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Application No. 01/2026 Judicial Authority

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, 20 April 2026

1.

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

Jurisdiction Tribunal

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

Jurisdiction Tribunal,

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

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

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

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

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

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
Global Marketing Systems DMCC 00-p-p Sl ZiuiiSsle Jlsle
Guang Zhou Salvage Tl o> &iloc
Preface Axgod

Having reviewed the documents, heard the  :dJglsallg d=8lsoll &Lu.,g Bhodl Lle &>Uo>!| A=y

pleadings, and after deliberation:

1. Whereas the facts, as apparent from the case (0 Oun o> - Juonis &gl o] Co> 1

file, are that the applicant, Global Marketing iyl Juslé / dejlizall o '3 © bl
Systems DMCG, initiated this dispute against

dg>l 9 clil lia Cusd RSV IO
the respondent, Guang Zhou Salvage, by way fezloe 3 gl ) Oee i

of a duly filed and legally served application, w=>so gulluw o> &loe/ bas gilaoll

seeking in its conclusion a ruling designating leoli> § b Gols calely cucsgl 43

the Dubai Courts as the competent judicial

ASlasll danl s Sl s eSS
authority, together with a stay of the

enforcement proceedings before the Dubai PLAIWIQI‘IP!éMIJ§9§“‘WI

International Financial Centre Courts (DIFC oallzll Jlal 35 eSloe

Courts).

2. The grounds for such application are @S> 30 u|\_9-‘—w 28 &) ilglools lewd 3y 2

summarized as follows: An arbitral award had . .
3 Sl puSaill 898 ki 3S50 (po @uSl
previously been issued by the Singapore

SCMA Arbitration No :e$ M
Chamber of Maritime Arbitration in case D ee

number: SCMA Arbitration No. 25/2020 25/2020
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3. This arbitral award became the subject of
proceedings before two separate judicial
authorities within the Emirate, namely:

First: Ratification and enforcement proceedings
before the DIFC Courts under Case No. ARB-
029-2025;

- Second: Annulment of arbitral award before the

Dubai Courts under Case No. 13/2026.

4. The DIFC Courts issued an enforcement order
on 01/01/2026, while the applicant filed an
action before the Dubai Courts seeking
annulment of the arbitral award. Consequently,
a case of positive conflict of jurisdiction arose
between the two courts, as both actions
concern the same arbitral award, the same
parties, and the same legal basis, leading to the

present application.

5. The Tribunal reserved the matter for judgment

at today’s hearing
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Reply to the application

At the outset, concerning the decision issued
in Case No. ARB-029-2025 for ratification and
enforcement of the arbitral award (before the
DIFC Courts), and Case No. 13/2026 for
annulment of the arbitral award (before the
Dubai Courts), both relating to the same
arbitral award No. 25/2020 issued by the
Singapore Chamber of Maritime Arbitration,
and given that one concerns ratification and
enforcement while the other concerns
annulment, it is thereby established that a
positive conflict of jurisdiction exists between
the DIFC Courts and the Dubai Courts.
Accordingly, the application is admissible in

form.

As to the merits, and within the scope of the
grounds and relief sought before this Tribunal,
regarding the designation of the competent
court in relation to two aspects of Arbitral
Award No. 25/2020 issued by the Singapore
Chamber of Maritime Arbitration—namely: (i)
the request for recognition or ratification of
the arbitral award and any associated
annulment proceeding; and (ii) the request for

enforcement of that award. The determination

of this dispute requires, as a preliminary

bl sl
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matter, distinguishing between the legal
nature of the recognition/ ratification stage on
the one hand, and the compulsory enforcement
stage on the other, as the former concerns
giving judicial effect to the arbitral award and
recognizing it, whereas the latter concerns the
use of compulsory enforcement measures

against assets, bodies, or entities subject to

execution.

