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JudgeAI Testing

2024 judicial comparisons

This internal study places JudgeAI decisions alongside court judgments and arbitral awards across 92 cases. It
examines where the decisions follow a similar direction and where they differ in the treatment of facts, legal issues,
liability and remedies.

Reading the comparisons

Human judgments provide reference positions for comparison. Agreement records a relationship between two
decisions; each decision can also be examined on its own grounds. The entries distinguish the outcome, the
reasoning, the remedy and the procedural stage, so readers can compare the actual choices made in each case.

Each entry presents the dispute, the judicial result, the JudgeAI decision and a concise comparison. Differences in
compensation, jurisdiction or the scope of relief remain visible alongside areas of convergence. The report presents
these relationships case by case.

Materials for comparison

The full texts of the JudgeAI decisions are available in the JudgeAI decisions archive. Each case identifies the court
or tribunal, case reference and date, with links to the supporting legal sources.

The cases cover international disputes, investment arbitration, competition, commercial law, intellectual property,
taxation and human rights. The following index leads to all 92 comparisons.

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1x4Ev73H-YcvIU65Y9YgftEWmULQeAWPb?usp=sharing
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1 Whaling in the Antarctic
ICJ, Australia v. Japan, New Zealand intervening, General List No. 148, judgment of 31 March 2014.

Context. Australia challenged Japan's JARPA II whaling programme under the International Convention for the
Regulation of Whaling. Proceedings began on 31 May 2010.

Judicial result. The special permits for JARPA II did not fall within Article VIII's scientific-research exception.
Japan breached relevant Schedule obligations, including the commercial-whaling moratorium. It had to revoke
existing JARPA II authorisations and refrain from issuing further permits under that programme. The Court did not
prohibit every form of scientific whaling or award damages.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found that Japan breached international obligations and supported Australia’s claim.

Comparison. Agreement on the successful challenge to Japan's whaling programme. The Court focused on JARPA
II, the Article VIII exception and specific Schedule obligations; JudgeAI emphasised marine protection and Japan's
international obligations.
Sources   ICJ case record and judgment

2 Certain Activities Carried Out by Nicaragua in the Border Area
ICJ, Costa Rica v. Nicaragua, joined with Construction of a Road in Costa Rica along the San Juan River, judgment of 16
December 2015.

Context. The joined disputes concerned activities around Isla Portillos and Costa Rica's road beside the San Juan
River. Provisional orders and the merits judgment are distinct acts.

Judicial result. Costa Rica had sovereignty over the disputed territory. Nicaragua violated that sovereignty,
navigational rights and the 8 March 2011 provisional order. However, Nicaragua's dredging did not breach the
environmental obligations alleged. In the joined road case, Costa Rica breached its obligation to conduct an
environmental impact assessment, but a substantive transboundary-harm violation was not established.
Compensation was reserved for a later stage.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found violations of provisional measures and supported Costa Rica on territorial
integrity and environmental protection.

Comparison. Agreement on sovereignty and provisional measures. A blanket environmental finding or complete
victory for Costa Rica differs from the mixed merits outcome, which also found a breach by Costa Rica.
Sources   ICJ case record and merits summary

https://www.icj-cij.org/case/148
https://www.icj-cij.org/case/150
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3 Application of the Genocide Convention
ICJ, Croatia v. Serbia, General List No. 118, judgment of 3 February 2015.

Context. Croatia alleged genocide during the 1991-1995 conflict; Serbia counterclaimed concerning Operation
Storm.

Judicial result. The Court dismissed Croatia's claim and Serbia's counterclaim. Although conduct constituting the
physical element of genocide was established, the required specific intent to destroy a protected group was not
proved. The Court did not hold Serbia responsible for genocide after 1992.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI imposed responsibility on Serbia for post-1992 conduct and rejected earlier claims on
non-retroactivity grounds.

Comparison. Different results: the Court dismissed both claims for lack of specific intent; JudgeAI found post-1992
liability and excluded earlier conduct on temporal grounds.
Sources   ICJ judgment   |   ICJ case record

4 Dara Lakshmi Narayana and Others v. State of Telangana
Supreme Court of India, 2024 INSC 953, judgment of 10 December 2024, arising from SLP (Criminal) No. 16239 of 2024.

Context. The appellants challenged criminal proceedings alleging matrimonial cruelty and dowry-related offences
under section 498A IPC and sections 3 and 4 of the Dowry Prohibition Act.

Judicial result. The Court quashed the FIR and consequential criminal proceedings against the appellants. It
examined vague and omnibus allegations, the chronology of the matrimonial dispute and abuse of the criminal
process. This was a quashing decision, not an acquittal following a criminal trial or a general finding that all dowry
complaints lack merit.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted the case against the husband and rejected the allegations against his relatives.
The decision summary does not clearly distinguish a finding of guilt from permission for the proceedings to
continue.

Comparison. Agreement for the relatives; different treatment of the husband. The Court quashed the proceedings
against all appellants. JudgeAI accepted the case against the husband; its summary leaves the distinction between
guilt and continuation of proceedings open.
Sources   Supreme Court judgment

https://www.icj-cij.org/node/103223
https://www.icj-cij.org/case/118
https://api.sci.gov.in/supremecourt/2024/2447/2447_2024_8_1501_57746_Judgement_10-Dec-2024.pdf
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5 Berezovsky v. Abramovich
High Court of England and Wales, [2012] EWHC 2463 (Comm), Gloster J, judgment of 31 August 2012.

Context. Berezovsky asserted interests in Sibneft and an agreement concerning aluminium assets, relying on alleged
oral arrangements and coercion.

Judicial result. The claims were dismissed following extensive factual and credibility findings. Berezovsky failed
to prove the alleged ownership and contractual arrangements; the Court rejected material parts of his account.
Dismissal did not rest on a general rule that commercial agreements must be written. Nor does it certify every
transaction involving the parties as lawful or transparent.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI dismissed the claims, emphasising weak evidence, lack of binding agreements and the
absence of written documentation.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal. The Court emphasised the alleged oral arrangements and witness credibility.
JudgeAI emphasised weak evidence, lack of binding agreements and absence of written documentation.
Sources   Full approved judgment

6 Apple v. Samsung
N.D. California litigation No. 11-cv-01846-LHK; Samsung Electronics Co. v. Apple Inc., 580 U.S. 53, Supreme Court, 6
December 2016.

Context. The litigation involved multiple patents, products, injunction proceedings and damages trials. These
cannot be represented as one undated order.

Judicial result. The Supreme Court reversed and remanded the design-patent damages ruling. Under 35 U.S.C.
section 289, the relevant article of manufacture may be a component rather than the entire product. The challenged
design-patent profits award was USD 399 million; the Court did not decide the correct article or a replacement
amount. This act did not impose a new sales or import ban.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found infringement, ordered a preliminary ban on sales and imports, and provided for
damages without specifying an amount.

Comparison. The decisions address different stages: JudgeAI found infringement and proposed interim restrictions;
the Supreme Court reviewed the basis for design-patent damages and remanded. JudgeAI left the damages amount
unspecified.
Sources   Supreme Court opinion   |   Official United States Reports volume

https://cisarbitration.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Decision-Abramovich-vs.-Berezovsky.pdf
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/580/15-777/
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/boundvolumes/580bv.pdf
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7 Former Yukos Shareholders v. Russian Federation
Hulley Enterprises, Yukos Universal and Veteran Petroleum, PCA Cases AA 226, AA 227 and AA 228, final awards of 18 July
2014.

Context. Three shareholder claimants sought compensation under the Energy Charter Treaty for the dismantling
and expropriation of Yukos.

Judicial result. The tribunals found an expropriation contrary to Article 13 ECT and awarded an aggregate of
approximately USD 50 billion. The damages calculation included a 25% reduction for the claimants' contributory
fault. The awards also addressed interest and costs. These are the historical arbitral awards; later setting-aside and
enforcement proceedings are separate acts.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found an unlawful expropriation and awarded USD 114 billion without a
contributory-fault reduction.

Comparison. Agreement on expropriation liability; substantial disagreement on compensation and contributory
fault. JudgeAI’s USD 114 billion exceeds the aggregate arbitral awards of approximately USD 50 billion and omits
the 25% reduction.
Sources   PCA announcement of the three awards   |   PCA Yukos Universal case record

8 Enron and Ponderosa Assets v. Argentina
ICSID Case ARB/01/3, award of 22 May 2007; decision on annulment of 30 July 2010.

Context. The claim concerned measures affecting the gas-sector investment during Argentina's economic crisis
under the US-Argentina BIT.

Judicial result. The 2007 tribunal found treaty breaches and awarded USD 106.2 million, with six-month LIBOR
plus 2% interest and semi-annual compounding for the specified period. It rejected the necessity defence; it did not
apply the asserted general crisis discount. The parties bore their own legal costs and shared arbitration costs equally.
In 2010, the liability, compensation and interest portions were annulled.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found additional violations including expropriation, awarded USD 323.4 million plus
interest, and reimbursed all legal costs.

Comparison. Disagreement on compensation, the violations found and costs. The tribunal did not apply a general
crisis discount. The liability, compensation and interest portions of the 2007 award were subsequently annulled in
2010.
Sources   2007 award   |   2010 annulment decision

https://pca-cpa.org/en/news/final-awards-issued-in-3-arbitrations-between-former-shareholders-of-yukos-and-the-russian-federation/
https://pca-cpa.org/en/cases/61/
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita0293.pdf
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita0299.pdf
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9 SEC v. Elon Musk
S.D. New York, No. 18-cv-8865 (LJL), Opinion and Order, Dkt. 81, 27 April 2022.

Context. Musk sought to quash portions of an SEC subpoena and terminate or modify the consent decree governing
specified Tesla-related communications.

Judicial result. The motion was denied. The Court rejected the attempted pre-enforcement challenge to the SEC's
investigative subpoena and found no sufficient basis to undo the consent decree voluntarily entered with counsel.
The ruling did not adjudicate all possible future subpoenas or establish that every SEC action was proper.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected Musk's request and maintained the decree and related compliance obligations.

Comparison. Agreement on denying Musk's request and maintaining the consent decree. The Court focused on the
pre-enforcement challenge and the decree; the JudgeAI summary emphasises continuing compliance obligations.
Sources   District Court opinion and order

10 Epic Games v. Apple
N.D. California, No. 4:20-cv-05640-YGR, Rule 52 order following trial, Dkt. 812, 10 September 2021.

Context. Epic challenged Apple's App Store distribution and payment restrictions; Apple counterclaimed for breach
of contract.

Judicial result. Epic did not prevail on its federal antitrust theories. It did prevail under California's Unfair
Competition Law concerning anti-steering restrictions, obtaining an injunction. Apple prevailed on its contract
counterclaim.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected Epic’s antitrust case and accepted Apple’s justification for its restrictions. Its
decision summary presents Epic’s claims as wholly rejected.

Comparison. Agreement on the federal antitrust claims. Rejection of all Epic claims differs from Epic’s successful
California UCL claim and the resulting injunction.
Sources   District Court trial decision

https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/new-york/nysdce/1%3A2018cv08865/501755/81/
https://cand.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/cases-of-interest/epic-games-v-apple/Epic-v.-Apple-20-cv-05640-YGR-Dkt-812-Order.pdf
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11 United States v. AT&T and Time Warner
D.C. Circuit, No. 18-5214, 916 F.3d 1029, judgment of 26 February 2019.

Context. The United States appealed the refusal to enjoin the vertical merger under section 7 of the Clayton Act.

