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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

Application No. 003/2026 (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 29-06-2026.

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
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Navigator Middle East DMCC w00pep Cean] Jago Ho3lesdls
Respondent(s) Lonaws gjliiall
Viladea Limited siad Lasls
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Judgment

Having reviewed the Application and the
supporting documents and having deliberated in
accordance with the law.

1. Whereas the facts may be summarised as
follows. The Applicant, Navigator Middle East
DMCC, and the Respondent, Viladea Limited,
entered into a supply agreement dated 20 March
2024, The agreement contained an arbitration
clause providing that any dispute arising
therefrom shall be resolved in accordance with the
Rules of the Hong Kong International Arbitration
Centre, with the seat of arbitration being Hong
Kong. As a result of disputes between the parties,
the Respondent, Navigator Middle East DMCC,
commenced arbitration proceedings before the
Hong Kong International Arbitration Centre,
claiming an amount of approximately USD 46.8
million. Those proceedings commenced in
November 2025 and remain pending at the stage
of exchange of submissions and documents
between the parties within the agreed arbitral

framework. No arbitral award has yet been issued.

2. The Respondent filed an application before the
DIFC Courts on 6 April 2026 seeking interim

measures to attach the Applicant’s assets. A
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hearing was held on 8 April 2026, following which
the Court issued interim orders. The most recent
of those orders was issued on 24 April 2026 and
ordered a worldwide freezing of the Applicant’s
assets up to the value of USD 50 million, together
with an order requiring the Applicant to disclose
its worldwide assets exceeding USD 25,000 in
value. A hearing was held at 12:00 noon on 8 May
2026 and was adjourned to 26 June 2026 for the

Court’s decision.

3. Accordingly, the Applicant filed the present
Application before the Tribunal, contending that
the DIFC Courts lack jurisdiction to issue interim
orders on the basis that the agreed seat of
arbitration is Hong Kong. The Applicant relied in
this regard on Article 14 of DIFC Courts Law No. 2
of 2025, submitting that jurisdiction is only
conferred where the DIFC is the legal seat of the
arbitration or where the arbitration takes place in
the DIFC, and that the Hong Kong International
Arbitration Centre, seated in Hong Kong, is the
competent forum in respect of the substance of
the arbitration.

4. The Respondent filed a memorandum seeking

dismissal of the Application, on the basis that the
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worldwide freezing order which is the subject of

the present Application is an interim and

conservatory measure falling within the
jurisdiction of the DIFC Courts pursuant to Article
15(4) of the aforesaid Law. Accordingly, the
Applicant’s reliance on Article 14 of Law No. 2 of
2025 concerning the DIFC Courts is said to be

without proper factual or legal basis.

5. Whereas, in relation to the Applicant’s request
for a declaration that the DIFC Courts lack
jurisdiction to issue interim measures on the basis
that the seat of arbitration is Hong Kong, such
request is unfounded. Article 15(4) of DIFC Courts
Law No. 2 of 2025 confers upon the DIFC Courts
independent jurisdiction to hear applications for
interim or conservatory measures connected with
existing or future arbitration proceedings outside
the DIFC, where the measure sought is to be
enforced within the DIFC. This distinguishes
between jurisdiction to supervise the arbitration
and the ancillary jurisdiction to grant interim
measures. Whereas it is established that the
orders issued by the DIFC Courts are interim and
conservatory measures ancillary to arbitration
proceedings pending in Hong Kong. They do not

determine the merits of the dispute, nor do they
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affect the jurisdiction of the arbitral tribunal.
Rather, they are intended to preserve assets or
require disclosure pending determination of the
substantive dispute, which is permitted by law.
Whereas the matters raised by the Applicant
concerning whether the requirements of Article 15
are satisfied, or whether the interim order exceeds
the permissible scope of such measures, relate to
the validity of the order itself. Those matters fall
within the jurisdiction of the Court which issued
the order, through the appropriate avenues of
challenge and procedures applicable before it, and
do not, of themselves, constitute a conflict of
jurisdiction.

6. Whereas the mere fact that the Applicant has
resorted to the Dubai Courts seeking to stay the
orders issued by the DIFC Courts does not create
a conflict of jurisdiction. It has not been
established that conflicting judgments or decisions
have been issued, nor that both judicial authorities
have asserted jurisdiction over the same dispute.
The matter is confined to the existence of an
interim measure issued by the DIFC Courts and a
subsequent application before the Dubai Courts,
which is not sufficient in law to establish a conflict
of jurisdiction.

7. Whereas, the papers being devoid of any

positive or negative conflict of jurisdiction between
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the Dubai Courts and the DIFC Courts, and the
order issued by the DIFC Courts being no more
than an ancillary interim measure which does not
touch upon the merits of the dispute, the
Application is inadmissible.

8. Whereas, as to the security deposit, and since
the Tribunal has concluded that the Application is
inadmissible for lack of any conflict of jurisdiction,
it orders that the security deposit be forfeited.

9. Whereas, as to costs and legal costs, the
Applicant shall bear them as the unsuccessful
party, and the Tribunal assesses legal costs in the

amount of AED 2,000.

The Tribunal has concluded

Conflicts of Jurisdiction Tribunal
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1. The Application is inadmissible for lack of any
conflict of jurisdiction between the Dubai Courts
and the DIFC Courts.

2. The security deposit shall be forfeited.

3.The Applicant shall pay the costs of the
Application and the sum of AED 2,000 as legal

costs.
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Date of issue plaodl 9,6
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H.E. Justice Abdulgader Moosa Mohammed

The Judicial Tribunal to resalve
conflicts of jurisdiction between the
DIFC courts and the Judicial

Chairman of the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal authorities in the Emirate of Dubai

Government of Dubai

This order is to be sent in digital form to the on§i #6895 0933 BlbI ] dead) 8yg.0 Hbill 13n Juony

parties without the Tribunal members’ signature. clacll



