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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

Application No. 004/2026 (CJT)

In the name of Allah, the Gracious, the Merciful

In the name of His Highness Sheikh Mohammad
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Bin Rashid Al Maktoum, Ruler of Dubai

In the hearing session held in the Remote Litigation

Chamber, on Monday 06-07-2026.

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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Judgment

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

1. Whereas the facts, insofar as they are
necessary for the determination of the present
Application, may be summarised as follows.
The Applicant commenced the present
Application by a statement of case duly filed
and served upon the Respondent, seeking a
declaration that the Dubai Courts have
jurisdiction over the enforcement of the
judgment rendered by the Dubai Court of First
Instance on 29 January 2025 in Commercial
Claim No. 255 of 2022 against the Applicant.
The Applicant further seeks an order that the
DIFC Courts cease entertaining any
applications or measures relating to the
enforcement of that judgment, in particular
the orders and procedures adopted in
Enforcement Claim No. 185/2025 ENF insofar
as they concern assets of the judgment debtor
situated outside the geographical jurisdiction
of the Dubai International Financial Centre.
The Applicant also seeks the return of the
security deposit and an order that the

Respondent bear the costs of the Application.
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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

Whereas the Applicant submits that the

Respondent had previously commenced
enforcement proceedings against it before the
Execution Judge of the Dubai Courts under
Commercial Enforcement Claim No. 2025-
2879. Those proceedings included applications
requiring the Applicant to disclose documents
relating to the enforcement proceedings and
applications seeking information concerning
assets belonging to the Applicant. Amongst
those applications was a request to examine
Ms Nadia Zaal, the current shareholder and
former manager of the Applicant company.
That request was refused by the Execution
Judge of the Dubai Courts.

Whereas the Applicant further submits that,
whilst  those enforcement proceedings
remained pending before the Dubai Courts, the
Respondent  simultaneously = commenced
enforcement proceedings before the DIFC
Courts under Enforcement Claim No.
185/2025 ENF in respect of the same Dubai
Court judgment. Within those proceedings, the
Respondent sought orders requiring the
Applicant to disclose documents relating to its
both and outside the

assets within
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5. Whereas, in

geographical limits of the DIFC, together with
an order requiring Ms Nadia Zaal to attend
before the DIFC Execution Judge for
examination concerning those assets.

Whereas the Applicant further submits that,
on 29 August 2025, the DIFC Execution Judge
ordered the Applicant to produce all
documents relating to its assets and property,
whether situated within or outside the DIFC,
and further ordered Ms Nadia Zaal to attend
for examination concerning all assets
belonging to the judgment debtor, irrespective
of whether those assets were located within or
outside the DIFC. The Applicant objected to
that order, following which the Execution
Judge issued an amended order on 25
November 2025 restricting the disclosure
obligations and examination of Ms Nadia Zaal

to assets situated within the DIFC.

response to the present
Application, the Respondent filed a Defence

maintaining that the Application should be
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dismissed. The Respondent contends that the
Applicant has consistently sought to obstruct
the enforcement proceedings before the Dubai
Courts, and that the Dubai Execution Judge
has thus far been unable to identify assets
belonging to the Applicant due to the refusal
to permit the examination of Ms Nadia Zaal in
her capacity as the former manager and
shareholder of the judgment debtor.

Whereas the Respondent further submits that,
for that reason, it invoked Parts 49 and 50 of
the Rules of the DIFC Courts in order to obtain
information relating to the Applicant's assets
for the purpose of enforcing the Dubai Court
judgment. These applications included
requests requiring production of documents
and the examination of Ms Nadia Zaal in her
capacity as a shareholder, officer and
representative of the judgment debtor, after
equivalent relief could not be obtained before
the Dubai Courts. The Respondent submits
that the DIFC legal framework permits
information-gathering measures which are
unavailable under the Federal Civil Procedure
Law applicable before the Dubai Courts,
including the examination of a former company

manager. Although the DIFC Execution Judge

initially granted those applications, the order
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was subsequently amended following the
Applicant's objection insofar as it extended to
assets located outside the geographical
jurisdiction of the DIFC.

Whereas the Respondent further submits that
it appealed against the amended execution
order by way of Appeal No. CA-001-2026,
seeking reinstatement of the original order
requiring disclosure of all relevant documents
and examination concerning assets located
both within and outside the DIFC. On 7 April
2026, the DIFC Court of Appeal allowed the
appeal, set aside the amended execution order,
and held that the DIFC Execution Judge
possessed the discretionary authority to order
production of all relevant documents in aid of
execution, including the examination of Ms
Nadia Zaal concerning all assets belonging to
the judgment debtor, irrespective of whether
those assets were situated within or outside
the DIFC. The Court of Appeal further held
that the examination procedure under Part 50
is not confined to assets located within the
DIFC removed the

and  accordingly

geographical limitation imposed by the
amended order. Consequently, on 7 May 2026,
the DIFC Execution Judge issued a further

amended order requiring Ms Nadia Zaal to
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documents and attend for

produce

examination concerning assets located both
within and outside the DIFC, including assets
situated in onshore Dubai.