Judicial result. The Court affirmed the district court judgment for the defendants. The government had not
demonstrated reversible error in the trial court's fact-specific assessment of bargaining leverage, arbitration offers
and the economic evidence. This was an appellate affirmance, not a universal declaration that vertical mergers
cannot harm competition. The opinion is not a merits award reimbursing all defendants' legal fees.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected the merger challenge, criticised the government's economic model and
imposed the defendants' legal costs on the plaintiff.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal of the merger challenge. JudgeAI also proposed reimbursement of
defendants' legal fees. The appellate decision reviewed the trial judgment and left the merger challenge dismissed.
Sources   D.C. Circuit opinion

12 Google Shopping v. European Commission
CJEU, Google and Alphabet v. Commission, C-48/22 P, 10 September 2024; appeal from General Court T-612/17.

Context. The Commission's 27 June 2017 decision concerned favourable treatment of Google's
comparison-shopping service in general search results.

Judicial result. The Court dismissed the appeal, leaving in place the EUR 2.424495 billion fine and the General
Court's ruling on the comparison-shopping abuse. The finding depends on the practices and circumstances
established in the case, rather than a categorical ban on all self-preferencing.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted abuse of dominance while recommending renewed procedural review and
reconsideration of the fine.

Comparison. Partial convergence on liability; different appellate dispositions. The Court left the fine and
challenged ruling intact; JudgeAI recommended reopening issues.
Sources   CJEU official judgment summary

https://media.cadc.uscourts.gov/opinions/docs/2019/02/18-5214.pdf
https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2024-09/cp240135en.pdf
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13 United States v. Microsoft
D.C. Circuit, United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 28 June 2001; review of D.D.C. litigation No. 98-1232.

Context. The action concerned maintenance of Microsoft's operating-system monopoly, browser-related conduct
and proposed remedies.

Judicial result. The appellate court affirmed in part and reversed in part the monopoly-maintenance findings,
reversed attempted monopolisation, remanded the tying claim for rule-of-reason analysis, and vacated the breakup
remedy. Later proceedings produced conduct remedies. The 2000 district court findings, 2001 appeal and later final
judgment were separate procedural stages.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found monopoly abuse, criticised bundling and restrictive agreements, and proposed
financial penalties and structural review.

Comparison. Convergence on exclusionary conduct; different treatment of tying, attempted monopolisation and
remedies. The Court partly reversed and remanded, vacating breakup relief. JudgeAI proposed financial penalties
and structural review.
Sources   D.C. Circuit opinion

14 Intel v. European Commission
General Court, T-286/09, judgment of 12 June 2014.

Context. Intel challenged the Commission's 2009 decision concerning exclusivity rebates and other restrictions,
with a EUR 1.06 billion fine.

Judicial result. In 2014 the General Court dismissed Intel's action. The Court of Justice set that judgment aside in
2017; on remittal the General Court annulled the fine in 2022. On 24 October 2024 the Court of Justice dismissed
the Commission's appeal in C-240/22 P. The 2014 outcome therefore cannot be described as the final surviving
outcome of the rebate litigation.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected Intel's challenge and upheld the EUR 1.06 billion fine, relying in part on an
as-efficient-competitor analysis.

Comparison. Agreement with the 2014 dismissal and fine. The later judicial sequence changed the outcome:
annulment in 2022 and dismissal of the Commission's appeal in 2024. Reasoning and procedural stage can be
compared separately.
Sources   CJEU 2024 summary with procedural history

https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/F3/253/34/576095/
https://curia.europa.eu/site/upload/docs/application/pdf/2024-10/cp240185en.pdf
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15 Republic of Argentina v. NML Capital
US Supreme Court, 573 U.S. 134, No. 12-842, judgment of 16 June 2014.

Context. NML sought post-judgment discovery from third-party banks about Argentina's worldwide assets in aid of
enforcing debt judgments.

Judicial result. The Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act did not confer immunity from discovery concerning
extraterritorial assets. The Court affirmed. Information about an asset and the power to attach it are separate
questions: discovery is not limited to assets already shown executable in the United States, and it does not eliminate
execution immunity. The Court did not order universal seizure or payment of a new damages award.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI required broad global disclosure but explained it through an expansive waiver of
immunity.

Comparison. Agreement on broad asset disclosure. The Court distinguished discovery from execution immunity;
JudgeAI described a broader waiver of immunity.
Sources   Supreme Court opinion   |   Official case publication

16 FirstBank Puerto Rico v. Barclays Capital
Bankruptcy Court, S.D. New York, In re Lehman Brothers Holdings, 492 B.R. 191 (2013); related appellate decision, 526 B.R.
481 (S.D.N.Y. 2014).

Context. FirstBank sought securities originally posted as collateral in Lehman swap arrangements and later
included in the Barclays bankruptcy purchase.

Judicial result. Summary judgment was granted to Barclays and denied to FirstBank. The securities fell within the
purchased assets and the sale order barred the asserted claims against Barclays. The contractual collateral
arrangements and intervening transfers also defeated FirstBank's proprietary theory. These conclusions do not
extinguish every possible contractual claim against the relevant Lehman entity.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected FirstBank's claim against Barclays, referring to the sale order and permitted
rehypothecation.

Comparison. Agreement on rejection of the claim against Barclays. The result rested on the sale order, collateral
arrangements and transaction chain, without deciding that FirstBank had lost every possible claim against Lehman.
Sources   Bankruptcy Court judgment text   |   District Court appellate judgment text

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/573/134/
https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/USREPORTS-573/USREPORTS-573-134
https://app.midpage.ai/document/firstbank-puerto-rico-v-barclays-8495908
https://app.midpage.ai/document/firstbank-puerto-rico-v-barclays-8306895
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17 Deutsche Telekom v. India
PCA Case 2014-10, Germany-India BIT, final award of 27 May 2020, following the liability phase.

Context. The dispute arose from cancellation of the Devas-Antrix agreement and its effect on Deutsche Telekom's
investment.

Judicial result. India was ordered to pay USD 93.3 million. Interest runs from 17 February 2011 at six-month USD
LIBOR, or a comparable replacement rate, plus 2% per year, compounded semi-annually. The award also orders
reimbursement of specified arbitration costs and part of legal expenses. Compensation cannot be reduced to
reimbursement of the original USD 75 million investment.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded USD 75 million, rejected future profits, denied interest and required each party
to bear its own costs.

Comparison. Agreement on compensable treaty liability; disagreement on principal, interest and costs. JudgeAI
awarded USD 75 million without interest, compared with the tribunal’s USD 93.3 million plus interest and specified
costs.
Sources   Final award and dispositive terms

18 Eli Lilly v. Canada
ICSID-administered UNCITRAL arbitration, Case UNCT/14/2, NAFTA Chapter 11, final award of 16 March 2017.

Context. Eli Lilly challenged the invalidation of its Zyprexa and Strattera patents and alleged a radical change in
Canada's utility doctrine.

Judicial result. The tribunal dismissed all claims. The alleged dramatic change, arbitrariness and discrimination
sufficient to establish the pleaded treaty breaches were not proved. This was not an appellate reversal or approval of
every Canadian patent-law proposition. Eli Lilly bore the arbitration costs and 75% of Canada's legal representation
and assistance costs; costs were not simply split equally.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected the expropriation and minimum-standard claims, awarded no compensation
and left each party with its own costs.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal and no damages; disagreement on costs. The tribunal rejected the alleged
treaty breaches and required Eli Lilly to bear arbitration costs and 75% of Canada’s legal costs.
Sources   Final award

https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-deutsche-telekom-ag-v-the-republic-of-india-final-award-wednesday-27th-may-2020
https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-eli-lilly-and-company-v-canada-final-award-thursday-16th-march-2017
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19 Coca-Cola v. Tropicana
Second Circuit, 690 F.2d 312, judgment of 29 September 1982.

Context. Coca-Cola challenged Tropicana's commercial showing an orange squeezed and its juice poured into a
carton, despite processing before packaging.

Judicial result. The Court reversed denial of preliminary relief and remanded for an injunction against the
misleading squeezing-pouring sequence. It found facial falsity and a sufficient risk of irreparable harm. The decision
did not award proven lost-sales damages, order independent pre-approval of future advertisements, impose internal
compliance audits or grant a final legal-fee award.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found the advertisement misleading, ordered it changed or stopped, and declined
legal-cost compensation for lack of a causal link to declining sales.

Comparison. Agreement on stopping the misleading advertisement. The Court granted preliminary relief; JudgeAI
additionally addressed damages and legal fees.
Sources   Second Circuit opinion

20 A and M Records v. Napster
Ninth Circuit, 239 F.3d 1004, opinion of 12 February 2001.

Context. Copyright owners sought a preliminary injunction against Napster's facilitation of unauthorised music-file
sharing.

Judicial result. The Court substantially accepted the likelihood of contributory and vicarious infringement and
rejected the principal fair-use arguments. It affirmed in part, reversed in part and remanded because the injunction
required modification. The injunction had to reflect the parties' respective notice and policing responsibilities. The
opinion did not finally resolve every DMCA safe-harbour issue or award a quantified damages-and-fees remedy.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found secondary infringement, rejected fair use and statutory protection, and ordered an
injunction, damages and legal costs.

Comparison. Convergence on preliminary infringement reasoning. The Court required modification of the
injunction and left some DMCA issues open; JudgeAI also included damages and costs.
Sources   Ninth Circuit opinion

https://openjurist.org/690/f2d/312/coca-cola-company-v-tropicana-products-inc
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/F3/239/1004/636120/
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21 Chevron Australia Holdings v. Commissioner of Taxation
Full Court of the Federal Court of Australia, [2017] FCAFC 62, 21 April 2017.

Context. The case concerned interest deductions on an intra-group cross-border loan and the applicable
transfer-pricing provisions.

Judicial result. Chevron's appeal failed. It had not shown that the assessments were excessive; the arm's-length
inquiry could take account of the borrower's actual group circumstances and commercially rational security or
parental support. The result concerned deductible consideration under transfer-pricing law. It was not a finding that
the loan did not exist or a freestanding judgment of tax fraud.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI upheld the adjustment because the interest rate and lack of guarantees departed from
arm's-length conditions.

Comparison. Agreement on the tax adjustment. The Court used the statutory arm's-length test; JudgeAI described
the transaction through tax-avoidance and fraud-related reasoning.
Sources   Federal Court official case summary

22 Donoghue v. Stevenson
House of Lords, [1932] AC 562, [1932] UKHL 100, 26 May 1932.

Context. A consumer alleged illness from a decomposed snail in ginger beer and sued the manufacturer despite
having no contract with him.

Judicial result. The majority held that the pleaded facts could establish a manufacturer's duty of care to the ultimate
consumer. The appeal was allowed and the case returned for further proceedings. The House did not try the
evidence, find that a snail was actually present, or enter a final negligence damages judgment against Stevenson.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI inferred post-sale contamination and reduced or rejected the manufacturer's
responsibility.

Comparison. Different treatment of the duty of care and the facts. The House of Lords recognised an arguable duty
at the pleading stage; JudgeAI evaluated contamination and liability directly.
Sources   House of Lords opinions   |   Original order and remittal

https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/46276/Appendix-7.pdf
https://www.bailii.org/uk/cases/UKHL/1932/100.html
https://www.scottishlawreports.org.uk/resources/donoghue-v-stevenson/appeal-papers/index-of-die-jovis-26-maii-1932-note-and-reclaiming-note/die-jovis-26-maii-1932/
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23 Harper and Row v. Nation Enterprises
US Supreme Court, 471 U.S. 539, judgment of 20 May 1985.

Context. The Nation used expressive passages from Gerald Ford's unpublished memoirs before an authorised Time
serialisation, resulting in cancellation of the remaining USD 12,500 payment.