With respect to the first aspect concerning the
request for recognition or ratification of the
arbitral award, as well as any associated
annulment proceedings: Federal Law No. 6 of
2018 on Arbitration defines the competent
court as the Federal or Local court of Appeal
which is agreed by the parties or within the
Jurisdiction of which the arbitration falls. It
further sets out the scope of its application to
arbitrations conducted inside the State, any
International Commercial ~ Arbitrations
conducted abroad, the parties to which agree
to subject it to the provisions of that law, and
any arbitration arising out of a dispute
concerning a legal relationship of a contractual
or non-contractual nature, regulated by the

laws in force in the State, all in accordance with

the conditions prescribed therein.
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10.

It is established from the case file that the
parties agreed to refer the dispute to
arbitration under the rules of the Singapore
Chamber of Maritime Arbitration, that the
contractual relationship, where the dispute has
arisen, is governed by English law, and that the
arbitral award in dispute was rendered by an
arbitral tribunal seated in Singapore; while
there is no evidence that the parties agreed to
subject such arbitration to the provisions of
the UAE Federal Arbitration Law, which
suggests, within the limits of the present
matter, that the jurisdiction of the Dubai
Courts to hear recognition or ratification of the
said arbitral award, or to adjudicate any

annulment action, does not arise valid, under

the Federal Arbitration Law in this instance.

Whereas, Article 42 of the DIFC Arbitration
Law provides that any arbitral award,
irrespective of the state or jurisdiction in which
it was made, shall be recognized as binding
(within DIFC) and, upon application in writing

to the DIFC Courts, shall be enforced subject
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11.

to the provisions of that law, the Court’s Rules
of Procedure, and subject to Articles 43 and 44
thereof. The DIFC Courts have held in their
jurisprudence that, Article 42 establishes their
jurisdiction to recognize arbitral awards within
the DIFC regardless of where they were issued,
and that such jurisdiction at the recognition
stage does not, in itself, require any prior
independent connection with the DIFC. The
law has further held that Article 42 provides
for recognition and binding effect with respect

to any arbitral award.

This approach is, likewise, consistent with the

1958 New York Convention on the
Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign
Arbitral Awards, which seeks to establish
common legislative standards for the
recognition of arbitration agreements, and the
judicial recognition and enforcement of foreign
and non-domestic arbitral awards. Article lII
thereof provides that Each Contracting State
shall recognize arbitral awards as binding and
enforce them in accordance with the rules of
procedure of the territory where the award is
relied upon, without imposing substantially

more onerous conditions than what is imposed
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12.

on domestic arbitral awards. Accordingly, the
application of Article 42 by DIFC courts, when
considering recognition or ratification, remains
aligned with the governing framework of

international treaties.

Furthermore, DIFC Courts Law No. 2 of 2025
provides under Article 14(A)(5) that the DIFC
Courts shall have exclusive jurisdiction over
claims and applications for the ratification or
recognition of arbitral awards in accordance
with the Arbitration Law in force within the
DIFC As this provision is mentioned in general
terms concerning recognition or ratification of
arbitral awards, the jurisdiction thereby vests
in the DIFC Courts to hear the request for
recognition or ratification of the arbitral award
(in the current dispute), whenever such
request is properly brought before them under
the legal system in force within the DIFC.

such

Article 14(A)(7) further expands

jurisdiction to matters falling within
international treaties and convention to which
the State has acceded or is a party, which

reinforces this conclusion.
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13.

14.

15.

Since this provision is general and unrestricted
by the seat of arbitration, jurisdiction
accordingly lies with the DIFC Courts to hear
the request for recognition or ratification of
the arbitral award in dispute, provided it is
submitted in accordance with the legal and

procedural framework applicable within the

DIFC.

This conclusion is not affected by the fact that

the DIFC Courts’ Rules of Procedure,
particularly Part 43, procedurally regulate
recognition and enforcement applications
through a unified process, as such procedural
structuring does not alter the legal distinction
between two separate stages, differing in
nature and effect, nor does it obviate the
necessity of referring to the statutory

provisions governing the enforcement
jurisdiction, when determining the competent

judicial authority for execution.

As to the second aspect concerning
enforcement of the arbitral award, it is legally
established that compulsory execution is an
issue distinct from recognition or ratification;
a particular court may possess jurisdiction to

recognize an arbitral award and confer legal
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16.

17.

force upon it, without necessarily possessing

jurisdiction to  undertake  compulsory

enforcement proceedings thereof.

