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Abstract

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 legal reforms, framed within Vision
2030, represent a comprehensive restructuring of the Kingdom’s
legal-economic infrastructure, emphasizing a hybrid codification
approach that balances legislative consolidation with sector-
specific regulatory agility. This approach integrates doctrinal
clarity with empirical performance indicators to enhance legal
certainty, investor confidence, and market adaptability across
diverse sectors including financial services, corporate governance,
insolvency, and dispute resolution. The reforms address pre-
existing fragmentation by embedding hierarchy clauses,
procedural safeguards such as randomized case allocation, and
adaptive review mechanisms triggered by measurable
benchmarks.  Institutional coordination among judiciary,
regulatory authorities, and legislative bodies is strengthened to
ensure consistent application and feedback-driven refinement.
Equality norms are systematically incorporated into economic
statutes to promote inclusive market participation. Comparative
analysis highlights alignment with international frameworks like
UNCITRAL and UNIDROIT, while also identifying unique
adaptations reflecting domestic policy priorities. The model’s
tiered legislative architecture, empirical trigger mechanisms, and
integrated enforcement strategies offer a replicable template for
jurisdictions seeking to harmonize legal certainty with operational
flexibility in pursuit of economic diversification and sustainable
growth.
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1.Introduction

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 legal reforms under Vision 2030 represent a market-oriented redesign of the
Kingdom’s legal-economic structure through “Vision-driven codification,” which merges legislative
consolidation with explicit economic objectives. This model aims to enhance legal certainty, align with
international investment standards, and support sectoral diversification. Some reforms adopt
comprehensive codification for coherence, while others use targeted amendments to address regulatory
bottlenecks (Cooper 2023). The approach resembles omnibus legislation used internationally to unify
fragmented rules (Sujono & Nugroho 2023), though Saudi drafting remains cautious to avoid weakening
protective norms.

Institutionally, the reforms balance centralized oversight with delegated operational authority, reflecting
moderated decentralization suited to Saudi governance (Baltsii 2023). In sectors like energy and tourism,
technical agencies streamline procedures while strategic control remains national. Vision-driven
codification also extends to investment insurance regulation, aligning domestic frameworks with
international standards to strengthen investor confidence while retaining flexibility for local product
structures (Wijanto 2023).

Non-commercial policies, such as identity documentation rules, indirectly influence commercial
outcomes by shaping labor market inclusion and employer liability (Gascoigne 2024). Comparative
experiences with integrated codification abroad (Riwanto 2023) highlight Saudi Arabia’s hybrid model,
combining civil-law hierarchy with multi-sector consolidation typical of common-law systems.

Legal capacity building is essential for smooth implementation; training programs emphasize case-based
reasoning and statutory interpretation to help practitioners navigate new regulatory regimes (Zhao & Tang
2022). Effective coordination between executive and legislative bodies is equally critical, as
misalignment can produce inconsistent regulations that undermine investor confidence (Imam &
Mulyanto).

Overall, the reforms reflect intentional layering: using omnibus consolidation where economically
beneficial, applying precise sector-specific amendments where needed, and embedding procedural
innovations to support both domestic and foreign investors. This positions codification not merely as a
legal exercise but as an instrument of economic engineering aligned with Vision 2030’s transformation
goals.

2 Theoretical and Conceptual Foundations
2.1 Law-and-development paradigms
2.1.1 Historical evolution of law-and-development

The historical trajectory of law-and-development thinking reflects cyclical shifts between periods
emphasizing state-led institutional structuring and phases privileging market-driven regulatory flexibility. An
early phase, observable in mid-20th-century postcolonial contexts, embedded law as an instrument for central
state consolidation, using codified frameworks to distribute governance authority while preserving political
primacy over economic actors. In such models, legal architecture was often treated as a tool for
administratively managed modernization rather than as a facilitative platform for private enterprise
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expansion. The emphasis rested heavily on hierarchically integrated codes and formal statutes designed to
synchronize multiple societal domains under unified legal norms (Imam & Mulyanto).

During the 1970s and 1980s, however, law-and-development paradigms began integrating market
doctrines rooted in trade liberalization discourse. This was driven both by internal reformist movements and
external prescriptions from international financial institutions advocating deregulation and privatization. The
narrative shifted toward seeing law less as a controlling mechanism and more as an enabling infrastructure.
The operational lens here involved procedural efficiency reforms, aimed at reducing transaction costs for
commercial actors while maintaining baseline social protections. Comparative studies in jurisdictions like
India or Brazil showed how decentralization could be adopted without creating entirely new public-law
entities; instead, functions were reallocated from existing bodies while avoiding fundamental structural
transformation (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

In the subsequent decades, particularly after the dissolution of centrally planned systems across parts of
Europe and Asia, attention turned toward hybridized models combining selective codification with sectoral
autonomy for market regulators (Semenov, 2024). These hybrids retained skeleton frameworks from earlier
centralized systems yet incorporated targeted revisions allowing flexible allocation of administrative
authority. They prioritized harmonization where transaction-heavy sectors demanded predictability, insurance
regulation being one example, while leaving space for context-specific policy measures at regional levels
(Wijanto).