Judicial result. The use was not fair use. The Court stressed the unpublished nature of the work, the qualitative
importance of the excerpts and market effect, reversed the Court of Appeals and remanded. The USD 12,500 district
court damages finding formed part of the litigation history; the Supreme Court did not impose a new injunction,
additional damages or legal-fee package.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected fair use, awarded USD 12,500, and contemplated additional damages, an
injunction and legal fees.

Comparison. Agreement on rejection of fair use. JudgeAI additionally proposed damages, an injunction and legal
fees; the Supreme Court decision resolved the fair-use issue and reversed.
Sources   Supreme Court opinion

24 Exxon Shipping v. Baker
US Supreme Court, 554 U.S. 471, judgment of 25 June 2008.

Context. The case addressed punitive damages under federal maritime law after the Exxon Valdez spill.

Judicial result. In the circumstances before it, the Court adopted a 1:1 limit between punitive and relevant
compensatory damages, making the punitive ceiling USD 507.5 million. It vacated and remanded the punitive
award. The award under review had already been reduced to USD 2.5 billion; USD 5 billion was the earlier jury
award. The ratio was not announced as a universal constitutional cap for all civil litigation.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI set punitive damages equal to compensatory damages using proportionality reasoning.

Comparison. Agreement on the 1:1 damages ratio. The Court used a USD 507.5 million compensatory base in this
maritime case; JudgeAI stated the ratio without a dollar amount.
Sources   Supreme Court opinion

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USREPORTS-471/pdf/USREPORTS-471-539.pdf
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/554/471/
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25 Brown v. Board of Education
US Supreme Court, Brown I, 347 U.S. 483, 17 May 1954; remedial stage Brown II, 349 U.S. 294, 31 May 1955.

Context. The consolidated cases challenged state-imposed racial segregation in public schools under the Equal
Protection Clause.

Judicial result. Brown I held that separate educational facilities are inherently unequal and that the segregation
denied equal protection. It reserved the formulation of decrees for further argument. Brown II later addressed
implementation and remanded to the district courts with the all-deliberate-speed instruction. That phrase and
implementation order do not belong to the 1954 merits opinion.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found the segregation unconstitutional and ordered immediate desegregation with an
implementation plan.

Comparison. Agreement that public-school segregation was unconstitutional. JudgeAI called for immediate
implementation; the judicial implementation directions followed in Brown II in 1955.
Sources   Brown I opinion   |   Brown II opinion

26 US Countervailing Duties on Certain Products from China
WTO dispute DS437, original panel and Appellate Body reports adopted 16 January 2015; later compliance proceedings are
distinct.

Context. China challenged multiple US countervailing-duty investigations under the SCM Agreement, including
public-body findings, specificity, benchmarks and facts available.

Judicial result. The adopted reports found several US inconsistencies and recommended conformity with WTO
obligations. The findings were investigation-specific and mixed. State ownership alone was insufficient for the
relevant public-body analysis; certain benefit and specificity determinations were defective. Other challenges failed
or could not be completed on appeal. There was no universal holding that every Chinese SOE is private or that all
investigated measures violated every listed provision.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted China's challenges across all listed categories and ordered corrective action.

Comparison. Partial agreement on successful subsidy challenges. The adopted findings were mixed across
measures and legal issues, including specificity and facts available, rather than a complete acceptance of all Chinese
claims.
Sources   WTO dispute record and adopted findings

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/347/483/
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/349/294/
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds437_e.htm
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27 EC and Certain Member States Large Civil Aircraft
WTO dispute DS316, European Communities and Certain member States - Measures Affecting Trade in Large Civil Aircraft;
original reports adopted 1 June 2011.

Context. The United States challenged European subsidies benefiting Airbus. The respondent was the European
Communities and the relevant member states, not the United States.

Judicial result. The adopted reports established actionable subsidies causing adverse effects to US interests,
including serious prejudice, with findings modified on appeal. The SCM remedy was withdrawal of the subsidy or
removal of its adverse effects as applicable. This was a state-to-state trade ruling, not a damages award to Boeing,
and it did not establish that every European research or aircraft-support measure was prohibited.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found subsidy-related violations and required withdrawal or mitigation of adverse
effects.

Comparison. Convergence on subsidy violations and corrective action. The WTO record contains issue-specific
findings and remedies; JudgeAI's broader formulation can be compared against those individual findings.
Sources   WTO DS316 record

28 Philip Morris v. Uruguay
ICSID Case ARB/10/7, award of 8 July 2016, Switzerland-Uruguay BIT.

Context. The investors challenged Uruguay's single-presentation requirement and the rule reserving 80% of
cigarette packaging for health warnings.

Judicial result. The tribunal rejected all claims, including expropriation and fair-and-equitable-treatment claims.
The majority accepted the challenged measures as an exercise of public-health regulation consistent with the
applicable treaty standards. The claimants had to bear the arbitration costs and reimburse USD 7 million of
Uruguay's legal expenses. The refusal of damages followed the absence of an established treaty breach, rather than
merely a failure to quantify lost sales.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected all treaty claims and compensation, emphasising public health and lack of a
causal link to the claimed losses.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal and no compensation. The tribunal rejected treaty liability; JudgeAI
emphasised causation and evidence of lost sales.
Sources   ICSID official award summary   |   Award text

https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds316_e.htm
https://icsidfiles.worldbank.org/icsid/icsidblobs/onlineawards/c1000/DC9013_en.pdf
https://jusmundi.com/fr/document/decision/en-philip-morris-brand-sarl-switzerland-philip-morris-products-s-a-switzerland-and-abal-hermanos-s-a-uruguay-v-oriental-republic-of-uruguay-award-friday-8th-july-2016


20

29 Airbnb and HomeAway v. City of New York
S.D. New York, Nos. 18-cv-7712 and 18-cv-7742, Opinion and Order of 3 January 2019.

Context. The platforms challenged Local Law 2018/146, which required recurring disclosure of extensive
short-term-rental transaction data.

Judicial result. The Court granted a preliminary injunction based on likely success under the Fourth Amendment
and the other requirements for interim relief. It did not permanently invalidate the law. Having found a sufficient
Fourth Amendment basis, it did not need to decide the other claims as independent grounds for the injunction. The
order did not finally determine a Stored Communications Act violation.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI declared the law invalid under the Fourth Amendment and the Stored Communications
Act and granted all requested relief.

Comparison. Agreement on preventing enforcement and on the main privacy concern. The Court granted
provisional relief; JudgeAI proposed a broader final resolution.
Sources   Official District Court opinion

30 Tesla v. Tripp
District of Nevada, No. 3:18-cv-00296-MMD-CLB, Dkt. 217, summary-judgment order of 17 September 2020.

Context. Tesla alleged unauthorised use and disclosure of confidential information; Tripp asserted counterclaims
and challenged Tesla's causes of action and damages theories.

Judicial result. The order resolved summary-judgment motions and allowed material Tesla claims and
response-cost theories to proceed while disposing of other matters. USD 261,919 was Tesla's claimed investigation
expense: the Court rejected an argument that such costs were legally unrecoverable. It did not enter a final order
requiring payment of precisely that amount. A surviving claim or damages theory is not a proved final recovery.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI established breach and trade-secret liability, rejected stock-price losses and awarded
exactly USD 261,919 in investigation costs.

Comparison. Different monetary dispositions. JudgeAI awarded USD 261,919; the Court allowed the claimed
investigation expense to proceed beyond summary judgment, leaving final recovery for a later stage.
Sources   District Court order

https://www.nysd.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/2019-04/Airbnb-Inc-v-The-City-of-New-York--HomeAwaycom-Inc-v-City-of-New-York.pdf
https://cases.justia.com/federal/district-courts/nevada/nvdce/3%3A2018cv00296/131279/217/0.pdf
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31 P and O European Ferries and Diputacion Foral de Vizcaya
CJEU, joined Cases C-442/03 P and C-471/03 P, judgment of 1 June 2006; appeals from T-116/01 and T-118/01.

Context. The dispute concerned support connected with the Bilbao-Portsmouth ferry service and public purchases
of travel vouchers.

Judicial result. The Court dismissed the appeals against the General Court judgment sustaining the Commission's
state-aid decision and recovery requirement. The relevant assessment involved the commercial terms of the public
purchase and the advantage conferred.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected the challenge, treated the support as unlawful aid and required recovery, with
suggestions for commercially compliant arrangements.

Comparison. Agreement on the appeal and recovery of unlawful aid. The Court ordered recovery; JudgeAI also
described punitive or compensatory relief and proposed future arrangements.
Sources   Official CJEU judgment

32 Scania v. European Commission
General Court, T-799/17, 2 February 2022; appeal dismissed by CJEU in C-251/22 P on 1 February 2024.

Context. Scania challenged the trucks-cartel decision, including the use of a hybrid procedure after settlements with
other manufacturers.

Judicial result. The challenge and subsequent appeal failed. The courts rejected the relevant impartiality,
presumption-of-innocence and evidentiary objections and left the approximately EUR 880.52 million fine in place.
The fact that other manufacturers settled did not itself invalidate Scania's separate procedure.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI annulled the decision and cancelled the fine for procedural defects, while requiring the
Commission to pay Scania's costs.

Comparison. Opposite outcome on annulment and the fine. The courts rejected the procedural objections and left
the fine in place; JudgeAI accepted procedural defects and cancelled it.
Sources   CJEU 2024 judgment   |   Official CJEU summary

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=ecli%3AECLI%3AEU%3AC%3A2006%3A356
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A62022CJ0251
https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2024-02/cp240024en.pdf
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33 Gazprom Commitments and PGNiG Challenge
European Commission, Case AT.39816, decision of 24 May 2018 under Article 9 of Regulation 1/2003; General Court T-616/18,
2 February 2022.

Context. The matter concerned competition concerns about gas supplies in Central and Eastern Europe and
PGNiG's challenge to the Commission's acceptance of Gazprom's commitments.

Judicial result. The Commission made commitments binding to address its Article 102 TFEU concerns. An Article
9 commitments decision does not finally establish an infringement. It imposed no fine and awarded no private
compensation to PGNiG. The General Court dismissed the challenge to that commitments decision in T-616/18.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found Articles 101 and 102 violations and ordered EUR 1.5 million, including
compensation and punitive damages.

Comparison. Disagreement on liability and monetary relief. The commitments process resolved competition
concerns without a final infringement finding, fine or private compensation award.
Sources   Commission commitments decision   |   General Court judgment T-616/18

34 Dyson v. European Commission
General Court, T-544/13, 11 November 2015; judgment on remittal T-544/13 RENV, 8 November 2018.

Context. Dyson challenged Regulation 665/2013 and vacuum-cleaner energy testing with an empty dust receptacle.

Judicial result. The initial 2015 action was dismissed. After appellate intervention, the General Court annulled the
regulation in 2018 because the delegated test did not reflect conditions as close as possible to actual use within the
governing framework. The initial dismissal is a valid historical act but not the final outcome of the annulment
litigation.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found the selected testing method unlawful and discriminatory and required
reimbursement of Dyson's expenses.

Comparison. Different from the 2015 dismissal; convergence with the direction of the 2018 annulment. JudgeAI's
discrimination arguments and damages proposal form additional points of comparison.
Sources   Official summary of the 2015 judgment   |   2018 remittal case record

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/antitrust/cases/dec_docs/39816/39816_10148_3.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A62018TJ0616
https://curia.europa.eu/site/upload/docs/application/pdf/2015-11/cp150133en.pdf
https://infocuria.curia.europa.eu/tabs/redirect/juris/liste.jsf?language=en&num=T-544%2F13+RENV
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35 Criminal Proceedings against Uber France
CJEU Grand Chamber, C-320/16, Uber France SAS, Nabil Bensalem intervening, 10 April 2018.