Whereas the Respondent further submits that
substantive conflict of

no genuine or

jurisdiction arises between the Dubai
Execution Judge and the DIFC Courts for the
purposes of Articles 4 and 6 of Decree No. 29
of 2024 establishing the Judicial Tribunal for
the Resolution of Conflicts of Jurisdiction
between the Dubai Courts and the DIFC
Courts. The Respondent contends that
conflicts of jurisdiction concern substantive
jurisdiction over the underlying dispute rather
than ancillary enforcement procedures or
Each court, it is

execution measures.

submitted, is entitled to exercise its
enforcement powers in accordance with its
own procedural rules. The Respondent further
argues that its application before the DIFC
Courts was merely an information-gathering
application requiring disclosure of assets and
the examination of Ms Nadia Zaal as an officer
of the company pursuant to Part 50 of the
Rules of the DIFC Courts, rather than as a
company director under UAE company law,

and therefore does not constitute an act of
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10.

11.

12.

compulsory execution against the Applicant's

assets.

Whereas Article 4 of Decree No. 29 of 2024
provides that the jurisdiction of the Judicial
Tribunal is confined to cases involving
substantive conflicts of jurisdiction between
the DIFC Courts and the other judicial
authorities within the Emirate of Dubai, where
neither court has relinquished jurisdiction or

where conflicting judgments have been issued.

Whereas it appears from the papers that the

present dispute concerns the apparent
inconsistency between:

the enforcement proceedings in Commercial
Enforcement Claim No. 2025-2879 before the
Dubai Execution Judge, in which the request to
examine Ms Nadia Zaal was refused for the
reasons set out in that decision; and

The enforcement proceedings in DIFC
Enforcement Claim No. 185/2025, in which
the DIFC Execution Judge held that he
possessed jurisdiction to require both the
Applicant and Ms Nadia Zaal to produce
examination

documents and attend for

concerning assets belonging to the judgment
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13.

debtor, whether those assets are situated
within or outside the DIFC. Whereas it is
established that original jurisdiction over the
enforcement of the judgment the subject of
the present Application lies with the Dubai
Courts. The judgment was rendered by the
Dubai Court of First Instance, and execution
has already commenced before the Dubai
Execution Judge, who has exercised his
statutory  jurisdiction by  conducting
compulsory enforcement proceedings and
determining the various applications made by
the judgment creditor to investigate the assets
of the judgment debtor. Those applications
included a request to obtain information from
the former manager of the judgment debtor,
Ms Nadia Zaal, which was refused by the Dubai
Execution Judge. The Respondent, as
judgment creditor, remained entitled to pursue
any remedies available under law by
challenging that decision or by making such
further applications as subsequent
developments in the enforcement proceedings
might justify.

Whereas, in exercising its jurisdiction pursuant
to Decree No. 29 of 2024, the Tribunal does
not sit as an appellate body reviewing the

judgment of the DIFC Court of Appeal in
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14.

Appeal No. CA-001-2026. Rather, the Tribunal
exercises the distinct jurisdiction conferred
upon it to resolve conflicts of jurisdiction
between the DIFC Courts and the judicial
authorities of the Emirate of Dubai. Whilst the
judgment of the DIFC Court of Appeal remains
binding within the DIFC judicial system and
upon the parties to those proceedings, it does
not constrain the Tribunal in determining the
proper allocation of jurisdiction where a
conflict arises. Pursuant to Article 9(c) of
Decree No. 29 of 2024, the legal principles
determined by the Tribunal are binding upon
all judicial authorities within the Emirate.

Whereas DIFC Courts Law No. 2 of 2025
regulates execution proceedings in Articles 30
and following. Properly construed, those
provisions do not confer upon the DIFC
Execution Judge a general or unrestricted
jurisdiction over all assets of a judgment
debtor wherever situated. Rather, the
jurisdiction of the DIFC Courts in execution
proceedings depends upon the existence of a
sufficient enforcement connection with the
DIFC, whether by reason of assets situated
within the DIFC or another adequate
enforcement nexus. Where the subject matter

of execution lies outside the DIFC, Article 32

11
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15.

16.

expressly provides a mechanism whereby the
assistance of the Dubai Courts may be invoked,
thereby confirming that execution outside the
DIFC is to be undertaken by the judicial
authority having territorial jurisdiction over
the relevant assets.

Whereas this construction accords with the
principles previously established by the
Tribunal in Application No. 001/2026, namely
that the execution jurisdiction of the DIFC
Courts remains confined within its legal and
geographical limits and does not extend to
compulsory enforcement measures, or
ancillary execution procedures, concerning
assets situated outside the DIFC or otherwise
lacking a sufficient enforcement connection
with it.