... by broader socio-political transformations rather than purely economic pressures. Where legislative
reform intersected identity or social classification debates, for example, gender or civil status markers, the
framework’s evolution reflected attempts to reconcile equality norms with labor mobility needs. Movements
proposing structural changes like decertifying certain identifiers introduced novel considerations into
doctrinal development: the coherence of the legislative text had to be weighed against its role as a driver for
deeper political change (Imam & Mulyanto). This illustrated that legal viability depended not only on drafting
precision but also on public acceptability and institutional readiness. The Indonesian experience adds another
dimension: economic legal policy there has historically been situated within a broader system in which law
serves as an impersonal national mechanism transcending individual actors (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).
Law’s role was construed as architectonic, shaping political superstructures and coordinating economic
mechanisms alongside cultural norms of legality. However, this structuralist foundation proved susceptible to
inefficiencies when confronted with post-liberalization bureaucratic minimalism coupled with excessive
privatization (Semenov, 2024). The intended outcome, greater efficiency through reduced state intervention,
was often undermined by weakened oversight capacities and rising corruption indices. Thus, economic
growth objectives became tethered to revitalized calls for stronger enforcement apparatuses capable of
underpinning sustainable development cycles. More contemporary iterations of law-and-development theory
seek integration between doctrinal clarity and empirical responsiveness. Comparative evidence suggests that
strong legislative passage rates alone cannot guarantee developmental impact unless allied with effective
application mechanisms (Wijanto). Incorporation of structured indicators, measuring procedural turnaround
times, jurisdictional overlaps resolved, or contractual enforcement success rates, allows empirical scrutiny of
whether codified reforms are functioning beyond their textual definitions. Such mixed assessment
methodologies respond to historical lessons where cosmetic statutory changes failed to yield tangible
development benefits due to absence of coordination between executive agendas and subnational
implementation. Across these oscillations, from state consolidation through liberalization waves to hybrid
configurations, the historical pattern highlights two persistent tensions: balancing centralized certainty against
decentralized adaptability, and reconciling protective jurisprudence with facilitation of enterprising activity.
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These tensions remain visible even in modern constitutional innovations that define special regulatory zones
such as federal territories (Semenov, 2024). Examining Russia’s “Sirius” federal territory clarifies how
constitutional amendment can inaugurate a unique public-law entity without full alignment to foreign
analogues, thereby stressing the need for comprehensive normative regulation to avoid fragmented
governance landscapes. What emerges from this historic layering is an incremental but adaptive character
within law-and-development thought, a recognition that legal frameworks must evolve alongside societal
shifts yet preserve foundational coherence. This dual imperative appears repeatedly across jurisdictions that
transitioned from tightly linked political-economic coding toward designs allowing differentiated treatment
based on sectoral risk profiles or geographic governance experiments. When contextualized within current
reform narratives like Vision 2030 (Section 1), history offers predictive cues about which structural
alignments may endure under changing economic pressures and which may fracture absent reinforced
coordination between normative design and applied practice.

2.1.2 Critiques and reformulations

An integrated critique of Saudi Arabia’s Vision 2030 legal reforms highlights the tension between codified
certainty and regulatory agility. While “Vision-driven codification” enhances predictability, excessive
consolidation risks creating rigid frameworks that struggle to adapt to rapid economic or technological
changes (Imam & Mulyanto). This challenge is evident in sectors like insurance-linked investment products,
where evolving markets require swift regulatory updates to maintain solvency without hindering innovation
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Selective decentralization also presents risks. Delegating authority to technical agencies can improve
licensing efficiency, but inconsistent oversight across governance levels may lead to fragmented enforcement
(Semenov, 2024). Saudi Arabia’s hybrid model—central strategic control with delegated procedures—works
reasonably well, yet weak feedback loops between central and delegated units may slow necessary legal
amendments.

Empirical evidence from judicial systems shows that procedural randomness affects impartiality and investor
confidence (Wijanto). Without strong safeguards, streamlined commercial procedures may be undermined by
perceived bias. Equality norms also intersect with economic regulation; discriminatory identity rules can
distort labor markets and reduce competitiveness (Imam & Mulyanto). Critics argue that such intersections
are insufficiently theorized in legislative drafting.

Practitioner readiness remains uneven. Training programs vary in focus, and a more integrated approach
combining doctrinal and empirical skills is needed (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Comparatively,
common-law omnibus systems achieve clarity through unified language, whereas Saudi Arabia’s civil-law
hierarchy combined with selective consolidation can create inconsistencies (Semenov, 2024). Embedding
adaptive clauses—such as sunset provisions tied to economic indicators—could mitigate rigidity (Wijanto).

A Dbroader reformulation should incorporate socioeconomic performance metrics alongside legal audits.
Indicators such as dispute resolution speed, FDI inflows, and regional uniformity provide more accurate
assessments of reform effectiveness. Recommended adjustments include: embedding adaptive clauses,
strengthening feedback between regulators and decentralized units, enhancing impartiality safeguards,
improving practitioner training, and harmonizing hybrid codification methods.
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The definitional scope of codification under Vision 2030 reflects debates over completeness versus partiality.
Exhaustive codification reduces conflicts but risks obsolescence; partial codification increases agility but may
fragment norms (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Fast-moving sectors like unit-linked
insurance require both stability and flexibility (Semenov, 2024). Vertical integration also raises questions
about delegation boundaries and investor perceptions of uniformity (Wijanto).

Socio-legal intersections complicate scope definition, especially regarding equality norms and labor market
access (Imam & Mulyanto). Codification must balance social protections with commercial efficiency.
Another debate concerns the division between primary codes and subsidiary regulations; excessive reliance

on subordinate instruments risks inconsistency, as seen in Russia’s “Sirius” federal territory (Semenov,
2024).