Context. A French court referred questions concerning the classification of UberPop and whether the national
criminal provision required prior EU notification.

Judicial result. The service was in the field of transport. EU law did not require the notification asserted for the
relevant national criminal rule under the information-society framework. This was a preliminary ruling interpreting
EU law. The Court did not decide Bensalem's damages, order the individual closure of UberPop, or allocate the
national litigants' costs; those matters belonged to the referring court.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI required licensed drivers and cessation until compliance, denied individual damages
and left each party with its own costs.

Comparison. Convergence on transport regulation. The CJEU interpreted EU law; JudgeAI also decided licensing,
cessation, damages and costs, which the judicial process allocated to the national court.
Sources   CJEU judgment

36 British Airways v. European Commission
CJEU, C-95/04 P, judgment of 15 March 2007, reviewing the Commission's 14 July 1999 decision and the judgment below.

Context. Virgin Atlantic's complaint concerned British Airways' performance-related commissions and incentives
for UK travel agents.

Judicial result. The Court dismissed BA's appeal. The challenged bonus schemes constituted abuse of dominance
in the relevant UK market for air-travel-agency services; the EUR 6.8 million fine remained in place. The findings
concerned the loyalty-inducing and discriminatory effects of the schemes and the absence of adequate objective
justification.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted dominance, the market definition and the abusive character of the bonus
schemes, and upheld the Commission's action.

Comparison. Agreement on the main competition findings and outcome. The summaries give separate economic
explanations, and JudgeAI adds recommendations beyond the judicial relief.
Sources   Official CJEU judgment summary

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A62016CJ0320
https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2009-02/cp070023en.pdf
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37 eBay v. MercExchange
US Supreme Court, 547 U.S. 388, judgment of 15 May 2006.

Context. After a patent-infringement verdict, the litigation reached the Supreme Court on the standard for a
permanent injunction.

Judicial result. The Court vacated the appellate judgment and remanded for application of the traditional
four-factor equitable test. Patent infringement does not automatically require an injunction. Equally, the Supreme
Court did not itself finally deny the injunction for lack of irreparable harm, overturn infringement, or enter a fresh
damages award.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found no infringement, dismissed the claim and awarded no compensation; an
injunction consequently was not considered.

Comparison. Disagreement with the established infringement posture. The Supreme Court addressed the test for an
injunction and remanded; it did not dismiss infringement or finally refuse injunctive relief.
Sources   Supreme Court opinion

38 Deutsche Telekom v. European Commission
CJEU, C-280/08 P, judgment of 14 October 2010.

Context. The appeal concerned a margin squeeze between wholesale local-loop access prices and retail access
prices in Germany.

Judicial result. The Court dismissed the appeal and upheld the EUR 12.6 million fine. National regulatory approval
did not exclude responsibility where Deutsche Telekom retained sufficient scope to adjust its prices. The reasoning
addressed the as-efficient-competitor test and the exclusionary potential of the margin squeeze.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI upheld the infringement and fine and rejected regulatory approval as a complete
defence because the company could adjust its conduct.

Comparison. Convergence on outcome and regulatory responsibility. The Court focused on the scope to adjust
prices; JudgeAI expressed the responsibility more broadly.
Sources   Official CJEU judgment summary   |   Judgment record

https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/05-130
https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2010-10/cp100104en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A62008CJ0280
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39 Vodafone International Holdings v. Union of India
Supreme Court of India, Civil Appeal No. 733 of 2012, judgment of 20 January 2012.

Context. The tax authorities sought to tax the offshore transfer of CGP shares through which Vodafone acquired an
indirect interest in the Indian telecom business.

Judicial result. The Supreme Court allowed Vodafone's appeal and set aside the tax demand under the law then
applicable. It rejected the asserted basis for treating the offshore share transfer as taxable in India in this proceeding.
Subsequent retrospective legislation and investment arbitration are separate matters and do not rewrite this
judgment.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found the transaction taxable because it transferred control of Indian assets through an
intermediary structure.

Comparison. Opposite result on tax liability under the law applied by the Supreme Court. JudgeAI’s reliance on the
transfer of economic control differs from the Court’s statutory analysis of the offshore share transaction.
Sources   Supreme Court judgment

40 TikTok and Alario v. Knudsen
District of Montana, consolidated cases 23-cv-56 and 23-cv-61, Opinion and Order of 30 November 2023.

Context. TikTok and users challenged Montana's SB 419, a statewide ban due to take effect on 1 January 2024.

Judicial result. The Court granted preliminary injunctions preventing the law from taking effect. It analysed likely
success on constitutional claims, irreparable harm and the balance of interests. It expressly made no final merits
determination. This order did not establish as a factual certainty that no data had ever been transferred to China or
decide the later federal divestiture legislation.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI treated the state ban as unconstitutional and disproportionate and recommended
nullification and narrower regulation.

Comparison. Agreement on blocking the state measure. The Court issued a preliminary injunction; JudgeAI
proposed final invalidation and broader conclusions about data transfers.
Sources   District Court signed opinion

https://api.sci.gov.in/jonew/judis/39003.pdf
https://www.aclu.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/Montana-TikTok-Ban-Preliminary-Injunction-Opinion-11.30.2023.pdf
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41 Angel Samuel Seda and Others v. Colombia
ICSID Case ARB/19/6, award of 27 June 2024, US-Colombia Trade Promotion Agreement.

Context. The claim concerned Colombian measures affecting the Meritage real-estate project and Colombia's
invocation of the treaty's essential-security provision.

Judicial result. The tribunal accepted the application of Article 22.2(b), declined jurisdiction and dismissed the
claims. No compensation was awarded. Arbitration costs were shared equally and each party bore its own legal
costs. A jurisdictional disposition is not a separate merits adjudication of every allegation concerning the project or
investors.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted Colombia's essential-security justification and dismissed the claims.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal and the essential-security exception. The tribunal resolved jurisdiction under
Article 22.2(b); JudgeAI also discussed substantive allegations against the investors.
Sources   Award, including costs and disposition

42 Bear Creek Mining v. Peru
ICSID Case ARB/14/21, award of 30 November 2017, Canada-Peru FTA.

Context. The dispute concerned withdrawal of the authorisation underlying the Santa Ana mining project through
Supreme Decree 032.

Judicial result. The tribunal found an indirect expropriation and awarded USD 18,237,592 plus interest. The
monetary award used qualifying investment expenditure, rather than the claimed DCF value and future profits of an
operating mine. The majority did not apply the contributory-fault reduction proposed in the dissent. The
expropriation finding did not itself invalidate the Peruvian decree as a domestic-law act.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found Peru's action justified by social and environmental concerns and denied
compensation.

Comparison. Opposite result on expropriation and compensation. The tribunal awarded qualifying investment
expenditure plus interest, while JudgeAI accepted the State’s justification and denied recovery.
Sources   Award and dissent   |   Case record

https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw182199.pdf
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw9381.pdf
https://www.italaw.com/cases/2848
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43 US Countervailing Duties on Softwood Lumber from Canada
WTO DS257, Article 21.5 compliance proceedings; Appellate Body report circulated 5 December 2005 and adopted 20
December 2005.

Context. Canada challenged US compliance concerning subsidy pass-through analysis, including the first
assessment review.

Judicial result. The first assessment review fell within the compliance panel's scope insofar as the pass-through
analysis was concerned. The adopted findings addressed failures to determine whether subsidies passed through
arm's-length transactions before countervailing downstream products, with related SCM Agreement and GATT
obligations. The remedy was conformity with WTO obligations, not an individual damages award or judicial
calculation of every revised duty rate.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI identified inadequate pass-through analysis and supported corrective action while
treating the review as procedurally independent.

Comparison. Agreement on the pass-through concern. The compliance panel covered the first assessment review
for that issue; JudgeAI treated that review as a separate procedure.
Sources   WTO DS257 case record

44 Tethyan Copper v. Pakistan
ICSID Case ARB/12/1, liability decision of 10 November 2017 and damages award of 12 July 2019, Australia-Pakistan BIT.

Context. Tethyan challenged the denial of a mining lease for the Reko Diq project after extensive development
work.

Judicial result. The tribunal found treaty liability and awarded USD 4.087 billion in principal compensation using a
project valuation that included future cash flows, together with pre-award interest, post-award interest and specified
arbitration and legal costs. The frequently reported approximately USD 6 billion total includes interest and costs; it
is not a different principal amount. Subsequent settlement and project arrangements were separate from this award.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found the refusal unlawful, accepted DCF valuation and calculated a similar principal
amount.

Comparison. Agreement on liability and the use of projected cash flows. The tribunal specified principal, interest
and costs; JudgeAI's summary describes a similar principal without a complete monetary breakdown.
Sources   2019 award record   |   US court opinion describing the award

https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds257_e.htm
https://www.italaw.com/cases/documents/7516
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw170057.pdf
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45 Telenor Mobile Communications v. Hungary
ICSID Case ARB/04/15, award of 13 September 2006, Norway-Hungary BIT.

Context. Telenor challenged regulatory and contribution measures affecting Pannon GSM and sought to invoke
treaty protections beyond expropriation.

Judicial result. The tribunal declined jurisdiction over all claims. The measures did not establish a prima facie
expropriation within the limited consent to arbitration, and the MFN provision could not expand that consent to
other standards. Telenor was ordered to reimburse Hungary's relevant legal and arbitration costs. There was no
general merits judgment approving every measure.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted jurisdiction, rejected expropriation and unfair treatment on the merits, and
required each party to bear its own costs.

Comparison. Agreement only on the absence of investor recovery. The tribunal declined jurisdiction and awarded
Hungary costs; JudgeAI accepted jurisdiction, rejected liability on the merits and left each party with its own costs.
Sources   Award, paragraphs 102-108

46 CME Czech Republic v. Czech Republic
UNCITRAL arbitration under the Netherlands-Czech Republic BIT, final award of 14 March 2003, following the 2001 partial
award.

Context. The investment dispute concerned measures affecting the legal and commercial position of the television
business CNTS.

Judicial result. The final compensation award was USD 269,814,000, with 10% annual interest from 23 February
2000 until payment. For the final quantum phase, each party bore its own legal costs and shared tribunal costs
equally. An earlier partial award had separately awarded USD 1,007,749.81 in costs. The separate Lauder arbitration
is not interchangeable with CME.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found treaty violations and awarded USD 495.2 million with interest and costs.

Comparison. Agreement on treaty liability; substantial disagreement on compensation, interest and costs.
JudgeAI’s USD 495.2 million differs from the final principal of USD 269,814,000.
Sources   Final award, section IX   |   CME filing recording the earlier costs award

https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita0858.pdf
https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-cme-czech-republic-b-v-v-the-czech-republic-final-award-friday-14th-march-2003
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/925645/000092564503000005/prczagmt.htm
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47 Amec Foster Wheeler and Others v. Colombia
ICSID Case ARB/19/34, award of 19 December 2024.

Context. The dispute arose from refinery project-management services and Colombian fiscal-liability proceedings
connected with Reficar cost overruns.

Judicial result. All claims were held inadmissible and the proceedings were terminated. No USD 811 million
compensation or reputational-damage award was made. Instead, the claimants were ordered to reimburse Colombia
USD 330,528.39 in arbitration costs and USD 1,225,326 in legal costs. The tribunal did not uphold the investors’
claims on the merits.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI identified unfair procedure and discrimination and recommended USD 811 million in
compensation, including reputational harm.

