section 28 of the Contract Act, 1872, on 
the basis that it barred the statutory 
remedies available under Sections 34 
and 37 of the A&C Act. The Supreme 

Court upheld this finding. (3) The Court 
held that finality clauses cannot oust 
arbitration rights or permit one party to 
unilaterally determine disputed liability9. 
The decision complements the ABS 
Marine Services ruling by specifically 
applying Section 28 of the Contract Act 
to arbitration agreements, reinforcing 
the principle that parties cannot 

 
9 Branch Manager, Magma Leasing and Finance Ltd. v. 

Potluri Madhavilata, (2009) 10 SCC 103. 

contractually bar the statutory right to 
challenge an award. 

Comment: This decision reinforces that 
contractual provisions attempting to 
exclude judicial review or arbitration 
rights are void. It preserves the core 
supervisory role of courts under the 
A&C Act and ensures that no party can 
be left without a remedy through clever 

contractual drafting. 
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FAILURE TO COMMENCE 
ARBITRATION WITHIN 90 DAYS 
DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY 
TERMINATE INTERIM PROTECTION. 

Case: Health Resorts International Pvt. 
Ltd. v. Marriot Hotels India Pvt. Ltd. 

Citation: 2026: KER: 16312 

Court: Kerala High Court 

Findings: (1) The Kerala High Court held 
that the failure to commence arbitral 
proceedings within the 90-day period 
prescribed under Section 9(2) of the 
A&C Act does not automatically 
terminate the Section 9 proceedings or 
the interim protection granted 
thereunder10. (2) The Court clarified that 
Section 9(2) requires commencement of 
arbitration within 90 days from the order 
granting interim protection, and not 
from the first order passed in the 
proceedings. The Court observed that 
the statutory scheme is designed to 
ensure that interim protection remains 
effective in practice, and since the 
statute expressly empowers the court to 
extend time without prescribing a rigid 
outer limit, any narrow interpretation 
would defeat the legislative intent 
underlying the provision. (3) The Original 
Petition seeking termination of the 
proceedings was accordingly dismissed. 
The Court reaffirmed that interim 
measures under the A&C Act are 
intended to protect substantive rights 
and cannot be extinguished on technical 
or procedural grounds. 

 
10 Sundaram Finance Ltd. v. NEPC India Ltd., (1999) 
2 SCC 479. 

 
SECTION 17 RELIEF THAT WOULD 
EFFECTIVELY RESTORE A 
TERMINATED DETERMINABLE 
CONTRACT CANNOT BE GRANTED 

Case: M/s R. K. Associates and Hoteliers 
Pvt. Ltd. v. Indian Railway Catering and 
Tourism Corporation Limited (IRCTC) 

Citation: ARB. A. (COMM.) 11/2026 

Court: Delhi High Court 

Findings: (1) The Delhi High Court 
dismissed an appeal under Section 37 of 
the A&C Act challenging an arbitral 
tribunal’s refusal to grant interim relief 
under Section 17. The dispute arose 
after IRCTC terminated a catering 
contract citing repeated service 

deficiencies and complaints. The 
appellant sought restoration of the 
contract through interim measures 
before the tribunal, which was declined. 
(2) The Court upheld the tribunal’s 
decision, emphasizing that the contract 
was determinable in nature and 
therefore could not be specifically 
enforced, particularly at an interim stage. 

The Court held that granting such relief 
would amount to indirectly granting final 
relief, which is impermissible. The Court 
further noted that where monetary 
compensation constitutes an adequate 
remedy, interim protection ought not to 
be granted. (3) The Court reiterated that 
the scope of interference under Section 
37 is extremely limited. The Court held 
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that so long as the arbitral tribunal’s view 
is plausible and supported by evidence 
on record, including documented 
complaints and penalties in the present 
case, the appellate court ought not to 
interfere, thereby reinforcing the 
principle of minimal judicial intervention 
in arbitral proceedings. 

 
THE MANDATE OF A TRIBUNAL DOES 
NOT TERMINATE WITH THE 
RESIGNATION OF ONE ARBITRATOR; 
SUBSTITUTION UNDER SECTION 15 
PRESERVES PRIOR PROCEEDINGS. 

Case: Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 
v. Planet cast Technologies Ltd. 