Judicial behavior studies show that incentive structures influence interpretation, making procedural
safeguards essential for predictability (Wijanto). Some scholars argue for embedding societal benefit criteria
into codification, though this risks interpretive ambiguity (Imam & Mulyanto).

A practical solution is a tiered codification model distinguishing immutable principles, adaptable economic
mechanisms, and delegated instruments. This structure balances certainty with flexibility. Ultimately,
defining codification under Vision 2030 requires precise drafting and empirical feedback loops to maintain
stability while enabling adaptation in high-value sectors central to economic diversification (Semenov, 2024).

2.2.2 Comparative approaches to codification

Comparative perspectives show that while codification universally aims at clarity and coherence, jurisdictions
differ sharply in how they achieve it. Civil Law systems emphasize hierarchical, exhaustive codes, whereas
Common Law systems often use omnibus statutes to unify fragmented rules and enhance transparency. Saudi
Arabia’s Vision 2030 framework sits between these models, blending structural hierarchy with selective
consolidation shaped by political oversight and sector-specific priorities (Wijanto).

In Indonesia, codification tends toward comprehensive corpus juris structures that enhance predictability but
risk rigidity when rapid regulatory updates are needed (Imam & Mulyanto). Reform discussions there
highlight advisory bodies aimed at simplifying regulations and reducing compliance burdens (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri), offering lessons for Saudi Arabia’s shift toward more responsive statutory
instruments.

Common Law jurisdictions use omnibus legislation to consolidate disparate acts, eliminate contradictions,
and strengthen investor confidence (Semenov, 2024). However, success depends on precise drafting and
contextual tailoring; poorly integrated borrowing can create ambiguities (Wijanto).

Decentralization models add complexity. European subsidiarity frameworks embed local discretion within
statutory architecture, allowing regional adaptation while meeting national benchmarks (Imam & Mulyanto).
Saudi Arabia partially delegates technical licensing tasks but lacks robust feedback mechanisms to ensure
consistent interpretation across governance levels (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Federal experiences, such as Russia’s “Sirius” territory, show that special governance zones require detailed
normative foundations; insufficient primary regulation leads to fragmented subordinate rules (Semenov,
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2024). Saudi drafters can apply this lesson when designing special economic zones by embedding baseline
rights and procedural guarantees in principal statutes.

Judicial performance also shapes codification outcomes. Variations in appointment and incentives affect how
laws are applied, making procedural safeguards—Iike randomized case assignment—essential for fairness
and investor confidence (Imam & Mulyanto). Comparative evidence supports embedding such safeguards
directly in commercial codes rather than relying on administrative protocols (Wijanto).

Socioeconomic inclusivity provisions further influence codification. Some jurisdictions integrate equality
norms into commercial legislation to prevent discriminatory market distortions (Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri). In Saudi Arabia, debate continues over whether such norms should be embedded within economic
codes or coordinated through separate social legislation. Comparative experience warns against abstract
equality clauses lacking actionable metrics (Semenov, 2024).

Drafting lessons point toward tiered codification models combining immutable principles with adaptable
economic mechanisms reviewed periodically through performance indicators (Wijanto). Model clauses
linking licensing regimes to biennial evaluations align with international adaptive practices while preserving
statutory certainty.

Finally, comparative analysis underscores the need for empirical monitoring frameworks. Jurisdictions
relying solely on textual review miss operational deficiencies visible through data such as licensing
processing times or dispute resolution throughput. Embedding performance triggers into economic codes
enables automatic recalibration without full legislative overhaul.

Overall, Saudi Arabia’s codification trajectory can benefit from selective borrowing: adopting Common Law
consolidation where fragmentation undermines investment certainty, applying Civil Law hierarchical
discipline for nationwide coherence, using subsidiarity-based delegation where local tailoring improves
efficiency, and embedding empirical review mechanisms to ensure statutes evolve predictably with economic
dynamics (Imam & Mulyanto). This calibrated synthesis supports Vision 2030’s goal of building a stable yet
adaptable legal foundation for long-term economic transformation.

3 Historical Context and Drivers of Reform

3.1 Pre-2016 Saudi legal landscape

3.1.1 Fragmentation of legal sources

Before Vision 2030, Saudi Arabia’s statutory landscape was fragmented both horizontally across commercial,
labour, investment, and financial domains, and vertically across inconsistent layers of subsidiary regulations.
This dispersion created interpretive uncertainty, as overlapping statutes and ministerial regulations lacked
harmonisation clauses, leaving practitioners and investors to navigate contradictory or outdated provisions
(Imam & Mulyanto). Unlike Civil Law jurisdictions with systematic codification, Saudi legislation evolved
through piecemeal amendments, producing cumulative incoherence (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).
Licensing regimes often required consulting decades-old statutes alongside modern decrees without clear
hierarchical guidance, increasing transaction costs.