Comparison. Opposite disposition and monetary direction. The tribunal held the claims inadmissible and awarded
costs to Colombia; JudgeAI proposed compensation to the investors on the merits.
Sources   Award, paragraph 296

48 CMS Gas Transmission v. Argentina
ICSID Case ARB/01/8, award of 12 May 2005, US-Argentina BIT.

Context. CMS challenged tariff-related emergency measures affecting its investment in a gas-transport company.

Judicial result. The tribunal found treaty breaches and awarded USD 133.2 million in principal, with interest dealt
with separately. It rejected the expropriation claim and did not uphold every demand. The necessity defence did not
excuse the breaches in the selected award. Subsequent annulment proceedings are distinct from this 2005
disposition.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded USD 261.1 million with interest and costs and treated all demands as valid.

Comparison. Agreement on compensable treaty breaches. JudgeAI’s USD 261.1 million and acceptance of all
demands differ from the tribunal’s USD 133.2 million principal and rejection of expropriation.
Sources   2005 award

https://italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw1826600.pdf
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita0184.pdf
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49 United Parcel Service of America v. Canada
NAFTA Chapter 11, UNCITRAL arbitration administered by ICSID, UNCT/02/1, merits award of 24 May 2007.

Context. UPS challenged advantages allegedly conferred on Canada Post and related operations, including
national-treatment and postal-programme issues.

Judicial result. The tribunal rejected the remaining claims. Its analysis distinguished the different conduct and
NAFTA obligations rather than treating any postal subsidy as automatically lawful. The parties bore arbitration
costs equally and their own legal costs. Canada was the respondent; Canada Post was not the respondent state.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected the discrimination, subsidy and retaliation theories and awarded no costs
reimbursement.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal and costs. The tribunal addressed each NAFTA obligation separately;
JudgeAI's general treatment of subsidies and MFN can be compared with those issue-specific findings.
Sources   Merits award

50 Commisimpex v. Republic of Congo
ICC Case 15956/VRO, Paris-seated arbitration, final award of 21 January 2013, following an earlier jurisdiction phase.

Context. The dispute concerned obligations under the 1992 and 2003 debt protocols and their relationship with the
2000 award in ICC Case 9899.

Judicial result. The final award treated the 2003 protocol as binding and rejected the asserted res judicata bar. It
avoided duplicate recovery of sums already awarded under Article 1 and ordered EUR 222,749,598.82 under
Articles 2 and 3, with 10% annual interest compounded on 31 December from 31 December 2003. Congo bore 75%
of arbitration costs, including USD 855,000 reimbursement, and a net legal-cost award. Other requests were
rejected.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted a 48 billion CFA debt but denied arbitration jurisdiction over the 2003
protocol and only partly upheld the claim.

Comparison. Disagreement on jurisdiction and relief under the 2003 protocol. The tribunal treated the protocol as
binding and awarded EUR 222,749,598.82 under Articles 2 and 3, with interest and specified costs, while avoiding
duplicate recovery.
Sources   Final award and English translation filed in US proceedings

https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-united-parcel-service-of-america-inc-ups-v-government-of-canada-award-on-the-merits-thursday-24th-may-2007
https://arbitration.org/sites/default/files/awards/arb8307.pdf
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51 Unwired Planet Litigation involving Samsung
English Patents Court, HP 2014 000005; procedural decisions in 2015 and Samsung settlement in 2016, recorded in [2017]
EWHC 711 (Pat), paragraphs 1-10.

Context. Unwired Planet sued Huawei, Samsung and Google on patents acquired partly from Ericsson; competition
and FRAND issues accompanied separate technical patent trials.

Judicial result. The judicial history records that Samsung settled in summer 2016 and its competition counterclaim
was discontinued. The 2017 FRAND merits judgment concerned the remaining Huawei dispute. Earlier strike-out
decisions also did not resolve every patent and licensing issue on the merits.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found Samsung's infringement but deferred damages pending clarification of FRAND
licensing terms.

Comparison. The records concern different procedural outcomes. Samsung settled in 2016; the 2017 FRAND
judgment concerned Huawei. JudgeAI proposed a Samsung infringement finding with damages deferred pending
FRAND clarification.
Sources   Approved judgment recording parties and procedural history

52 Okpabi and Others v. Royal Dutch Shell
Court of Appeal, [2018] EWCA Civ 191; reversed by UK Supreme Court in [2021] UKSC 3 on 12 February 2021.

Context. Nigerian claimants alleged oil-spill damage and a duty of care owed by the UK parent company alongside
the Nigerian operating subsidiary.

Judicial result. The Court of Appeal majority rejected the relevant jurisdictional case in 2018. The Supreme Court
later allowed the appeal, finding a real issue to be tried concerning the parent's duty. It rejected an overly restrictive
approach to parental responsibility and the conduct of a mini-trial before disclosure. Neither jurisdictional judgment
finally established joint liability or quantified environmental damages.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted jurisdiction, imposed a duty based on the parent's influence and held both
companies jointly liable.

Comparison. Different from the 2018 jurisdictional outcome; closer to the 2021 finding of a real issue to be tried.
JudgeAI decided joint liability, while both judgments addressed whether the claim could proceed.
Sources   Supreme Court judgment and litigation history

https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/unwired-planet-v-huawei-20170405.pdf
https://supremecourt.uk/uploads/uksc_2018_0068_judgment_fd7f555f07.pdf
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53 Eiser Infrastructure and Energia Solar v. Spain
ICSID Case ARB/13/36, award of 4 May 2017; annulment decision of 11 June 2020.

Context. The investors challenged changes to the regime supporting concentrated solar-power projects under the
Energy Charter Treaty.

Judicial result. The 2017 tribunal accepted jurisdiction, found a fair-and-equitable-treatment breach and awarded
EUR 128 million plus interest. It did not need to resolve the remaining claims after that finding; an unexamined
expropriation claim is not a separate rejection on the merits. The award was annulled in its entirety in 2020 owing to
defects concerning the tribunal's constitution and procedure.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted ECT jurisdiction, found FET liability and calculated EUR 128 million, with a
similar stated costs approach.

Comparison. Agreement on the 2017 principal and FET holding. JudgeAI also addressed expropriation. The
judicial history includes annulment of the entire award in 2020.
Sources   Annulment decision and summary of the original award

54 Caratube and Devincci Salah Hourani v. Kazakhstan
ICSID Case ARB/13/13, award of 27 September 2017; first Caratube case, ARB/08/12, award of 5 June 2012.

Context. The claims concerned termination and impairment of the Caratube oil investment. The dispute gave rise to
two separate ICSID arbitrations.

Judicial result. The first arbitration ended for lack of jurisdiction. In the second, the tribunal found an unlawful
expropriation and awarded Caratube USD 39.2 million plus interest. It lacked jurisdiction over Hourani’s claims. It
did not award the claimed DCF valuation or moral damages.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted both claimants, awarded USD 941.05 million in economic damages and USD
50 million in moral damages, plus interest and full costs.

Comparison. Different claimant scope and compensation. The tribunal accepted Caratube alone; JudgeAI accepted
both claimants, used a larger valuation and awarded moral damages.
Sources   First arbitration award   |   ICSID second case record   |   Claimants' counsel announcement of the 2017 award

https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-eiser-infrastructure-limited-and-energia-solar-luxembourg-s-a-r-l-v-kingdom-of-spain-decision-on-the-kingdom-of-spains-application-for-annulment-thursday-11th-june-2020
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw1100.pdf
https://icsid.worldbank.org/cases/case-database/case-detail?CaseNo=ARB%2F13%2F13
https://www.derainsgharavi.com/2017/10/hamid-gharavi-and-nada-sader-secure-a-us39-2-million-damages-award-against-kazakhstan/
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55 Stati and others v Kazakhstan
SCC Case V 116/2010 • Award of 19 December 2013

Context. The investors challenged Kazakhstan’s treatment of their oil and gas businesses and an LPG plant under
the Energy Charter Treaty.

Judicial result. The tribunal found a breach of the fair and equitable treatment obligation in Article 10(1) of the
ECT and awarded USD 497,685,101, with interest and costs dealt with separately. The principal reflected a USD
10,444,899 offset. After finding the FET breach, the tribunal did not need to decide the remaining treaty claims,
including expropriation under Article 13.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found expropriation and awarded approximately USD 2.7 billion without the tribunal’s
deduction.

Comparison. Different legal bases and amounts: FET and USD 497,685,101 in the award; expropriation and
approximately USD 2.7 billion in JudgeAI's decision. The tribunal left the remaining treaty claims undecided.
Sources   Award of 19 December 2013   |   UNCTAD case record

56 Tidewater Investment and Tidewater Caribe v Venezuela
ICSID ARB/10/5 • Award of 13 March 2015 • Partial annulment of 27 December 2016

Context. Venezuela reserved specified oil industry services to the State and took the investors’ marine support
operations and assets.

Judicial result. The tribunal found a compensable expropriation and awarded USD 46.4 million plus interest at
4.5%. It treated the taking as non-discriminatory and for a public purpose; the compensation requirement remained
unsatisfied. Partial annulment in December 2016 reduced the surviving principal to USD 36.397 million. The later
US enforcement judgment records that amount, the interest provisions and a USD 2.5 million costs award.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found expropriation and discrimination, with compensation of approximately USD 70
million including interest.

Comparison. Agreement that compensation was due for the taking, but disagreement on discrimination. An
approximately USD 70 million total including interest is not directly comparable with principal of USD 46.4
million, later reduced by partial annulment to USD 36.397 million.
Sources   Award of 13 March 2015   |   US enforcement judgment of 17 December 2018

https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-ascom-group-s-a-anatolie-stati-gabriel-stati-and-terra-raf-trans-traiding-ltd-v-republic-of-kazakhstan-award-thursday-19th-december-2013
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/379/stati-and-others-v-kazakhstan
https://icsidfiles.worldbank.org/icsid/ICSIDBLOBS/OnlineAwards/C961/DC5612_En.pdf
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-html-files/italaw180847_Tidewater-Investment-SRL-Tidewater-Caribe-C-A-et-al-v-The-Bolivarian-Republic-of-Venezuela_2018-12-17.html
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57 Biwater Gauff Tanzania v Tanzania
ICSID ARB/05/22 • Award of 24 July 2008

Context. The dispute concerned the termination and takeover of a water and sewerage project in Dar es Salaam.

Judicial result. The tribunal found breaches of the UK–Tanzania BIT, including expropriation and fair and
equitable treatment, but awarded no damages. The investment had already lost its economic value before the treaty
breaches, so the requisite causal connection to compensable loss was not proved. A finding of liability therefore did
not produce a monetary recovery. The parties bore their own legal costs and shared arbitration costs equally.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found treaty violations and awarded USD 3.12 million for direct losses.

Comparison. Agreement on treaty liability; different compensation outcomes. The tribunal awarded zero damages
after examining causation and loss. JudgeAI awarded damages.
Sources   UNCTAD case record   |   Gary Born opinion accompanying the award

58 Resolute Forest Products v Canada
PCA Case 2016-13 • Final award of 25 July 2022

Context. Resolute alleged that public assistance to a competing Canadian paper mill breached NAFTA investment
protections.