Citation: OMP (COMM) 380/2019 

Court: Delhi High Court 

Findings: (1) The Delhi High Court held 
that the resignation of a presiding 
arbitrator does not automatically 
terminate the mandate of the entire 
arbitral tribunal or invalidate 
proceedings conducted prior to such 
resignation. The Court clarified that such 
a situation is squarely governed by 

Section 15 of the A&C Act, which 
mandates the substitution of the 
arbitrator in accordance with the original 
appointment procedure agreed upon by 
the parties. (2) The Court emphasized 
that the contractual mechanism for 
appointing a substitute arbitrator must 
be exhausted in the first instance, and 
recourse to the court under Section 11 
is available only upon the failure of such 

mechanism. The Court held that parties 
cannot bypass the agreed appointment 

procedure merely on account of the 
resignation of one member of the 
tribunal. (3) The Court further held that 
the principle of continuity of arbitral 
proceedings must be preserved, and 
accordingly, all proceedings conducted 
prior to the resignation remain valid. The 
reconstituted tribunal is entitled to 
continue from the stage already 

reached, thereby ensuring procedural 
efficiency and preventing the derailment 
of the arbitral process on account of the 
resignation of an individual arbitrator. 

 
MERE APPREHENSION OR 
SUSPICION OF BIAS IS INSUFFICIENT 
TO SET ASIDE AN AWARD; STRICTER 
STANDARDS FOR JUDGES DO NOT 

APPLY TO ARBITRATORS. 

Case: C & E Limited and Others vs. Feather 
Touch Limited and Others 

Citation: APO/184/2023 

Court: Calcutta High Court 

Findings: (1) The Calcutta High Court 
held that mere apprehension or 
suspicion of bias on the part of an 

arbitrator is insufficient to warrant the 
setting aside of an arbitral award. In the 
present case, the parties had mutually 
agreed upon a senior advocate as the 
sole arbitrator, who subsequently 
rendered an award in favour of one 
party. The award was challenged on the 
ground that the arbitrator had prior 
professional associations with an entity 

linked to the successful party. A Single 
Judge accepted this contention and set 
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aside the award. (2) The Division Bench 
reversed the Single Judge’s decision and 
restored the arbitral award in its 
entirety. The Court emphasized that 
arbitrators, unlike judges, are typically 
drawn from specialized professional 
backgrounds and may have past or 
ongoing associations within the industry. 
The Court held that such associations, 

without more, do not constitute a valid 
ground for impugning an award. (3) The 
Court further held that imposing the 
same stringent standards of impartiality 
applicable to judges upon arbitrators 
would fundamentally undermine party 
autonomy and the effective functioning 
of the arbitral process11. The Court 
clarified that challenges to arbitral 
awards on the ground of bias must 

satisfy a high threshold, and that 
generalized allegations of professional 
proximity, absent demonstrable 
evidence of actual bias or prejudice, are 
insufficient to vitiate an otherwise valid 
award. 

 
COURTS MAY PERMIT AI-ASSISTED 
TOOLS FOR DOCUMENT 
MANAGEMENT IN ARBITRAL 
PROCEEDINGS. 

Case: Gammon v. Chennai Metro Rail 
Corpn.  

Citation: Arb. O.P. (Comm) No. 45/2025. 
 
Court: Madras High Court 

 
11 Accord, State of Chhattisgarh v. M/s Sal Udyog Pvt. 
Ltd., (2022) 7 SCC 428.  

Findings: (1) The Madras High Court, in 
a first-of-its-kind order, permitted the 
use of an AI-assisted tool to assist in the 
analysis and management of voluminous 
arbitral records in an ongoing arbitration 
matter12. The order was passed with the 
consent of both parties, who agreed to 
utilise the tool on a trial basis and 
provide feedback on its efficacy. (2) The 

Court clarified that the role of the AI 
system is strictly limited to providing 
support in organising, searching, and 
structuring documents, and that it 
cannot perform any adjudicatory 
function whatsoever. The Court 
specifically held that the tool is barred 
from drawing legal conclusions, 
assessing the credibility of evidence, 
interpreting the intent of the parties, or 

expressing legal opinions on any aspect 
of the dispute. (3) The Court observed 
that the objective of introducing such 
technology is to reduce the time and 
effort involved in handling large volumes 
of records, particularly in complex 
commercial arbitration disputes. The 
order underscores the willingness of 
courts to embrace technological tools to 

enhance procedural efficiency, while 
firmly preserving the adjudicatory 
function as the exclusive domain of the 
tribunal. 

   

  

12 Gammon Engineers and Contractors Pvt. Ltd. v. 
Chennai Metro Rail Limited*, Arb. O.P. (Comm) No. 
45/2025. 
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