Refereed Journal of Northern Europe Academy for Educational and Humanitarian

24 Studies & Research Vol .5 -NO.32 13/07 /2026 www.journalnea.com



http://www.journalnea.com/

Empirical indicators showed inconsistent administrative timelines across sectors, reflecting the absence of
unified procedural benchmarks (Semenov, 2024). Conflicting subordinate rules further undermined
procedural clauses in primary legislation (Wijanto). Vertically, delegation mechanisms were weakly defined,
allowing local bodies to adapt national rules without statutory boundaries, resulting in uneven enforcement
and region-specific compliance expectations (Imam & Mulyanto). This unpredictability complicated
contractual planning, especially for joint ventures facing divergent regional interpretations (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

Judicial interpretation added another layer of uncertainty. Courts relied on scattered legislative fragments or
uncodified administrative instructions, producing doctrinal variance across similar cases (Semenov, 2024).
Without integrated codes, consistency depended on individual adjudicators rather than institutional
coherence, undermining predictable dispute resolution (Wijanto). Fragmentation also limited the integration
of equality norms into economic legislation, leaving labour inclusion issues outside commercial statutes and
creating coordination gaps between social and economic regulators (Imam & Mulyanto).

Sector-specific bottlenecks were acute in composite products like insurance-linked investments, where
solvency rules and asset allocation standards were regulated under separate laws without cross-reference
clauses. Regulators interpreted unrelated statutes differently, exposing insurers to legal risk (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). Comparisons with Russia’s “Sirius” territory illustrate how insufficient normative
detail in primary acts leads to fragmented subordinate rules (Semenov, 2024), a pattern mirrored in Saudi
sectoral laws that delegated too much procedural design to ministries without statutory anchors.

Addressing pre-2016 fragmentation required doctrinal consolidation and empirical calibration. Vision-driven
codification introduced mechanisms to unify dispersed provisions and embed performance-based triggers
(Section 2.2.2). Drafting solutions include explicit hierarchy clauses clarifying the relationship between
statutes and ministerial regulations, and mandatory review boards to resolve conflicts. Prior to reform, the
fragmented statutory environment produced unpredictable interpretation and enforcement, hindering
diversification goals. Vision 2030 reforms thus aimed to integrate dispersed rules through codification that
balances flexibility with coherence (Imam & Mulyanto).

3.1.2 Impact on business certainty

The fragmented statutory environment in Saudi Arabia before Vision 2030 significantly undermined business
certainty. Dispersed and uncoordinated legislative instruments created doctrinal ambiguity, as companies had
to navigate overlapping statutes and ministerial regulations lacking harmonisation clauses (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). This opacity in statutory hierarchy increased compliance burdens, especially for
cross-sector operations such as insurance-linked investment products, where obligations were spread across
unrelated instruments (Semenov, 2024).

Procedural inconsistency further weakened certainty. Licensing turnaround times varied widely across sectors
and regions due to the absence of unified benchmarks (Wijanto). Businesses often faced months-long delays
in some jurisdictions while identical licences were issued within weeks elsewhere, discouraging
multi-regional expansion and distorting diversification strategies. Delegation mechanisms were not codified,
allowing regulators to issue divergent compliance requirements for similar activities (Imam & Mulyanto).
This was particularly problematic in financial services, where prudential and capital market rules were
interpreted inconsistently across authorities (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).
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Judicial inconsistency compounded uncertainty. Courts relied on scattered statutory fragments or uncodified
circulars when primary legislation lacked clarity, producing variable outcomes across similar cases
(Semenov, 2024). Without integrated codes, adjudication depended heavily on individual judges rather than
institutional doctrine (Wijanto). The separation of socio-economic inclusion norms from economic statutes
also created risks, as equality requirements were enforced administratively rather than doctrinally, limiting
their effectiveness (Imam & Mulyanto).

Sector-specific fragmentation was acute in composite regulatory areas like insurance-linked investments,
where solvency and asset allocation rules were governed by separate laws without cross-reference clauses.
Regulators exercised broad discretion, exposing firms to conflicting interpretations (Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri). Similar issues appeared in sectoral laws that delegated procedural detail entirely to ministerial
regulations without statutory anchoring, mirroring gaps seen in Russia’s “Sirius” federal territory (Semenov,
2024).

Addressing these deficiencies required codification tools designed to enhance certainty. Proposed solutions
include hierarchy clauses clarifying the relationship between statutes and implementing regulations, national
interpretive panels to resolve discrepancies, and review triggers tied to empirical indicators (Wijanto; Imam
& Mulyanto). Embedding impartiality safeguards—such as randomized case assignment—within commercial
codes would also strengthen judicial predictability (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Overall, pre-reform fragmentation inflated transaction costs, produced procedural variability, generated
conflicting regulatory obligations, weakened judicial consistency, and created structural gaps in
socio-economic integration. Vision-driven codification aims to resolve these issues through consolidated
statutory architecture, harmonisation mechanisms, empirical review protocols, and unified adjudicatory
safeguards aligned with diversification goals (Imam & Mulyanto).

3.2 Economic diversification imperatives
3.2.1 Vision 2030 strategic objectives

Vision 2030 positions legal reform as a central driver of economic diversification, capital inflow expansion,
and institutional modernization. The strategy seeks to balance predictable, coherent legal structures with
regulatory agility needed for innovation and shifting global market trends (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).
This requires codification that embeds substantive economic rights alongside mechanisms enabling timely
and orderly adjustment.

Diversification goals—tourism, financial services, technology-intensive manufacturing—demand tailored
regulatory ecosystems. In finance, expanding permissible instruments must be paired with solvency
safeguards and integrated supervision across capital markets and insurance regulation to avoid fragmented
oversight (Semenov, 2024). Cross-sector interpretive hierarchies can ensure prudential rules override
conflicting licensing norms.

