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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

Application No. 005/2025 (CJT)

In the name of Allah, the Gracious, the Merciful

In the name of His Highness Sheikh Mohammad

Bin Rashid Al Maktoum, Ruler of Dubai

In the hearing session held in the Remote Litigation

Chamber, on Monday 13-10-2025.

1. Presided by H.E. Justice Abdul Qader Mossa,
Chairman of the Conflict of
Jurisdiction Tribunal

2. H.E. Justice Ali Shamis Al Madhani, Deputy
Chairman of the Conflict of
Jurisdiction Tribunal,

3. H.E. Dr Abdullah Saif Al Sabousi Secretary
General of the Dubai Judicial Council,

4, H.E. Justice Omar Juma Al Mheiri, member of
the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal,

5. H.E. Justice Essa Mohamad Sharif, member of
the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal,

6. H.E. Justice Shamlan Abdulrahman Al
Sawalehi, member of the Conflict of
Jurisdiction Tribunal,

7. H.E. Justice Khalid Yahya Taher Al Hosani,
Chief Justice, member of the Conflict of
Jurisdiction Tribunal,

8. And in the presence of the Registrars Mr
Mohamed Abdelrahman, and Ms Ayesha
Bin Kalban
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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI Conflicts of Jurisdiction Tribunal

1. Pratik Vijay Gupta. Log> slagd sl 1
2. Jenny Gupta. Los> w2
Respondent(s) lonsus gjlizall
1- Trafigura Pte Ltd Aol sl Jdy hoxsalysdsys .1
2- Trafigura India Private Limited Siad Gl sighl hexadlys .2
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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI Conflicts of Jurisdiction Tribunal
Judgment Sl
After having reviewed and pursued the Application 9wl 388 dglaolly bl Lle g3l a=yg &l G
and after deliberation, the application has fulfilled ALl dclsl

formal conditions.

1. The facts of the case, as evidenced by the ) .
www—wébﬂ|u|w9 -1
documents and as required to support this

judgment, are as follows: The applicants Sl 3e Golie Jox) p5d oo Lo 3899 Gle3l

filed this application by means of (sgay Cdblllig loss 48 opeclizall Oig_

statement of claim and legally notified the . . .
laass giliall Ligild culely cuesgl daumin
respondent, requesting a judgment to
determine the competent court to hear I Dty Dby elld
the disputed provisional requests between .85l (0 lasde giliiall auBoll ldlall sl

the parties, and to rule that the Dubai idsll dolo b s aSlae el s

courts have general jurisdiction over all

dalziall Ol leadl geax 5d53 9 dolsll
claims and applications related to el B9 w0z b5 3

provisional attachments, provided that oi» 6l b Gie ddbaxil Oljgaal Sldb,y

these funds fall within the territorial oSbaa) Gl Golaizdl pas s Jlsod
jurisdiction of the Dubai courts, and not

u<;JL9JI .:JLQJI EERLIV @Sbo Guddg 3o

the Dubai International Financial Centre

courts.

2. The two applicants added that, on a i &ilw Fols 43‘L3 soie 5Ll Blsly -2

previous date, the respondents had filed 15 B5La5 e sslesy Lonas gilizal

claims against both of them in English

g Lol oSl slol  opgie;lizall
Courts, which issued provisional orders s Ll oS e il

and a global freeze on the applicants’ elle sol Llaol adasxs ShLLs Oyl

assets. Wi lizall sale ,Jlg.,oi e bl



o—33 d—ogS>
GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

3. However, the respondents were unable to

directly enforce these orders in the

Emirate of Dubai, so they filed
applications, before the Dubai courts, for
provisional attachments on the applicants'
assets. These applications were rejected
due to the lack of legal requirements. The
three applications were (Provisional
Attachment Application No. 351/2024,

No. 390/2024, and No. 351/2024).

Despite this, the respondents obtained a
global freeze order on the applicants'
assets in the provisional order dated April
26, 2025, issued by the Court of Appeal, of
the Dubai International Financial Centre

Courts in Appeal Application No. (CA

001/2025).
Therefore, the two applicants filed
lawsuits before the Dubai Courts as

follows:

1. The first applicant filed Civil Case No.
442/2025 with the Dubai Courts
seeking a judgment against the
enforcement of the global freezing

order issued against her and the
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invalidity of the  provisional
attachment order issued by the Dubai
International Financial Centre (DIFC)
No. (CA-001-

Courts in Appeal

2025/1).

2. The second applicant filed Civil Case
No. 418/2025 with the Dubai Courts
seeking a judgment against the
enforcement of the freezing order
issued by the London Courts and the
invalidity of the  provisional

attachment order issued by the DIFC

Courts dated April 26, 2025, in

Appeal No. (CA-001-2025/01).

In the present application, the applicants
stated in their statement of claim dated
October 20, 2025, that the judgment
issued by the Dubai International Financial
Centre (DIFC) Court of Appeal, ordering
the provisional attachment of their funds
and assets, constitutes a violation of the
provisional judgments issued by the Dubai
aforementioned

Courts, in the
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applications for provisional attachment,

which the Dubai Courts had rejected.

