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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

Application No. 08/2025 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, 26 January 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 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 Registrar Mr

Mohamed Abdelrahman.
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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI Conflicts of Jurisdiction Trib“unal
Applicant(s) sg5liiall
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Preface Axgod

Having reviewed the application and after t_‘ég.zp“»l_\I:_é&.lgl_\.allg;,,.U:;JIL,lx:eU::;!I RCIPRH FUAES

deliberations, the court accepts it for fulfilling adSll delsl
L4 9

procedural requirements.

1. The facts of the case, as evident from the él)gglw(%w—wéléﬂl Qi GIPES |

documents and to the extent necessary to = . .. .
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support the operative part of this judgment,
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can be summarized as follows: The Applicant 7 SRS e &

filed this application via a statement of claim, S by 3y lass glisall Ggsls calely

duly notifying the Respondent, requesting 5elydl Adliadl s daSae oe ssball pSadl Slal

enforcement of the judgment issued by the
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the Dubai Public Prosecution, in the criminal  3;..J19775 socall § ¢ Usall GJb LeseS

aspect and by the Respondent as plaintiff for
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civil claims, in case No. 19775 of 2021 (Dubai

Criminal), and requesting the annulment of the ol 3 ellall el gy 3550 pSlae

judgment issued by the DIFC Courts in case Hlall &l gLzl P;\Ji sl 5 (CFI-087-2021)

No. CFI-087-2021, which had held the . ..
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Applicant liable for the same amounts, from
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which he was acquitted of misappropriation, gliell 8 ’ 910 DA e



GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

and to nullify all proceedings of that judgment
due to conflict between the two judgments,
and to order that Applicant is entitled to the
security deposit and the Respondent should
pay costs and expenses.

The Applicant further stated that, on an earlier
date, he had filed a labour claim against the
Respondent before the Small Claims Court at
the DIFC Courts; however, before the case was
adjudicated, the Respondent filed a high-value
counterclaim, which led to the referral of the
case to the Court of First Instance at the DIFC
Courts. The Court of First Instance ruled that
the Applicant must pay monetary amounts in
Favor of the Respondent. Subsequently, the
same court rejected the Applicant’s request to
appeal this ruling. Thereafter, the Respondent
filed an enforcement case in Dubai Courts to
enforce the judgment issued by the DIFC

Courts.

The Applicant further stated that, after the
labour case was filed against the Respondent
company, the Respondent filed a criminal
complaint against him before the Dubai Public

Prosecution, and also filed a civil claim for
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damages, against the Applicant. The Dubai
Criminal Court subsequently acquitted the
Applicant of the charges levelled against him
and dismissed the civil claim. Thereafter, the
Dubai Court of Appeal upheld the judgment of
the Dubai Court of First Instance. Since neither
the Public Prosecution appealed the Court of
Appeal’s ruling regarding the criminal case, nor
did the Respondent appeal regarding the civil
claim, at the Cassation, the appellate
judgment, acquitting the Applicant of the
criminal charges and dismissing the civil claim
filed against him by the Respondent, became
final and binding before all judicial authorities
in the Emirate, including the DIFC Courts and
the Enforcement Judge in Dubai Courts.

In the present application, the Respondent
stated in its reply memo that it maintains its
objection to and denial of the claims set forth
in the petition. The Respondent further
asserted that there is no conflict between the
acquitting the

criminal court judgment
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GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

Applicant in the criminal case and the

judgment issued by the Court of First Instance
at the DIFC Courts, due to the difference in the
nature of the two cases, the parties involved,
and the amounts claimed. The Respondent

explained that the Dubai Criminal Court

dismissed the civil claim filed by the

Respondent solely to enable it to exercise its

legal representation in the criminal

proceedings.