Investment attractiveness is strengthened through streamlined dispute resolution and transparent licensing.
Omnibus consolidation reduces contradictions in legacy statutes, improving enforceability and investor
confidence (Wijanto). Yet consolidation must be paired with procedural equity; safeguards such as
randomized judicial assignment mitigate bias risks (Imam & Mulyanto).
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Sector-specific growth requires calibrated decentralisation. Technical licensing for tourism or renewable
energy can be delegated to subnational agencies, while strategic oversight remains central. Statutory clauses
should grant bounded discretion tied to national benchmarks, with re-centralisation triggered upon persistent
underperformance (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Entrepreneurship development intersects with regulatory simplification. Advisory bodies—similar to those
used internationally—could review and prune redundant regulations, reducing compliance burdens for SMEs
(Semenov, 2024). Their authority could include proposing amendments based on quantified compliance cost
metrics.

Labour market inclusion aligns with commercial reform where discriminatory barriers reduce
competitiveness. Embedding equality norms directly into economic statutes ensures coherent enforcement
across commerce and labour domains (Wijanto). Draft clauses may require licensed entities to adopt
non-discriminatory recruitment protocols enforceable by both commerce and labour authorities.

Regulatory predictability is enhanced through performance-linked legislative review cycles. Triggers such as
deviations in licensing times or shifts in sectoral GDP contribution can compel timely statutory revision
(Imam & Mulyanto). Effective implementation depends on reliable empirical indicators to avoid inertia or
overcorrection.

Institutional capacity building ensures consistent application of reformed laws. Expanded training—covering
financial derivatives, sustainability standards, and other sector-specific content—bridges doctrinal text with
operational realities, reducing transitional uncertainty (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Hybrid integration
across commerce, insurance, and securities law requires practitioners capable of navigating previously siloed
domains (Semenov, 2024).

Legal modernization is also tied to broader infrastructural reforms, including fiscal incentives, PPPs, and
international collaboration agreements. Clear statutory language is essential to avoid interpretive divergence
that could undermine contractual reliability (Wijanto). Thus, legal text becomes an economic asset
underpinning diversification credibility.

3.2.2 Private sector participation targets

Private sector participation under Vision 2030 builds on the diversification blueprint by positioning legal
reform as a core driver of expanding private sector output and GDP share. Codification is treated not only as a
governance tool but as a mechanism to stimulate market entry, operation, and exit aligned with national
growth objectives (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Achieving quantitative targets—such as increasing SME
contribution—depends on statutory clarity and procedural efficiency across regulatory layers.

SME enablement is central. Pre-reform barriers like monopolistic resource control and restrictive financing
limited competition (Imam & Mulyanto). New codified reforms introduce procedural fairness in licensing and
anti-concentration clauses to prevent dominant market capture. Access to finance is expanded through
banking incentives and alternative channels such as venture capital and crowdfunding, supported by
proportionate solvency protections (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Performance-triggered review clauses
allow recalibration when SME lending falls below GDP-linked thresholds.
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Omnibus consolidation of commercial laws reduces transaction costs and eliminates contradictions between
legacy statutes, improving operational predictability for medium-sized firms (Semenov, 2024).
Cross-reference mechanisms ensure subordinate regulations align with parent legislation (Wijanto).
Decentralised licensing accelerates growth in targeted sectors—renewable energy, eco-tourism, cultural
industries—while statutory benchmarks enforce national alignment. Regional agencies report biannual
performance data; failure triggers mandated assistance or re-centralisation (Imam & Mulyanto).

Investor protection mechanisms strengthen both foreign inflow and domestic entrepreneurial confidence.
Randomised case allocation and procedural deadlines enhance fairness and predictability in dispute resolution
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Inclusion norms are integrated into economic statutes, linking
non-discrimination to licensing or subsidy eligibility, ensuring sectoral expansion aligns with labour market
diversity goals (Semenov, 2024). Training requirements for subsidised SMEs create a feedback loop between
private sector growth and human capital development (Wijanto).

Comparative lessons highlight risks of rigidity in exhaustive codification models like Indonesia’s (Imam &
Mulyanto). Saudi reforms mitigate this through sunset provisions tied to sectoral performance, preventing
long-term resource capture by early entrants. Multi-stakeholder advisory panels institutionalise continuous
evaluation, using structured indicators—Iicensing  turnaround variance, return  deviations,
complaint-resolution ratios—to recommend statutory amendments (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).
Indicator-linked triggers ensure reform responsiveness without relying solely on ministerial discretion
(Semenov, 2024).

Safeguards against backsliding include supremacy clauses ensuring SME facilitation and competitive
neutrality provisions override conflicting enactments unless explicitly amended (Wijanto). These clauses
protect reform priorities from erosion by subordinate rulemaking or legacy frameworks.