Judicial result. The tribunal dismissed the claims. The treatment of subsidies under NAFTA Article 1108(7)
concerned specified obligations; it was not a blanket exemption from every NAFTA protection. No Article 1105
breach was established. Resolute was allocated two thirds of the arbitration costs and Canada one third; each party
bore its own legal costs.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI dismissed the claims and divided arbitration costs equally.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal; disagreement on arbitration costs. The tribunal allocated two thirds to
Resolute and one third to Canada, while JudgeAI divided them equally.
Sources   Government of Canada case record   |   Final award

https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/202/biwater-v-tanzania
https://jusmundi.com/en/document/opinion/en-biwater-gauff-tanzania-limited-v-united-republic-of-tanzania-concurring-and-dissenting-opinion-of-gary-born-friday-18th-july-2008
https://www.international.gc.ca/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/topics-domaines/disp-diff/resolute.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-html-files/italaw170763_Final-Award_2022-07-25.html
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59 Pakistan and National Accountability Bureau v Broadsheet
England and Wales High Court • [2019] EWHC 1832 (Comm) • 12 July 2019

Context. Pakistan and its National Accountability Bureau challenged a quantum award arising from an asset
recovery agreement. The challenge concerned the tribunal’s treatment of a lost chance to recover assets associated
with the Sharif family.

Judicial result. The High Court dismissed the challenge under section 68 of the Arbitration Act 1996. The relevant
question was serious procedural irregularity causing substantial injustice, including an alleged failure to deal with
issues, rather than whether the court preferred a different valuation. The judgment left the challenged award
undisturbed; it was not a fresh trial of the underlying asset recovery claim.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected the challenge and preserved the arbitral award.

Comparison. Agreement on rejection of the challenge. The Court applied the section 68 serious-irregularity
standard; JudgeAI also discussed damages while leaving the award in place.
Sources   High Court judgment

60 Orascom TMT Investments v Algeria
ICSID ARB/12/35 • Award of 31 May 2017

Context. The claimant sought treaty relief relating to regulatory and tax measures affecting an Algerian
telecommunications investment held through a corporate chain.

Judicial result. The tribunal found the claims inadmissible, addressing the settlement of claims relating to the same
economic harm and abuse of rights through successive claims at different levels of the corporate chain. This was not
a merits ruling that all challenged taxes and regulatory conduct were lawful. No compensation was awarded to
Orascom.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted jurisdiction, assessed the legality of taxation and considered partial
compensation, with recommendations about structuring claims and evidence.

Comparison. Different dispositions: the tribunal found the claims inadmissible because of settlement and
successive claims; JudgeAI assessed taxation on the merits and considered partial compensation.
Sources   Award of 31 May 2017 including paragraph 587

https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-broadsheet-llc-v-1-the-islamic-republic-of-pakistan-2-national-accountability-bureau-judgment-of-the-high-court-of-justice-of-england-and-wales-2019-ewhc-1832-friday-12th-july-2019
https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-orascom-tmt-investments-s-a-r-l-v-peoples-democratic-republic-of-algeria-award-wednesday-31st-may-2017
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61 Murphy Exploration and Production v Ecuador I
ICSID ARB/08/4 • Award on jurisdiction of 15 December 2010

Context. Murphy challenged Ecuador’s measures affecting oil revenues. This entry concerns the first ICSID
proceeding, not the separate later UNCITRAL arbitration.

Judicial result. The tribunal declined jurisdiction because the treaty’s six-month consultation and negotiation
requirement had not been satisfied. It did not decide whether Ecuador breached fair and equitable treatment or
expropriated the investment, and it did not reject damages after a merits assessment of their evidence.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI recognised the unfulfilled consultation requirement, but proposed a negotiation
framework and conclusions about expropriation without a clear jurisdictional dismissal.

Comparison. Both addressed the unmet consultation requirement. The tribunal declined jurisdiction; JudgeAI
proposed negotiations and addressed expropriation without a clear jurisdictional dismissal.
Sources   UNCTAD record of Murphy I   |   Later jurisdiction decision recording the earlier proceeding

62 LSF KEB Holdings and others v Korea
ICSID ARB/12/37 • Award of 30 August 2022

Context. The Lone Star investors challenged Korean regulatory treatment of the sale of Korea Exchange Bank and
taxation of their investment.

Judicial result. The tribunal’s majority awarded approximately USD 216.5 million plus interest for the Hana sale
claim, after a 50% reduction for the investors’ contribution to the loss. The remaining claims did not succeed.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded USD 433 million on the Hana sale claim without a 50% reduction and rejected
the other principal claims.

Comparison. Agreement on compensable liability for the Hana sale claim and rejection of the other principal
claims. JudgeAI’s USD 433 million omits the tribunal’s 50% reduction and is approximately twice the principal
awarded.
Sources   ICSID case record   |   UNCTAD case record

https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/324/murphy-v-ecuador-i-
https://www.worldcourts.com/pca/eng/decisions/2013.11.13_Murphy_Exploration_Production_v_Ecuador_2.pdf
https://icsid.worldbank.org/cases/case-database/case-detail?CaseNo=ARB%2F12%2F37
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/485/lsf-keb-v-korea
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63 Azurix v Argentina
ICSID ARB/01/12 • Award of 14 July 2006

Context. Azurix challenged the treatment of a water and sewerage concession in the Province of Buenos Aires.

Judicial result. The tribunal found violations of fair and equitable treatment, full protection and security, and
protection against arbitrary measures under the US–Argentina BIT. It did not find expropriation. It awarded USD
165,240,753 plus interest.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found expropriation but refused damages because the amount was insufficiently
established.

Comparison. Opposite conclusions on expropriation and compensation. The tribunal rejected expropriation but
awarded USD 165,240,753 for other treaty breaches; JudgeAI found expropriation and refused damages.
Sources   Award including disposition at paragraph 442   |   Award text

64 Ping An Life Insurance and Ping An Insurance Group v Belgium
ICSID ARB/12/29 • Award of 30 April 2015

Context. Chinese investors challenged Belgium’s response to the Fortis banking crisis. The dispute raised the
temporal relationship between the earlier and later China–Belgium investment treaties.

Judicial result. The tribunal declined jurisdiction over a dispute that had arisen before the later treaty entered into
force. It did not determine whether the measures constituted expropriation, breached fair and equitable treatment, or
caused losses instead of the financial crisis. Each party bore its own legal costs and shared arbitration costs equally.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted Belgium’s jurisdictional objections, while also finding no expropriation or
unfair treatment and attributing the losses to the financial crisis.

Comparison. Agreement on lack of jurisdiction and the costs approach. JudgeAI also considered merits and
causation; the tribunal concluded its analysis at jurisdiction.
Sources   Award of 30 April 2015

https://www.cawater-info.net/bk/water_law/pdf/azurix_v_argentine.pdf
https://www.trans-lex.org/290800/highlight_in_perspective/
https://jusmundi.com/en/document/decision/en-ping-an-life-insurance-company-of-china-limited-and-ping-an-insurance-group-company-of-china-limited-v-kingdom-of-belgium-award-thursday-30th-april-2015
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65 Daimler Financial Services v Argentina
ICSID ARB/05/1 • Award of 22 August 2012

Context. Daimler challenged emergency measures affecting its Argentine financial services investment, including
currency conversion and restrictions associated with the economic crisis.

Judicial result. The majority declined jurisdiction because the claimant had not complied with the treaty
requirement to submit the dispute to Argentine courts for 18 months. The most-favoured-nation provision did not
remove that prerequisite. The decision was not based on a finding that ordinary commercial contracts could never
constitute protected investments. Nor did it determine the merits of the treaty claims or accept necessity as a
substantive defence.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI rejected jurisdiction because the dispute involved commercial contracts, while also
finding no treaty breach and accepting economic necessity.

Comparison. Similar rejection, different grounds: the tribunal used the 18-month domestic-court requirement;
JudgeAI used the commercial-contract character and added merits findings.
Sources   Award of 22 August 2012

66 Urbaser and Consorcio de Aguas Bilbao Bizkaia v Argentina
ICSID ARB/07/26 • Award of 8 December 2016

Context. The investors challenged Argentina’s treatment of a water concession. Argentina also counterclaimed on a
human rights theory concerning access to water.

Judicial result. The tribunal found a breach of fair and equitable treatment in the concession renegotiation during
2003–2005, but awarded no damages for it. Other investor claims did not succeed. The tribunal accepted jurisdiction
over Argentina’s counterclaim but dismissed it on the merits. It also made specific awards to the claimants
concerning the jurisdiction phase costs; the result was not simply that each party bore all its own costs.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found no treaty violation, dismissed the claims without damages and required each
party to bear its own costs.

Comparison. Agreement on no damages, but disagreement on FET liability and costs. The tribunal found an FET
breach, made jurisdiction-phase costs awards and dismissed Argentina’s counterclaim on its merits after accepting
jurisdiction over it.
Sources   Award including Part XIV disposition

https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita1082.pdf
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw8136_1.pdf
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67 Joseph Charles Lemire v Ukraine
ICSID ARB/06/18 • Final award of 28 March 2011

Context. The dispute concerned unfair treatment in the allocation of radio broadcasting frequencies to the
claimant’s Ukrainian business.

Judicial result. Following its liability decision, the tribunal awarded USD 8,717,850 in damages and USD 750,000
toward legal costs. It rejected the claim for moral damages. The award’s payment and interest provisions used a
60-day period.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded pecuniary compensation and USD 500,000 in moral damages, with a 30-day
payment period.

Comparison. Convergence on compensation for treaty injury; differences in moral damages and payment terms.
JudgeAI included a moral-damages award, while the tribunal rejected that component.
Sources   Final award including paragraphs 344 and 381 and disposition

68 Karaha Bodas v Pertamina and PLN
UNCITRAL arbitration seated in Geneva • Award of 18 December 2000 • US enforcement judgment of 4 December 2001

Context. An Indonesian geothermal project was suspended following presidential decrees. The dispute concerned
contractual liability and the allocation of governmental risk.

Judicial result. The tribunal awarded USD 111.1 million for expenditures and USD 150 million for lost profits:
USD 261.1 million in principal. It also awarded USD 66,654.92 in costs and 4% interest from 1 January 2001. The
contracts’ allocation of governmental risk was central to rejecting the attempt to avoid liability. The US court
confirmed the award. USD 243.1 million, derived from USD 93.1 million plus USD 150 million, is not the actual
award.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded USD 243.1 million in principal.

Comparison. Agreement on contractual liability, but disagreement on principal. JudgeAI’s USD 243.1 million is
USD 18 million below the tribunal’s USD 261.1 million award.
Sources   Karaha Bodas v Pertamina 190 F Supp 2d 936

https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita0454.pdf
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/FSupp2/190/936/2504161/
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69 Alstom v General Electric
US District Court SDNY • 228 F Supp 3d 244 • 10 January 2017

Context. The parties disputed the contractual mechanism for resolving purchase-price adjustments following an
acquisition, including the respective roles of an independent accounting firm and ICC arbitration.

Judicial result. The court directed that all the disputed items be submitted to the independent accounting firm in the
first instance. It rejected GE’s competing request and stayed the proceedings. The judgment did not divide the items
between ICC arbitration and the accounting firm.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI assigned accounting issues to the independent firm and managerial or operational issues
to ICC arbitration.

Comparison. Material disagreement on the dispute-resolution route. The decisive judicial result was referral of all
disputed items to the accounting firm in the first instance, subject to the contractual process.
Sources   District Court opinion and order

70 Baka v Hungary
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Application 20261/12 • 23 June 2016

Context. The President of Hungary’s Supreme Court challenged the premature termination of his mandate after
publicly criticising judicial reforms.

Judicial result. The Grand Chamber found violations of both Article 6 § 1, concerning access to a court, and Article
10, concerning freedom of expression. The lack of judicial review of the premature termination and the relationship
between that termination and his protected speech were separate, central findings.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found an Article 6 violation but no Article 10 violation.