DIFC Courts Law No. 2 of 2025 provides under
Article 30(B)(2) that arbitral awards ratified

the DIFC Courts shall constitute

by
Enforcement Wirit Article 31(3) further
provides that the D/FC Execution Judge shall
have jurisdiction to enforce arbitral awards
ratified by the DIFC Courts in the event the
enforcement shall fall onto any of the DIFC
Bodies, DIFC Establishments, Licensed DIFC
Establishments, or any other entity within the
DIFC. Article 32 further provides that the
Enforcement Judge shall seek the assistance of
the Dubai Courts’ Enforcement Judge to
enforce Writs of Enforcement issued by the
DIFC Courts, where the object of enforcement

/s situated outside of DIFC subject to the

prescribed conditions and procedures therein.

What is evident from these provisions is that
the legislature has distinguished between the
executory character of an arbitral award

following ratification, and the judicial authority
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18.

that is competent to carry out such
enforcement. It restricted the DIFC Execution
Judge’s jurisdiction to cases where a sufficient
enforcement link exists within the DIFC,
namely where execution is directed against a
DIFC body, establishment, licensed entity, or
other entity located therein; while providing
that enforcement outside the DIFC, where
applicable, proceeds through the Dubai Courts
in accordance with the prescribed legal

framework.

As the case file is devoid of any indication that
the requested enforcement is directed against
any DIFC body, institution, licensed
establishment, or entity within the DIFC, and
whereas the present dispute, within the scope
of the parties’ applications, extends beyond
mere recognition or ratification of the arbitral
award, to determining the competent
authority for compulsory enforcement, the
jurisdictional condition for enforcement under
Article 31(3) of the DIFC Courts Law is,

therefore, not satisfied in the present matter.
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Accordingly, based on the foregoing, jurisdiction
lies with the DIFC Courts to hear the request for
recognition or ratification of the arbitral award in
dispute; however, Center’s courts do not possess
jurisdiction for compulsory enforcement, in the
present case, due to the absence of an
enforcement link within the DIFC. Therefore, the
jurisdiction for enforcement, within the limits of
this dispute, lies with the Dubai Courts as the
competent execution authority outside the DIFC,
without prejudice to any legal requirements or

conditions that may need to be satisfied in the

course of enforcement proceedings.

As to costs, the Tribunal orders the respondent to
pay half of the expenses, pursuant to Article 135
of the Civil Procedure Law, with the security
deposit to be refunded to the applicant in
accordance with Article 8(B) of Decree-Law No. 29

of 2024.

The decision

U_QI Al EJI L1 odad T
Conflicts of Jurisdiction Tribunal
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The Tribunal decided to admit the dispute in form,

and on the merits, rules with the following:

1) The DIFC Courts have jurisdiction to hear the
application for recognition and ratification of
Arbitral Award No. 25/2020 issued by the

Singapore Chamber of Maritime Arbitration,

12
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and that the Dubai Courts lack jurisdiction to ..syadl @Sl 8598l%iw 330 o s3Lall 2020

hear the annulment case.
- oMbl soes shaiy (35 Sl polaisl pacy
2) The Dubai Courts have jurisdiction to enforce

Arbitral Award No. 25/2020 issued by the <25 & el @S> duin 35 pSbae polaizl (2

Singapore Chamber of Maritime Arbitration, ¢ ool puSnill B398l 5550 (x s3lall 2020

while the DIFC Courts lack jurisdiction to
ol Ll (35 3850 @Sl polaisl pac zo
enforce the same. ) ) )

3) To order the respondent to bear half of the
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expenses, with legal fees set off, and refunding

the security deposit to the applicant. dejliiall Gaaldl @lio 359 dlobrall Gl \3
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The Judicial Tribunal to resolve

H.E. Justice Abdulgader Moosa Mohammed | confiicss of irisaicion between the

IFC courts and the Judicial
authorities in the Emirate of Dubai

Government of Dubai

Chairman of the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal

This order is to be sent in digital form to the S_.sT &893 oM L3 J 408y 8y9u 18]l i Jwssy

parties without the Tribunal members’ signature. clacdl oo
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