In sum, embedding private sector participation targets into Vision 2030’s legal framework requires
coordinated drafting and empirical mechanisms: codal consolidation to reduce bottlenecks; equitable finance
access; benchmark-linked decentralisation; inclusion norms within economic statutes; anti-concentration
safeguards; indicator-driven review bodies; and supremacy clauses ensuring doctrinal coherence (Imam &
Mulyanto). Together, these strategies support both quantitative GDP growth and balanced distributional
outcomes within Saudi Arabia’s evolving diversified economy (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

4 Governance and Institutional Architecture
4.1 Key reform actors

4.1.1 Judiciary and Ministry of Justice

After 2016, the judiciary and Ministry of Justice (MOJ) became the two core institutional pillars supporting
Vision-driven codification. Their roles are interdependent: the judiciary converts codified norms into
enforceable outcomes, while the MOJ designs policy architecture and ensures procedural navigability across
jurisdictions (Imam & Mulyanto). Alignment between legislative clarity and judicial interpretation is
essential; without it, codal reforms cannot achieve their economic or institutional objectives.
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The MOJ’s dual mandate spans legislative refinement and judicial administration. It coordinates
cross-ministerial drafting for omnibus commercial codes (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri), standardises
procedural rules, oversees case-management technologies, and trains judges to apply consolidated statutes
uniformly. Procedural coherence amplifies substantive certainty, and empirical indicators—such as dispute
resolution timelines and reversal rate variance—help assess whether reforms improve the investment climate
(Semenov, 2024).

Judicial independence is treated as a functional requirement for market trust (Wijanto). Structural incentives
or administrative habits can undermine impartiality, as seen in comparative cases where external remunerated
assignments affected judicial behaviour (Imam & Mulyanto). Safeguards such as mandatory randomised case
allocation within specialised benches reduce bias risks. A model clause may require automated randomisation
overseen by an integrity officer.

Training is critical during transition from fragmented laws to consolidated codes. Judges must harmonise
interpretive habits and develop sector-specific commercial acumen—for example, understanding solvency
metrics in insurance-linked investment products (Semenov, 2024). The MOJ can institutionalise continuous
professional development tied to reform benchmarks.

Communication gaps between MOJ and lower courts risk undermining reform goals (Wijanto). Statutory
provisions requiring biannual appellate reports on interpretive conflicts could trigger review committees
tasked with proposing clarifying amendments (Imam & Mulyanto). This feedback loop ensures bottom-up
judicial experience informs top-down legislative refinement.

Regional enforcement divergence was common pre-reform due to absent delegation clauses (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). Vision-driven codification introduces hierarchical source ranking and
conflict-resolution clauses, but empirical tracking—such as dispersion coefficients for monetary awards—
remains necessary to confirm doctrinal convergence (Semenov, 2024).

Even without stare decisis, Saudi courts influence investor sentiment through consistency in rulings
(Wijanto). MOJ-issued interpretive bulletins distilled from appellate decisions can improve transparency and
reduce reliance on informal networks (Imam & Mulyanto). These bulletins can be given quasi-official status
without compromising judicial independence.

Cross-sector coordination is essential for reforms in areas like anti-corruption enforcement or SME
facilitation (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Inter-agency working groups co-chaired by judiciary and MOJ
officials can harmonise protocols, especially in capital-intensive sectors sensitive to enforcement delays
(Semenov, 2024).

Social inclusion norms embedded in economic statutes require judicial interpretation when disputes arise
(Wijanto). Enforceability depends on doctrinal precision and judge preparedness (Imam & Mulyanto).
Clinical legal education principles suggest involving judges in reform evaluation pilots, contributing
anonymised procedural data to strengthen evidence-based recalibration (Semenov, 2024).

Ultimately, effective Vision-driven codification requires recognising the complementary competencies of
MOJ and the judiciary (Wijanto). The MOJ shapes macro-architecture—codes, procedures, training—while
the judiciary delivers micro-level enforcement through impartial adjudication. Structured indicators such as
turnaround times, regional award dispersion, and training completion ratios must guide iterative review cycles
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embedded within adaptive clauses (Imam & Mulyanto). Without integrated design and application, gains
from codal consolidation risk erosion through inconsistent practice or procedural lag (Riwanto, Suryaningsih
& Putri).

4.1.2 Financial and capital market regulators

Financial and capital market regulators play a central role in translating Vision-driven codification into actual
market behaviour. Unlike the judiciary and MOJ, which focus on interpretation and procedural coherence,
these regulators actively shape market structure through entry thresholds, permissible instruments, prudential
rules, disclosure standards, and enforcement measures (Imam & Mulyanto). Post-2016 codification integrates
previously siloed regimes—insurance, securities, collective investment schemes—into a unified statutory
architecture with harmonised definitions to prevent regulatory arbitrage (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri;
Semenov, 2024).

A key area is unit-linked investment products, regulated through tiered rules combining statutory solvency
formulas with flexible asset allocation bands delegated to secondary regulations and reviewed through
performance triggers (Wijanto). This balances investor protection with innovation capacity. Regulators such
as CMA and SAMA publish empirical indicators—Ilicensing turnaround times, enforcement actions,
compliance costs, cross-border flows—to support transparency and activate statutory review triggers when
metrics show persistent underperformance (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Limited decentralisation exists through SAMA branches handling microfinance and insurance intermediary
licensing under uniform benchmarks and mandatory reporting (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). This addresses
pre-reform inconsistencies in regional evidentiary standards. Overlapping jurisdiction between CMA and
SAMA still causes procedural delays, prompting proposals for statutory coordination mandates requiring joint
decision boards and synchronised review periods (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Judicial interaction remains a friction point when generalist courts interpret specialised financial provisions.
Allowing regulators to submit written observations in relevant litigation—an amici curiae-style mechanism—
would enhance technical accuracy without compromising judicial independence (Imam & Mulyanto;
Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Social inclusion is incorporated through CMA requirements obliging large intermediaries to adopt
non-discrimination recruitment policies, embedding equality norms into economic statutes (Semenov, 2024;
Wijanto). Publishing aggregated workforce composition data aligns compliance with ESG-driven investor
expectations (Imam & Mulyanto).