Comparison. Agreement on Article 6; disagreement on Article 10. The Grand Chamber also found a
freedom-of-expression violation, while JudgeAI rejected that complaint.
Sources   Grand Chamber judgment

https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/new-york/nysdce/1%3A2016cv03568/457479/64/
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/?i=001-163113
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71 Beyeler v Italy
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Application 33202/96 • Merits of 5 January 2000 • Just satisfaction of 28 May 2002

Context. The case concerned Italy’s exercise of a pre-emption right over a Van Gogh painting and the uncertainty
surrounding the applicant’s interest in the transaction.

Judicial result. The Court found a violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. The autonomous Convention concept of
possessions protected the applicant’s relevant proprietary interest despite questions of formal title. In 2002 the Court
awarded an aggregate EUR 1.3 million taking account of pecuniary and non-pecuniary damage and associated
matters. The result was not a ruling that there was no protected possession or that moral damage was categorically
rejected.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI calculated compensation by reference to price differences, inflation and interest, while
rejecting moral damages and lost profits.

Comparison. Agreement that compensation was warranted. JudgeAI’s proposed formula and rejection of moral
damages differ from the Court’s aggregate award, which included pecuniary and non-pecuniary damage.
Sources   Just satisfaction judgment   |   Council of Europe execution summaries

72 The Holy Monasteries v Greece
ECtHR • Applications 13092/87 and 13984/88 • Merits judgment of 9 December 1994

Context. Greek monasteries challenged legislation affecting ownership and management of their property,
including statutory presumptions favouring State ownership.

Judicial result. The Court found violations of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and Article 6 § 1 in respect of the
monasteries that had not joined the agreement of 11 May 1988. It found no violation of Articles 9 or 11. The
discrimination complaints were either rejected or did not require separate examination, depending on the distinction
challenged. Pecuniary just satisfaction was reserved; GRD 8.4 million was awarded for costs. This judgment did not
order land restitution or compensation within six months.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found violations of property rights and religious freedom and provided for restitution or
compensation.

Comparison. Convergence on property protection; different treatment of religious freedom and relief. The Court
reserved pecuniary compensation and awarded costs; JudgeAI proposed restitution or compensation.
Sources   Full judgment including paragraphs 92–104 and disposition

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/docx/pdf?filename=CASE+OF+BEYELER+v.+ITALY.pdf&id=001-60485&library=ECHR&logEvent=False
https://rm.coe.int/summaries-of-final-resolutions-adopted-by-the-committee-of-ministers-i/1680986114
https://www.refworld.org/jurisprudence/caselaw/echr/1994/97133
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73 Jahn and others v Germany
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Applications 46720/99 72203/01 and 72552/01 • 30 June 2005

Context. Heirs to land allocated under East German land reform challenged legislation requiring its transfer without
compensation where statutory conditions were not met.

Judicial result. The Grand Chamber found no violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and no violation of Article 14
taken with that provision. It accepted the exceptional context of German reunification and the correction of the
transitional legislation. The Grand Chamber reached a different result from the earlier Chamber judgment. No
market-value compensation was awarded by the Grand Chamber.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found a property violation and proposed compensation based on the land’s market
value.

Comparison. Opposite result on property rights and compensation. The Grand Chamber found no violation and
awarded no market-value compensation.
Sources   ECtHR country factsheets including Jahn

74 Sporrong and Lönnroth v Sweden
ECtHR • Applications 7151/75 and 7152/75 • Merits of 23 September 1982 • Just satisfaction of 18 December 1984

Context. Long-running expropriation permits and construction prohibitions restricted the applicants’ properties
without completion of the contemplated expropriations.

Judicial result. The Court found violations of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and Article 6 § 1. The combined duration
and consequences of the restrictions, together with inadequate safeguards, upset the required fair balance. In the
separate just satisfaction judgment the Court awarded SEK 800,000 to the Sporrong estate and SEK 200,000 to
Lönnroth for damage, with costs addressed separately. It did not establish a universal ten-year maximum for
expropriation permits.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI proposed a ten-year limit with a possible extension and compensation in principle,
without specifying the Court’s individual awards.

Comparison. Convergence on excessive interference. JudgeAI proposed a time limit; the Court's monetary relief
was determined separately in the 1984 judgment.
Sources   Merits judgment   |   Just satisfaction judgment

https://www.echr.coe.int/documents/d/echr/Country_Factsheets_1959_2010_ENG
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?filename=001-57580.pdf&id=001-57580&library=ECHR
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?filename=001-57579.pdf&id=001-57579&library=ECHR&logEvent=False
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75 Bosphorus Hava Yollar■ v Ireland
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Application 45036/98 • 30 June 2005

Context. Ireland impounded an aircraft leased by a Turkish airline from a Yugoslav company while implementing
European Community sanctions.

Judicial result. The Court found no violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. The decisive framework was the
presumption of equivalent protection when a State implements obligations arising from membership of an
international organisation that provides comparable fundamental-rights protection. Ireland was implementing its
Community obligations, and the presumption was not rebutted by manifestly deficient protection in this case. The
judgment did not exclude protection simply because the applicant was a lessee or classify all losses as unrecoverable
commercial risks.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found no violation and awarded no compensation, emphasising the lessor’s ownership,
sanctions compliance and indirect commercial losses.

Comparison. Agreement on no violation and no compensation. The Court relied on equivalent protection; JudgeAI
emphasised ownership and commercial risk.
Sources   Grand Chamber judgment

76 Pine Valley Developments and others v Ireland
ECtHR • Application 12742/87 • Judgment of 29 November 1991

Context. The applicants challenged the invalidation of planning permission and their exclusion from legislation that
validated other planning permissions affected by the same legal defect.

Judicial result. The Court found no violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 taken alone. It did, however, find a
violation of Article 14 taken with that provision in respect of Healy Holdings and Daniel Healy because the
differential treatment lacked objective and reasonable justification. Just satisfaction was reserved. The case was
therefore not a complete dismissal of the applicants’ Convention complaints.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found no property violation or discrimination and rejected all claims without
compensation.

Comparison. Agreement on the standalone property complaint, but disagreement on discrimination. The Court
found an Article 14 violation for two applicants and reserved just satisfaction.
Sources   Judgment of 29 November 1991

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/docx/pdf?filename=CASE+OF+BOSPHORUS+HAVA+YOLLARI+TURIZM+VE+TICARET+ANONIM+SIRKETI+v.+IRELAND.pdf&id=001-69564&library=ECHR&logEvent=False
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?TID=ihgdqbxnfi&filename=001-57711.pdf&id=001-57711&library=ECHR
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77 Lithgow and others v United Kingdom
ECtHR plenary Court • Seven joined applications beginning with 9006/80 • 8 July 1986

Context. Shareholders challenged the compensation arrangements for nationalisation of aircraft and shipbuilding
businesses.

Judicial result. The Court found no violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, Article 14 or Article 6 § 1. It
recognised a broad margin of appreciation in economic and social reform and accepted the compensation
framework. The Convention did not require full market-value compensation in every nationalisation case. The Court
did not award an additional GBP 55.5 million.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found a violation and awarded an additional GBP 55.5 million.

Comparison. Different liability and compensation outcomes. The Court found no violation and accepted the
compensation framework; JudgeAI found a violation and awarded an additional GBP 55.5 million.
Sources   Plenary judgment

78 Broniowski v Poland
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Application 31443/96 • Merits of 22 June 2004 • Friendly settlement of 28 September 2005

Context. A Bug River claimant challenged the failure to realise an entitlement to compensation for property
abandoned after the Second World War.

Judicial result. The 2004 pilot judgment found a systemic violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and required
measures addressing the defective compensation mechanism. It did not award 98% of the former property’s market
value. The 2005 friendly settlement provided PLN 237,000 to the applicant and operated alongside a new statutory
framework generally based on 20% compensation. Neither stage produced an adjudicated award of full market
value.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded PLN 1,949,560, described as the remaining 98% of market value.

Comparison. Agreement on the property-rights violation; different remedies and amounts. JudgeAI awarded PLN
1,949,560. The 2004 judgment required systemic measures; the 2005 settlement provided PLN 237,000.
Sources   Grand Chamber friendly settlement judgment

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?filename=001-57526.pdf&id=001-57526&library=ECHR
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/docx/pdf?filename=CASE+OF+BRONIOWSKI+v.+POLAND.pdf&id=001-70326&library=ECHR&logEvent=False
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79 Frizen v Russia
ECtHR • Application 58254/00 • Judgment of 24 March 2005

Context. The applicant’s car was confiscated in connection with criminal proceedings against her husband, despite
her asserted ownership.

Judicial result. The Court found a violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 because the interference lacked the
necessary legal basis. It awarded no just satisfaction because the applicant had not submitted a timely claim under
the applicable procedure. This procedural outcome is different from a merits ruling that the car had no value or that
no loss existed.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI ordered return of the car and reimbursement of legal costs.

Comparison. Agreement on the property violation. JudgeAI ordered restitution and costs; the Court awarded no just
satisfaction following the absence of a timely claim.
Sources   Judgment of 24 March 2005

80 Sovtransavto Holding v Ukraine
ECtHR • Application 48553/99 • Merits of 25 July 2002 • Just satisfaction of 2 October 2003

Context. A Russian company challenged State interference with litigation and corporate decisions that diluted its
shareholding in a Ukrainian company.

Judicial result. The Court found violations of Article 6 § 1 and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. In the separate 2003
judgment it awarded EUR 500,000 in pecuniary damage, EUR 75,000 in non-pecuniary damage and EUR 50,000 in
costs and expenses. The respondent before the ECtHR was Ukraine. The Court did not order a company or city
council to restore a 49% shareholding and pay UAH 50 million.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI provided for restoration of a 49% shareholding and monetary relief of UAH 50 million.

Comparison. Different respondents and remedies. The ECtHR awarded damages and costs against Ukraine;
JudgeAI proposed corporate restitution of a 49% shareholding and UAH 50 million in relief.
Sources   ECtHR October 2003 information note

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/docx/pdf?filename=CASE+OF+FRIZEN+v.+RUSSIA.pdf&id=001-68614&library=ECHR&logEvent=False
https://ks.echr.coe.int/documents/d/echr-ks/clin_october_2003_eng?download=true
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81 Kotov v Russia
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Application 54522/00 • 3 April 2012

Context. A bank depositor complained about the handling of a private bank’s liquidation and the State’s
responsibility for the liquidator’s conduct.

Judicial result. The Grand Chamber found no violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. The liquidator was not a
State agent for attribution purposes, and the State had fulfilled the relevant positive obligations. The Court did not
adjudicate an ordinary debt recovery claim against the bank or order redistribution of a specified deposit balance.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found a property violation and ordered recovery or redistribution of the outstanding
rouble-denominated debt, while rejecting moral damages.

Comparison. Opposite result on the Convention complaint. JudgeAI’s debt-recovery remedy also differs from the
Court’s examination of the State’s responsibility for the private bank liquidation.
Sources   Grand Chamber judgment   |   Official judgment announcement

82 Shesti Mai Engineering and others v Bulgaria
ECtHR • Application 17854/04 • Judgment of 20 September 2011

Context. The applicants complained that the authorities failed to protect their shareholdings against an unlawful
corporate takeover.

Judicial result. The Court found a violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 in relation to the State’s positive
obligations. It made individual awards: pecuniary awards ranged from EUR 500 to EUR 12,100, and non-pecuniary
awards from EUR 4,000 to EUR 6,000. The judgment did not order restoration of a 50% shareholding with EUR
500,000 in pecuniary damage and EUR 50,000 in non-pecuniary damage.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI provided for restoration of shares, EUR 500,000 in pecuniary damage and EUR 50,000
in non-pecuniary damage.

