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JONATHAN DAVID SHEPPARD V JILLION LLC - SEALED JUDGMENT [2025] QIC (E) 3 

Introduction 

On Thursday 12 November 2025, in a judgement handed down by Lord Thomas of Cwmgiedd, the Qatari 

Financial Centre Civil and Commercial Court (the “Court”) held a lawyer practicing in Dubai (the “Dubai 

Lawyer”) in contempt of court and breach of Article 35.2 of the Rules and Procedures of the Civil and 

Commercial Court of the Qatar Financial Centre (the “Rules”) for citing “fake cases” purporting to be 

decisions of the Court in an application for an extension of time for service of a Defence. 

Background 

The Dubai Lawyer prepared an extension of time for service of Defence by the Defendant in relation to an 

employment claim. The application for an extension of time made reference to a purported decision of the 

Court. The Claimant was unable to locate this judgement and made a request to the Court to direct the 

Defendant to provide said judgement. The Dubai Lawyer submitted a revised submission which referred to 

the same judgement again in addition to another case. The Registry ordered the Dubai Lawyer to provide 

copies of the cases and a witness statement explaining: (i) how he came upon the two cases; and (ii) the points 

of law to which those cases related in relation to the extension of time application. 

By way of witness statement, the Dubai Lawyer clarified that the citations were provided “in error 

inadvertently…due to reliance on secondary sources / incomplete case law databases by mistake” and 

apologised. The Court decided that the actions of the Dubai Lawyer were to be determined under Article 35 

of the Rules, which state in relevant part: 

“35.2   A person commits a contravention of a judgment, decision or order of the Court if, without reasonable 

excuse, the person does the following:   

… 25.2.5 Engages in conduct that is intended to obstruct the Court in the exercise of any of its powers, 

including, without limitation:  

…(b)Giving information that is false or misleading.” 

Decision 

The Court determined that referring to an authority provided by an AI system without checking the case 

amounted to “reckless conduct”. The Dubai Lawyer only admitted to obtaining the cases via a Google search 

once the Registry made additional enquires. In the circumstances, the Court determined that the Dubai 

Lawyer’s conduct was “intentional” as opposed to “inadvertent” and there was “plainly no reasonable 

excuse”. 
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The Court noted that all its decisions are published on a freely available and searchable website and 

subsequently “the reference to fake cases should not have occurred”. The Court acknowledged that the use of 

AI in litigation is to be welcomed given its potential to reduce cost and promote efficiencies. However, it noted 

that a Practice Direction was required to set out the approach litigators should adopt before the Court, a draft 

of which was published at the same time as the judgement for consultation.   

On this occasion, the Court decided against publishing the name of the Dubai Lawyer stating that it would 

“inflict on him a disproportionately harsh penalty” and “given that this is the first case where this has 

happened in this Court”. However, the Court made it clear that, as provided for in the Practice Direction, any 

future reliance on citations of authority which have not been verified by the lawyer on the case will be 

sanctioned accordingly, including the “full identification of the lawyer or law firm and the consequent public 

disgrace.” 

Concluding Observations  

The judgement highlights the growing concern over the use of AI generated legal research in litigation. Whilst 

the Court is not opposed to lawyers using AI in litigation to improve efficiencies, it emphasised the need for 

guidance to be provided to and followed by the lawyers to ensure accuracy of submissions before the Court. 

The judgement demonstrates that in future, the Court will not allow such errors to be concealed by anonymity.  

The decision is available here.  

 

https://www.qicdrc.gov.qa/sites/default/files/2025-11/Jonathan%20David%20Sheppard%20v%20Jillion%20LLC%20-%20Sealed%20Judgment%20-%2012%20November%202025.pdf