Institutional coordination parallels international advisory structures like the Dutch ATR. Pilot committees
involving CMA, listed companies, SMEs, and external experts propose annual amendment schedules based
on compliance burden metrics (Semenov, 2024). Statutory authority for such committees would
institutionalise regulatory streamlining (Wijanto).

Enforcement pattern analysis—sanction logs, penalty ratios, settlement prevalence—helps assess whether
consolidation improves deterrence without chilling market activity. Statutory proportionality principles
ensure penalties remain credible yet balanced (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).
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Overall, financial and capital market regulators act as the operational nerve centres of Vision-driven
codification. Harmonised definitions, empirically triggered flexibility, cross-authority coordination, judicial
engagement gateways, inclusion-linked accreditation rules, advisory panel powers, and transparent
enforcement metrics together create a regulatory spine that is stable yet adaptable, aligned with Saudi
Arabia’s integrated legal certainty model and Vision 2030’s economic transformation agenda (Imam &
Mulyanto).

4.2 Mechanisms of law reform

4.2.1 Legislative drafting processes

Legislative drafting under Vision 2030 has shifted from a purely textual exercise to an integrated mechanism
aligning economic objectives with enforceable legal architecture. The process now combines doctrinal
coherence with empirical stakeholder input to produce statutes that are predictable yet adaptable (Imam &
Mulyanto). Early articulation of statutory scope—whether comprehensive codification or targeted
amendment—guides drafting direction through coordination between ministries and regulatory experts
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Drafting begins with a systematic review of existing laws, mapping conflicts between primary and
subordinate regulations and identifying cross-sector inconsistencies, such as mismatched licensing rules
between capital markets and insurance (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Clear hierarchy clauses are embedded to
ensure subordinate regulations cannot override parent statutes, addressing a major weakness of pre-2016
legislation (Imam & Mulyanto).

An iterative consultation phase follows, using prototype legislation circulated among ministries, regulators,
trade associations, practitioners, and market actors (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Feedback refines clarity
and tests operational viability. Technical provisions—such as solvency formulas for insurance-linked
products—are stress-tested against reporting systems, with adjustments made either in statutory text or
delegated regulations (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Explanatory memoranda document cost—benefit analyses
and rationale for chosen solutions, enhancing transparency and legitimacy.

Final consolidation requires alignment with MOJ and legislative chambers to ensure procedural compatibility
(Imam & Mulyanto). Adaptability is embedded through sunset clauses and performance-linked review
triggers tied to sectoral metrics like GDP contribution thresholds, especially in fast-moving sectors such as
tourism and renewable energy (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Equality norms are increasingly integrated directly into economic statutes rather than siloed in social policy
laws (Wijanto). Non-discrimination clauses linked to licensing and market participation close enforcement
gaps and support inclusive diversification goals (Imam & Mulyanto). Drafting requires precise definitions
and clear remedial pathways to ensure enforceability in commercial adjudication (Semenov, 2024).

Empirical enforcement realities also shape drafting. Studies of judicial behaviour and regional licensing
disparities inform clauses mandating procedural uniformity, such as randomised judicial allocation for
commercial disputes (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Imam & Mulyanto). Inter-agency working groups
ensure harmonisation across parallel reform tracks, preventing future fragmentation like pre-2016 overlaps
between insurance and securities regimes (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).
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Post-consultation synthesis produces formal Law Reform Proposal reports documenting accepted and rejected
amendments, accompanied by Action Plans targeting legislative passage priorities (Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri). Some drafts undergo external review to ensure international investment compatibility (Semenov, 2024;
Wijanto).

Monitoring provisions embedded during drafting require regular performance assessments tied to statutory
triggers—Ilicensing benchmarks, dispute resolution timelines, investor metrics—to initiate amendment cycles
without waiting for political intervention (Imam & Mulyanto). The Vision-driven drafting model thus
integrates hierarchy clarity, stakeholder validation, adaptability clauses, inclusivity norms, empirical
safeguards, inter-agency harmonisation, transparent proposal documentation, strategic lobbying, and statutory
monitoring triggers into a coherent legislative architecture (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Together, these elements ensure that legal drafting supports both certainty and economic dynamism, enabling
Saudi Arabia’s legal system to remain stable yet responsive under rapidly shifting global competitiveness
conditions.

4.2.2 Regulatory rulemaking and guidelines

Regulatory rulemaking under Vision 2030 operates as the practical extension of legislative codification,
converting broad statutory mandates into detailed, enforceable norms across economic sectors. Regulators
such as SAMA and CMA now follow structured rule-development protocols grounded in impact diagnostics,
assessing compliance burdens, interpretive clarity, and performance indicators like licensing turnaround times
and enforcement volumes (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024). When gaps or inconsistencies
arise—often due to outdated standards or misalignment with newly codified provisions—working committees
comprising regulators, industry stakeholders, legal advisers, and consumer groups draft updated guidelines
(Wijanto).