The Respondent confirmed that the Applicant
had previously acknowledged the jurisdiction
of the DIFC Courts to adjudicate labor
disputes, and not the Dubai Courts; and thus
accepting the rulings issued by those courts
when he filed the labor case before the Small
Claims Court at the DIFC Courts. This was
affirmed by the Dubai Court of Appeal and the
Dubai Court of Cassation during consideration
of the dispute in the enforcement file before
the Dubai Enforcement Court. The Court of
Appeal confirmed that the criminal court’s
judgment acquitting the Applicant and

dismissing the civil claim does not affect the

judgment issued by the Court of First Instance
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at the DIFC Courts obliging the Applicant, due
to differences in the basis of the his obligation
and its evidence. Furthermore, the Dubai Court
of Cassation ruled that Dubai Courts do not
have jurisdiction over the dispute in the
enforcement file, because the Respondent
company is registered with the DIFC, and
jurisdiction for considering enforcement
disputes lies exclusively with the subject
matter court that issued the original primary

judgment, namely the DIFC Courts.

It is established under Article 4 of Decree No.
29 of 2024 that the jurisdiction of the Judicial
Tribunal is limited to cases of conflict of
jurisdiction between the DIFC Courts and other
judicial authorities in the Emirate of Dubai,
provided that neither court has waived its
the dispute and that

jurisdiction over

conflicting judgments have been issued.

It appears from the documents that the
present dispute is connected to the existence

of a conflict between:
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The judgment of the Dubai Criminal Court,
dismissing the civil claim filed against the
Applicant due to the absence of criminal
aspect, thereby acquitting the Applicant.
This ruling establishes the jurisdiction of the
Criminal court over the civil aspect, due to its
link to the criminal case in the criminal
aspect. This judgment was upheld by the
Dubai Court of Appeal.

The judgment of the Court of First Instance
at the DIFC Courts, which accepted the
counterclaim filed against the Applicant,
while considering the labor case filed by the
Applicant against the Respondent, for the
reasons the court deemed lawful and valid in
accordance with the applicable laws of the

Dubai International Financial Centre.
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in favor of the Respondent. Subsequently, an
enforcement application for this judgment was
filed in Dubai Courts against the Applicant, and
the enforcement proceedings were conducted
in Dubai Courts. While considering the above
enforcement case filed by the Applicant
the Dubai Courts

against Respondent,

confirmed that the DIFC Courts have

jurisdiction over all relevant enforcement
disputes arising from the judgment issued in
this matter between the Applicant and the

Respondent.

Having reviewed the application and after
deliberations, the court accepts it for fulfilling
procedural requirements.

The facts of the case, as evident from the
documents and to the extent necessary to
support the operative part of this judgment,
can be summarized as follows: The Applicant
filed this application via a statement of claim,
duly notifying the Respondent, requesting

enforcement of the judgment issued by the
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10.

Dubai Criminal Court acquitting him and
dismissing the civil claim filed against him by
the Dubai Public Prosecution, in the criminal
aspect and by the Respondent as plaintiff for
civil claims, in case No. 19775 of 2021 (Dubai
Criminal), and requesting the annulment of the
judgment issued by the DIFC Courts in case
No. 2021CFI087, which had held the Applicant
liable for the same amounts, from which he
was acquitted of misappropriation, and to
nullify all proceedings of that judgment due to
conflict between the two judgments, and to
order that Applicant is entitled to the security
deposit and the Respondent should pay costs
and expenses.

The Applicant further stated that, on an earlier
date, he had filed a labor claim against the
Respondent before the Small Claims Court at
the DIFC Courts; however, before the case was
adjudicated, the Respondent filed a high-value
counterclaim, which led to the referral of the

case to the Court of First Instance at the DIFC
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Courts. The Court of First Instance ruled that
the Applicant must pay monetary amounts in
favor of the Respondent. Subsequently, the
same court rejected the Applicant’s request to
appeal this ruling. Thereafter, the Respondent
filed an enforcement case in Dubai Courts to
enforce the judgment issued by the DIFC
Courts.

The Applicant further stated that, after the
labour case was filed against the Respondent
company, the Respondent filed a criminal
complaint against him before the Dubai Public
Prosecution, and also filed a civil claim for
damages, against the Applicant. The Dubai
Criminal Court subsequently acquitted the
Applicant of the charges levelled against him
and dismissed the civil claim. Thereafter, the
Dubai Court of Appeal upheld the judgment of
the Dubai Court of First Instance. Since neither
the Public Prosecution appealed the Court of
Appeal’s ruling regarding the criminal case, nor
did the Respondent appeal regarding the civil
claim, at the Cassation, the appellate
judgment, acquitting the Applicant of the

criminal charges and dismissing the civil claim

filed against him by the Respondent, became

10
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13.

final and bindin g before all judicial authorities
in the Emirate, including the DIFC Courts and

the Enforcement Judge in Dubai Courts.