The applicants emphasized the existence
of conflict between the decisions, i.e., the
order issued on April 26, 2025, by the
DIFC Court of Appeal ordering the
provisional attachment of the appellants'
assets and the previous judgments issued
by the Dubai Courts of First Instance
attachment

rejecting the provisional

requests. These conflicting decisions
pertain to the same subject matter and
litigants, and relate to the same dispute.
Neither court waived its jurisdiction, and
both issued conflicting decisions. The
applicants acknowledge the existence of a
positive conflict of jurisdiction, which
necessitates the involvement of the
Tribunal to determine the competent

court.
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8. The applicants added that the Dubai

courts are courts of general jurisdiction,
and any dispute arising in the Emirate of
Dubai must be referred to the Dubai
courts unless a law stipulates the
jurisdiction of another court or body. They
further stated that in the dispute, subject
of this application, the competent court is
the Dubai courts, and that the Dubai
International Financial Centre (DIFC)
courts must cease hearing this case and
suspend all proceedings, including the
freezing order dated May 6, 2025, and its
accompanying enforcement order.

In the present application, the
respondents stated in their response
dated October 30, 2025, that they
maintain their rejection and denial of the
claims made in the statement of claim, and
that the present application does not meet
the applicable legal and substantive
grounds, as per the decree concerning the
Tribunal, as it lacks the elements that
would make the dispute, the subject of this
application, a "conflict of jurisdiction” as

defined in the provisions of the decree.
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10. The

11.

respondents added that the
applicants had not provided any evidence
of two existing and parallel lawsuits
between the same litigants before two
different judicial bodies concerning the
same subject matter. Nor had they
provided any evidence of two conflicting
judgments on the same case issued by two
different judicial bodies. These elements

of

oneness subject  matter,
simultaneous hearings of the lawsuits and
the issuance of two contradictory
judgments—are the essential pillars upon
which any genuine conflict of jurisdiction

rests.

The respondents emphasized that the
applicants’ claim of jurisdictional conflict is
merely an attempt to distort the legal
reality, and to label a legitimate and
orderly judicial relationship between the
two litigants, as a conflict. The
respondents' previous attempts to obtain
provisional orders from the Dubai courts
were rejected before the issuance of the
interim order by the Dubai Financial
Centre Courts. These facts were known to

the Dubai Financial Centre Courts when
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12.

13.

14.

they issued the interim order from the
Court of Appeal, thus completely negating

any notion of a conflict of jurisdiction.

Whereas, Article (4) of Decree No. 29 of
2024 stipulates that, the jurisdiction of
the Tribunal is limited to cases of conflict
of jurisdiction in subject-matter between
the Dubai International Financial Centre
(DIFC) Courts and other judicial bodies in
the Emirate of Dubai, unless either court
relinquishes jurisdiction over the dispute
or issues conflicting judgments.
Whereas, it is established in several

previous decisions of this Tribunal,
including Decision No. 2 of 2022 and
Decision No. 2 of 2025, that the principle
is "provisional requests or provisional
orders on funds are temporary measures
that do not affect the merits of the case,
nor do they prevent another court from
hearing the substantive case or issuing its
judgment thereon, and therefore no

conflict of jurisdiction arises from them."

Whereas, it is evident from the documents

that the present dispute is concerning a
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15.

16.

local and international asset freeze order
and disclosure of information, which is an
interim judicial order issued by the Court
of Appeal of the DIFC Courts. These are
precautionary measures that do not affect
the core of the dispute but rather aim to

protect rights until the matter is resolved.

Whereas, at the time of considering this

request, there is no actual conflict
between the DIFC Courts, which imposed
the provisional attachment and confirmed
their jurisdiction to issue such a interim
order in a final and conclusive judgment,
and the Dubai Courts, whose judge of
urgent matters did not order the
provisional attachment and did not rule on
whether or not they have jurisdiction over

the subject of the interim order.

Since no conflicting judgments have been
issued by either court on the merits of the
dispute, and since the decisions issued by
the Dubai Courts rejecting requests for
provisional attachments are merely
temporary decisions that do not affect the
merits of the dispute or the related civil

claims, which refutes the existence of a
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conflict of jurisdiction, as per the text of (le cdbll dro sy S 303l oS3l ol

Article (4) of the aforementioned decree; L. - . £
wadHl pumin eildlly @8lsll (o Gulwl e

therefore, the request remains without .

. . - bl dgzol duby Cemy Jl dzll 9939

legal or factual basis and must be rejected,

without the need to examine the

remaining aspects of the request.

The Tribunal has concluded idsladll digll & 48
Accordingly, the Tribunal decided that: dilasll &agll &y58 ade clisg
1. The Tribunal is not the competent ebdl by dggll polainl pac .1

authority to hear the dispute. 1500 glos WOBgsnnlly Huicilizall sBIL .2
2. The applicants are ordered to pay the Lol L',.i.,o‘lzJI 833lang dlolxall L=l Jy
costs; AED 1500 Advocate fee, and the eIl Jldl (33 3850 @Se
security deposit shall be forfeited to the
DIFC Courts.
4 November 2025 2025 ;10845 4

Aaxo wgo 33 sue o)l 3slew

elazdl £3l5 sail 2sladll izl

uolais il &jw iiyn Qu._l.j) ujﬁ:ilm‘glf::jfi:nl:y
A3 dogs>
H.E. Justice Abdulqader Moosa Mohammed e el Tt 1o resaiue
conflicts of jurisdiction between the
. . . . . . DvaCvCGI:H'I:S and ths Judicial .
Chairman of the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal suthorities in the Emirate of Dubai

Government of Dubai

This order is to be sent in digital form to the ongi &8935 0933 BlbI ] dead) 8yg00 Hbill 13n Juony

parties without the Tribunal members’ signature. slacyl
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