Comparison. Agreement on a failure to protect property, but substantial disagreement on relief. The Court made
individual awards on a much smaller scale and did not order restoration of a 50% shareholding.
Sources   Judgment in HUDOC   |   Official judgment announcement

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?filename=001-110023.pdf&id=001-110023&library=ECHR
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf?filename=Grand+Chamber+judgment+Kotov+v.+Russia+03.04.12.pdf&id=003-3901855-4502352&library=ECHR
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-106250
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?filename=003-3678387-4184220.pdf&id=003-3678387-4184220&library=ECHR
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83 Polá■ek and Polá■ková v Czech Republic
ECtHR Grand Chamber • Application 38645/97 • Admissibility decision of 10 July 2002

Context. The applicants sought restitution of property confiscated before the Convention became applicable to the
respondent State and challenged statutory eligibility requirements.

Judicial result. The application was declared inadmissible. The earlier confiscation fell outside the Court’s
temporal jurisdiction, and the applicants had no existing possession or sufficiently established restitution claim
amounting to a legitimate expectation under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. The discrimination complaint could not
succeed outside the ambit of the protected right. The decision did not announce that domestic law generally prevails
over international law.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI refused restitution, accepted the citizenship condition and reasoned that national law
prevailed over international law.

Comparison. Agreement at a general level on refusal of restitution. The Court relied on temporal jurisdiction and
the absence of a protected possession or legitimate expectation, rather than a general rule of domestic-law
supremacy.
Sources   Grand Chamber admissibility decision

84 Gladysheva v Russia
ECtHR • Application 7097/10 • Judgment of 6 December 2011

Context. A good-faith purchaser lost title to her flat and faced eviction after fraud in an earlier privatisation was
discovered.

Judicial result. The Court found violations of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and Article 8. It required Russia to restore
the applicant’s title and reverse the eviction order. It also awarded EUR 9,000 in non-pecuniary damage and EUR
11,245 in costs and expenses. The operative remedy was not a general choice between restitution, repayment of the
purchase price and alternative housing compensation.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI awarded monetary compensation instead of restitution, criticised the purchaser’s
diligence and recommended improvements to transaction checks.

Comparison. Agreement that State errors infringed the applicant's rights. The Court required restoration of title and
reversal of eviction; JudgeAI chose monetary compensation and recommended transaction checks.
Sources   Judgment of 6 December 2011

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/docx/pdf?filename=POLACEK+and+POLACKOVA+v.+THE+CZECH+REPUBLIC.pdf&id=001-22564&library=ECHR&logEvent=False
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/app/conversion/pdf/?filename=001-107713.pdf&id=001-107713&library=ECHR
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85 The Industrial Group v Abdelazim El Shikh El Fadil Hamid
DIFC CFI 029/2018 • Order with reasons of 10 March 2023

Context. Following employment litigation and an appeal, Hamid sought interest on a penalty award, guidance on
the division of recoverable costs and payment of the fee needed to initiate costs assessment.

Judicial result. The court awarded interest on AED 244,640 from 28 August 2019 to 6 April 2022 at the previously
specified rate, and thereafter at 9% until payment. It set 35% as the limit for the proportion of TIG’s reasonable
costs attributable to defending the tort claims. It refused the request that TIG fund Hamid’s assessment fee, but
ordered TIG to pay 70% of his costs of this application.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI refused all requests, treating the interest application as late and cost allocation as
exclusively a matter for the Registrar.

Comparison. Disagreement on the application’s outcome. The Court granted interest and part of the requested costs
relief, while JudgeAI refused all requests.
Sources   Order and reasons of 10 March 2023

86 Carmon Reestrutura v Antonio João Catete Lopes Cuenda
DIFC Court of Appeal • [2024] DIFC CA 003 • 26 November 2024

Context. Carmon sought freezing relief in connection with alleged misappropriation and foreign proceedings. The
appeal concerned the DIFC Courts’ power to grant relief supporting proceedings elsewhere.

Judicial result. The Court of Appeal allowed the appeal and reversed the relevant orders below, recognising the
availability of freezing relief in support of foreign proceedings. This was a jurisdictional and interim-relief decision.
It did not finally determine that the defendant had misappropriated USD 20 million or enter a damages judgment for
that amount. The underlying misappropriation allegations were not final findings after trial.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found a breach of fiduciary duty and awarded USD 20 million in compensation,
freezing relief and disclosure.

Comparison. Convergence on freezing relief. The appellate decision concerned jurisdiction and interim relief;
JudgeAI also determined liability and awarded USD 20 million.
Sources   Court of Appeal judgment

https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-first-instance/fi-0292018-industrial-group-ltd-v-abdelazim-el-shikh-el-fadil-hamid
https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-appeal/carmon-reestrutura-engenharia-e-servicos-tecnios-especiais-su-lda-v-antonio-joao-catete-lopes-cuenda-2024-difc-ca-003
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87 Tr88house Restaurant and Entertainment Centre v Bond Interior Design
DIFC CA 006/2024 • Amended costs judgment of 18 September 2024 reissued 20 November 2024

Context. Bond was the successful contractor claimant below; Tr88house was the defendant and appellant. The
appeal addressed an overstatement in the contract account and the consequences of settlement offers for costs.

Judicial result. The corrected consent disposition substituted AED 1,665,386.89 for AED 2,873,837.14 in the
judgment in Bond’s favour. Bond was to pay Tr88house’s appeal costs before 2 July 2024; Tr88house was to pay
Bond’s appeal costs from that date, excluding costs submissions. Each party bore its own permission-application
and costs-submission costs. Costs were subject to standard assessment if not agreed. Rejecting an offer was relevant
to costs, not an automatic finding of bad faith.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI used the revised amount of AED 1,665,386.89 and a similar date-based costs split. Its
decision summary uses claimant and defendant labels inconsistently and characterises refusal of a settlement offer
as bad faith.

Comparison. Agreement on the revised principal. Both use a date-based costs division; JudgeAI's inconsistent party
labels leave the allocation ambiguous. JudgeAI also characterises refusal of an offer as bad faith.
Sources   Amended judgment on costs

88 Neal v Nadir
DIFC Court of Appeal • [2024] DIFC CA 001 • 19 March 2024 amended 22 March 2024

Context. The appeal concerned recognition and enforcement of a provisional award granting interim relief in a
London-seated arbitration.

Judicial result. The court dismissed the appeal and upheld enforcement under the DIFC Arbitration Law. Interim
measures made in the form of an award could fall within the recognition and enforcement provisions even though
the seat was outside the DIFC. The defendant and appellant was ordered to pay the respondent’s appeal costs on the
standard basis within 21 days. The DIFC-LCIA to DIAC transition was addressed in the statutory context; the court
did not adopt a general rule that perceived procedural superiority overrides party consent.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI accepted jurisdiction and enforceability of the interim award and awarded costs against
the defendant, justifying the replacement of rules by their procedural superiority.

Comparison. Agreement on enforcement and appeal costs. The Court relied on the statutory institutional transition;
JudgeAI emphasised procedural quality. The judicial decision concerned enforcement of interim relief.
Sources   Court of Appeal judgment

https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-appeal/tr88house-restaurant-and-entertainment-centre-llc-v-bond-interior-design-llc-2024-difc-ca-006-1
https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-appeal/neal-v-nadir-2024-difc-001
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89 National and Provincial Building Society and others v United Kingdom
ECtHR • Applications 21319/93 21449/93 and 21675/93 • 23 October 1997

Context. Building societies challenged retrospective legislation affecting restitution proceedings for taxes paid
under defective regulations.

Judicial result. The Court found no violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, Article 6 § 1 or the relevant Article 14
complaints. Article 6 was applicable to the restitution proceedings; the Court did not dispose of that claim simply by
saying tax cases were outside its scope. It accepted the justification for the corrective legislation and its impact in the
particular circumstances. No compensation was awarded.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found violations of property rights, fair trial and non-discrimination and awarded GBP
82,750,255.98 plus interest.

Comparison. Opposite result on liability and compensation. The Court found no Convention violation and made no
monetary award; Article 6 nevertheless applied to the restitution proceedings.
Sources   ECtHR judgment

90 IGPL General Trading v Hortin Holdings and others
DIFC CA 013/2021 and CA 015/2021 • Judgment of 23 March 2022 reviewing the 2021 proceedings

Context. IGPL sought specific performance of documents purporting to grant rights over London properties. The
key question was whether the person signing them had authority to bind the corporate property owners.

Judicial result. The consolidated appeal was dismissed and IGPL was ordered to pay the respondents’ appeal costs.
The corporate authority issue was decisive: powers granted by beneficial owners did not establish the necessary
authority to bind the companies through their management structure. The decision did not establish a general rule
that every unregistered lease is invalid or require an independent final finding that the documents were a sham.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI dismissed the claim for lack of authority, corporate governance defects and absence of
registration. The decision summary does not state a costs order.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal and lack of corporate authority. JudgeAI also relied on registration and left
costs unspecified; the Court awarded appeal costs to the respondents.
Sources   Court of Appeal judgment

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-58109
https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-appeal/igpl-general-trading-llc-v-1-hortin-holdings-limited-2-lodge-hill-limited-3-westdene-investment-limited-2021-ca-013-and-ca-015
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91 NS Investment Limited v Ajay Sethi
DIFC CFI 055/2020 • Judgment of 27 September 2023

Context. The remaining claim at trial concerned contractual interest on a loan. The court considered the applicable
law and whether the lender was authorised to conduct the relevant lending activity.

Judicial result. The court dismissed the claim, declared the loan agreement null and void and denied recovery of the
claimed interest. Its reasoning addressed UAE financial regulation and JAFZA restrictions; it was not simply a
procedural e-filing dismissal. The judgment awarded the defendant standard costs.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI found the loan invalid and dismissed the claim, relying also on a universal 9% interest
ceiling, Sharia objections, filing defects and rejection of counterclaims.

Comparison. Agreement on dismissal of interest and invalidity of the loan. JudgeAI additionally proposed an
interest ceiling and Sharia, filing and counterclaim conclusions; the Court resolved the specific loan dispute.
Sources   Judgment of 27 September 2023

92 Ledger v Leeor
DIFC Court of Appeal • [2022] DIFC CA 013 • Judgment of 21 October 2022 issued 26 October 2022

Context. The appellant sought an interim anti-suit injunction without notice to restrain proceedings in the onshore
Dubai courts while asserting an arbitration agreement.

Judicial result. The appeal was dismissed. The appellate court upheld the rational exercise of the first-instance
discretion and emphasised procedural fairness and comity. It expressly declined to determine the substantive
arguments about the arbitral seat or DIFC jurisdiction and powers without hearing both parties. The operative
appellate order contained no costs award. This was not a final adjudication that the contract selected an exclusive
non-DIFC forum or that the application constituted procedural abuse.

JudgeAI decision. JudgeAI refused the injunction because exclusive DIFC jurisdiction was unproved, characterised
the conduct as procedural abuse and awarded costs against the applicant.

Comparison. Agreement on refusal of interim relief. The Court relied on procedural fairness and comity and left
substantive jurisdiction issues open; JudgeAI resolved those issues, found procedural abuse and awarded costs.
Sources   Court of Appeal judgment including paragraphs 65–72

https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-first-instance/ns-investment-limited-v-ajay-sethi-2020-difc-cfi-055
https://www.difccourts.ae/rules-decisions/judgments-orders/court-appeal/ledger-v-leeor-2022-difc-ca-013
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