Whereas the foregoing conclusion is not
displaced by the fact that the procedure
contained in Part 50 of the Rules of the DIFC
Courts is characterised as an information-
gathering mechanism. The Tribunal accepts
that Part 50 is procedural in nature.
Nevertheless, the procedural mechanism must
follow the execution jurisdiction which it is
intended to serve. Where the information

sought relates to assets situated outside the

DIFC, and arises in the context of enforcing a
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17.

judgment of the Dubai Courts which is already
the subject of execution proceedings before
the Dubai Execution Judge, the collection of
such information is directly connected with
enforcement outside the DIFC and must
therefore remain under the supervision of the
judicial authority possessing jurisdiction over
that execution.

Whereas the Tribunal does not, in the present
decision, determine whether Ms Nadia Zaal is
properly to be characterised as a director, an
officer, or another knowledgeable person for
the purposes of the Rules of the DIFC Courts,
such issue being unnecessary for the
determination of the present conflict. The
Tribunal determines only that any order
requiring Ms Nadia Zaal to disclose
information, produce documents or attend for
examination before the DIFC Courts must be
confined to matters concerning assets,
property or the place of execution situated
within the DIFC. Conversely, any obligation
requiring disclosure or examination concerning
assets, property or execution situated outside
the DIFC falls within the execution jurisdiction
of the Dubai Courts in the circumstances of the

present case.

13

Lo 530 G oball s § digll Juads 3 Les-17
vaid ol Jobuso ol 13eS Jej a3l /sl
pily 3 lis S50l @Slone sclsd p51eY elho
leal] of dzsgll 25 Laily gLl 3 Juadl
el gl Olsitwe ol Ologlee  euadi
3 08 il 3Ssall eSlao plel Llgaiasl
34855 Je o Jlsel of Jsuol Blaiy Lo 393>
Gloxiwdl of #Lasddly Lealil] Lol 5Sall J51s
53l 35 34855 Jovo of Jlsel of Jsuol ool
oSl (sibidll polaisdl Gl § J>ag
Asgszall Al G >



18. Whereas the judgment sought to be enforced

19.

was rendered by the Dubai Courts, execution
proceedings are presently pending before the
Dubai Execution Judge, the Applicant is
neither incorporated nor licensed within the
DIFC, and nothing in the papers establishes the
existence of assets or a place of execution
within the DIFC. Accordingly, jurisdiction over
execution proceedings, together with any
disclosure obligations, investigations or
production of documents relating to assets
situated outside the DIFC, rests with the Dubai
Courts. This decision does not affect any
jurisdiction which the DIFC Courts may
otherwise possess in relation to assets or a
place of execution within the DIFC, should such
assets or connection exist.

Whereas, as to the Applicant's request for a
stay of the proceedings before the DIFC
Courts, Article 7(1) of Decree No. 29 of 2024
provides that the suspension of proceedings is
limited to the extent necessary to resolve the
conflict of jurisdiction. Since the Tribunal has
concluded that a conflict exists only in relation
to assets or the place of execution situated
outside the DIFC, the necessary consequence

is that the orders and procedures adopted by

the DIFC Courts shall not be recognised only to
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20.

that limited extent. This decision does not
affect any proceedings relating to assets or a
place of execution situated within the DIFC.

Whereas, as to the security deposit, Article 8
of Decree No. 29 of 2024 provides that an
application falling within the Tribunal's
jurisdiction shall be accompanied by a security
deposit of AED 3,000, which shall be returned
where the application succeeds and forfeited
only where the Tribunal determines that the
judicial authority relied upon by the applicant
lacks jurisdiction. Since the Tribunal has
partially allowed the present Application, it

orders that the security deposit be returned to

the Applicant.

The Tribunal has concluded

1.
2.

The Application is partially allowed.

The Dubai Courts have jurisdiction to conduct
and supervise the enforcement of the
judgment rendered by the Dubai Court of
First Instance in Commercial Enforcement
Claim No. 2025-2879, insofar as the
execution concerns assets, property or the
place of execution situated outside the Dubai

International Financial Centre.
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3. Thejurisdiction of the DIFC Courts to exercise

the procedures available under Part 50 of the
Rules of the DIFC Courts in Enforcement
Claim No. 185/2025 ENF is confined to
assets, property or the place of execution
situated within the Dubai International
Financial Centre, or otherwise having a
sufficient enforcement connection with the
DIFC, and does not extend to assets, property
or the place of execution situated outside the

DIFC.

The amended order issued in Enforcement
Claim No. 185/2025 pursuant to Part 50 of
the Rules of the DIFC Courts shall not be
recognised insofar as it requires Ms Nadia
Zaal to provide information, produce
documents or attend for examination
concerning assets, property or the place of
execution situated outside the Dubai

International Financial Centre.

Nothing in this Judgment affects any
jurisdiction which the DIFC Courts may
otherwise possess, if established, to exercise
the procedures under Part 50 in relation to
assets, property or the place of execution
situated within the Dubai International

Financial Centre.
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6. All remaining claims and applications are

dismissed.

7. The security deposit shall be returned to the

Applicant.

8. The Respondent shall pay the costs of the
Application together with the sum of AED

2,000 by way of legal costs.

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

costs.
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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 autherities in the Emirate of Dubai

This order is to be sent in digital form to the

parties without the Tribunal members’ signature.
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