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Bin Rashid Al Maktoum, Ruler of Dubai
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8. And in the presence of the Registrars Mr

Mohamed Abdulrahman, and Ms Ayesha
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After having reviewed and pursued the document
and after deliberation, the Application has fulfilled
its formal conditions.

The facts are summarised - briefly - that on
03/04/2024 the Applicant submitted a request to
the Judicial Tribunal seeking a judgment to setting
out that the Dubai Court of First Instance be the
competent court to consider the dispute between
him and the Second Respondent to resolve and
liquidate the First Respondent company, located in
the Dubai Internet City, that engaged in the
activity of telecommunications and internet
services, and to appoint a liquidator entrusted with
the liquidation work, and distribute the amounts
that may result from the liquidation to the
partners, each according to his share, and obliging
the Second Respondent to pay fees, expenses and

attorney fees .

The Respondents were legally notified and the
Second Respondent submitted a memorandum of
reply on time in which he stated that he is a 40%
partner in the capital and shares of the First
Respondent company, and does not deny that the
Applicant is the managing partner of the company
with 60% of shares, but denies and defies the
jurisdiction of the Dubai Courts. According to
Article 28 of the Memorandum of Association of
the first respondent company, the Applicant and
the Second Respondent agreed on the jurisdiction
of the DIFC Courts in the event of a dispute arising

between them. He stated that he tried repeatedly

bl of > Wglaally Bhodl e g3l sz
Al delsgl Ggiwl

Sl Gl ol § -5kl - Juonss @Bl ol Eumg
b Gunily L5Ladll dgl JI ulbny pxa5 2024/04/3
oSl nylizcly &landll s daSne 3yand cLadll
XS &;LLLQJI Ow9 dn @l &Ij.zJI as 3 dnizall
£5lSUlg Jo¥l s g3lizall 485l dginis Jo) S
Sloas blis Jslie ol gy dgse dihiay
Jlacl @ bly Léume ousiy Coxilly cilasdl
ole @l o dusadl lgic 3805 18 Lo 25959 dsbaill
Gl oxs gilizall plills epas o> US clS,ill

Slobrall Gilssly Caylaally pgsslly

dalo> 35Sie L pa8s Toild Lamss glizell plel a3
Jloslsy % 40 dasiy clypis Gl lggb 1S3 slagall §
Laal (sslay 39 (o3l baas gilizall dS,801 Gan>g
% 60 duwiy dSpil) susall eyl ga CJlall Gl
83lal) lEdg 3] .35 pSlowe olaidl Laig Sk oSl
3851 Jodl o gilizall 85l Gugals sie (00 28
3838 pSlre polaisl e Glill oxs gjlizalls gjlicell
539 il Login gl gods dl> § Lallall Jlall s
iasac dmaz glazzl sie) Clbll @o ble Jsl> il
bliss Jlacl Lle d8slaally lagio ool Jo)
zbodl Olos  leapnlasy leiliass lel>sg dSyidl
o)l polaizdl by Josss welyyd JS) daiooll
oSlae I 350l @Sle polaisl (o pupwldl sis)



with the Applicant to hold a general assembly
meeting to resolve the differences between them
and approve the business and activity of the
company, its income, costs and expenses, and the
statement of profits due to each partner,
amending the jurisdiction clause contained in the
memorandum of association from the jurisdiction
of the DIFC Courts to the Dubai courts, but the
Applicant did not respond to his request and
this the

submitted request to determine

competent court.

The Application fails in light of the text of Article 6
of Decree No. 29 of 2024 regarding the formation
of the Judicial Tribunal to resolve the conflict of
jurisdiction between the courts of the Dubai
International Financial Centre and the judicial
authorities in the Emirate of Dubai, has specified
Tribunal is

the cases in which the Judicial

competent to determine the competent court,
which is if

consideration of the case, or all abandon its

neither court abandons the
consideration, or rule with conflicting judgments.
That being so, and it was established from the case
management system in the DIFC Courts and Dubai
Courts that there is no dispute existing between
the two courts regarding the jurisdiction to
consider the dissolution and liquidation of the first
respondent company, and this is what the Second
Respondent admitted in his reply memorandum;
therefore, the Judicial Tribunal concludes that

there is no conflict of jurisdiction between the

Dubai Courts and the DIFC Courts, or no two
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conflicting judgments are issued, which makes the
request unjustifiable by reality and law. Therefore,
it is rejected.

As for the amount of security deposit, Article 8 of
the decree establishing the Judicial Tribunal
stipulates, (a) the submission of applications that

fall within the jurisdiction of the Judicial Tribunal
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3000 dirhams and the application shall not be
accepted in the event that the security deposit is
not deposited and this does not prevent the re-
submission of the application again. (B) the
security deposit referred to in paragraph (a) of this
Article shall be returned to the Applicant in the
event of the Tribunal issuing a decision to accept
the application, whereas the security amount shall
be confiscated if the Judicial Tribunal makes a
decision that the Tribunal is not the competent
court for what the applicant argues for. In such
case, the security amount shall be transferred to
the treasury of the judicial authority, decided to be

competent to consider the application.

The Tribunal has concluded that:
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1. The Application be requested.
2. The security deposit amount be confiscated.
3. The Applicant must pay two thousand

dirhams as attorney fees.
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Date of issue
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The Judicial Tribunal to resolve
conflicts of jurisdiction between
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U‘L"'QSI E_)L"‘ dod oy the BIFC courts and the Judicial

authorities in the Emirate of Dubai

H.E. Justice Abdulgader Moosa Mohammed L Government of Dubai y

Chairman of the Conflict of Jurisdiction Tribunal
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tribunal members’ signature.