In the present application, the Respondent
stated in its reply memo that it maintains its
objection to and denial of the claims set forth
in the petition. The Respondent further
asserted that there is no conflict between the
criminal court

judgment acquitting the

Applicant in the criminal case and the
judgment issued by the Court of First Instance
at the DIFC Courts, due to the difference in the
nature of the two cases, the parties involved,
and the amounts claimed. The Respondent
explained that the Dubai Criminal Court
dismissed the civil claim filed by the
Respondent solely to enable it to exercise its
legal representation in the criminal
proceedings.

The Respondent confirmed that the Applicant
had previously acknowledged the jurisdiction
of the DIFC Courts to adjudicate labour
disputes, and not the Dubai Courts; and thus

accepting the rulings issued by those courts

when he filed the labour case before the Small

11
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14,

Claims Court at the DIFC Courts. This was
affirmed by the Dubai Court of Appeal and the
Dubai Court of Cassation during consideration
of the dispute in the enforcement file before
the Dubai Enforcement Court. The Court of
Appeal confirmed that the criminal court’s
judgment acquitting the Applicant and
dismissing the civil claim does not affect the
judgment issued by the Court of First Instance
at the DIFC Courts obliging the Applicant, due
to differences in the basis of the his obligation
and its evidence. Furthermore, the Dubai Court
of Cassation ruled that Dubai Courts do not
have jurisdiction over the dispute in the
enforcement file, because the Respondent
company is registered with the DIFC, and
jurisdiction for considering enforcement
disputes lies exclusively with the subject

matter court that issued the original primary

judgment, namely the DIFC Courts.

It is established under Article 4 of Decree No.
29 of 2024 that the jurisdiction of the Judicial
Tribunal is limited to cases of conflict of
jurisdiction between the DIFC Courts and other

judicial authorities in the Emirate of Dubai,

12
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provided that neither court has waived its

jurisdiction over the dispute and that

conflicting judgments have been issued.

15. It appears from the documents that the

present dispute is connected to the existence

of a conflict between:

The judgment of the Dubai Criminal Court,
dismissing the civil claim filed against the
Applicant due to the absence of criminal
aspect, thereby acquitting the Applicant. This
ruling establishes the jurisdiction of the
Criminal court over the civil aspect, due to its
link to the criminal case in the criminal aspect.
This judgment was upheld by the Dubai Court

of Appeal.

The judgment of the Court of First Instance at

the DIFC Courts, which accepted the
counterclaim filed against the Applicant, while
considering the labor case filed by the
Applicant against the Respondent, for the
reasons the court deemed lawful and valid in
accordance with the applicable laws of the

Dubai International Financial Centre.

13
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16. It is established that the DIFC Courts have (33 Sie eSkae polaisl Coldl o &l Cusg .16
jurisdiction to hear and adjudicate the labor e doliall ddles)l sscul 3 Ll o bl
dispute filed by the Applicant against the
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enforcement application for this judgment was
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filed in Dubai Courts against the Applicant,and =oE 08

the enforcement proceedings were conducted =22 Al s v 33 pSbe o il Sl

in Dubai Courts. While considering the above 48] il dicgigall uaidl (s dewlios

enforcement case filed by the Applicant
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against the Respondent, Dubai Courts
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this matter between the Applicant and the

Respondent.
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Date of issue plaodl &6

26 January 2026 2026 4L, 26
Saxo uwgo 33l see S 85l el 3l 05 il Al gl
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The Judicial Tribunal to resolve

H.E. Justice Abdulqader Moosa Mohammed conflicr of Jurisdiction herween the

DIFC courts and the Judicial
authorities in the Emirate of Dubai

Government of Dubai

Chairman of the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal
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