Post-Vision 2030 guidelines adopt tiered structures mirroring statutory architecture: core principles from
codified law, sector-specific operational directives, and interpretive notes ensuring consistent application
(Imam & Mulyanto). In insurance-linked investment regulation, statutory solvency formulas are
supplemented by technical guidance on calculation methods, documentation formats, and corrective timelines
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). This detail translates statutory concepts into measurable operational
requirements while preserving flexibility for technical updates without reopening legislation (Semenov,
2024).

Conflict-prevention clauses are now standard, addressing pre-2016 fragmentation where agencies issued
overlapping rules with no hierarchy (Wijanto). Guidelines explicitly cross-reference parent statutes and other
regulators’ rules, operationalising statutory hierarchy clauses to avoid jurisdictional disputes—especially in
hybrid areas involving both CMA and SAMA (Imam & Mulyanto).

Empirical triggers embedded in guidelines drive periodic review. Renewable energy licensing rules, for
example, include sunset provisions tied to market uptake metrics; failure to meet benchmarks mandates
procedural recalibration (Wijanto). This blends adaptability with predictability, giving market actors clarity
on when and why adjustments occur (Imam & Mulyanto).
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Consultation phases mirror legislative practice but operate on compressed timelines. Draft rules are published
with impact statements, stakeholders submit comments within defined windows, and regulators release
feedback analysis reports to enhance transparency (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). In sectors like microfinance,
standing advisory panels—empowered under statute—provide iterative recommendations based on annual
compliance cost surveys (Imam & Mulyanto).

Regulatory clarity is reinforced through definitional precision inherited from codification. Guidelines
reproduce core legal definitions and add illustrative examples to support consistent application across
regional offices (Wijanto). Where decentralisation delegates certain determinations downward, guidelines
specify benchmarks—processing times, rejection grounds, reporting obligations—ensuring uniformity and
accountability (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Equality norms are now embedded directly into regulatory instruments. Accreditation rules issued by CMA or
SAMA include non-discrimination obligations tied to market participation rights, with workforce
composition audits incorporated into routine supervision (Imam & Mulyanto; Semenov, 2024). Public
disclosure of aggregated data aligns regulatory compliance with ESG expectations among global investors
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Judicial interface provisions allow regulators to submit expert clarifications in litigation involving their rules,
improving interpretive accuracy without compromising judicial independence (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto).
Enforcement transparency is strengthened through mandatory publication of sanction statistics—penalty
ratios, compliance actions, settlement prevalence—providing evidence of deterrence effectiveness and
triggering amendment cycles when imbalances appear (Semenov, 2024; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Overall, Vision-driven rulemaking integrates doctrinal structure from consolidated legislation with
empirically grounded adaptability mechanisms. Harmonised definitions prevent arbitrage; consultation
ensures operational viability; empirical triggers compel timely revision; equality norms broaden participation;
judicial engagement safeguards technical accuracy; and transparency maintains deterrence credibility
(Wijanto). Together, these elements create a regulatory environment that is both stable and responsive—an
essential complement to statutory codification within Saudi Arabia’s economic diversification strategy (Imam
& Mulyanto).

5 Core Private Law Modernization
5.1 Civil and commercial law reforms

5.1.1 Contract law modernization

Modernization of Saudi contract law under the post-2016 Vision-driven codification agenda plays a central
role in aligning private law with economic diversification goals. The reforms resolve structural ambiguities
and procedural inefficiencies that previously undermined contractual predictability, especially in cross-border
transactions. Consolidation of fragmented provisions on offer, acceptance, consideration, and termination into
unified commercial code chapters reduces interpretive uncertainty and prevents subordinate regulations from
overriding negotiated terms (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Empirical indicators—such as regional award dispersion—revealed inconsistencies in enforcement,
prompting procedural uniformity mechanisms including standardised evidentiary requirements and
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randomised case allocation for high-value disputes (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto). Adaptive triggers allow
regulators to issue binding interpretive notes when technological or market shifts occur, subject to biennial
legislative review (Semenov, 2024).

Choice-of-law and forum clauses receive strengthened statutory recognition to support foreign investment,
affirming party autonomy within boundaries set by mandatory Saudi public policy, consumer protection, and
equality norms embedded directly into economic statutes (Wijanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Equality
clauses now operate within commercial dispute channels, addressing discriminatory contractual practices
(Semenov, 2024).

Damages quantification guidance is integrated into statutory text to reduce award volatility. Digital commerce
expansion drives updated definitions of electronic offer and acceptance, timestamp protocols, and technical
standards for e-signature validation and data security, aligned with UNCITRAL models (Imam & Mulyanto;
Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Force majeure provisions are modernised to require evidence of mitigation attempts before relief is granted
(Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto). Secured transaction reforms streamline collateral enforcement through uniform
foreclosure timelines and auction procedures under national oversight, reducing regional disparities (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Social inclusion intersects with contract modernization through franchising rules enabling micro-franchise
participation by underrepresented groups and embedding non-discrimination principles into partner selection
processes, supported by expedited grievance routes (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri).

Institutionally, regulators gain authority to maintain registries of high-value contracts involving regulated
products, enabling systemic risk monitoring and feeding empirical data back into reform diagnostics
(Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). These feedback loops ensure codal terms remain aligned with market practice and
can be recalibrated when anomalies arise (Imam & Mulyanto).

In aggregate, Saudi Arabia’s modernized contract law integrates substantive rights with procedural
uniformity, adaptive mechanisms, equality norms, empirical benchmarks, and institutional feedback channels.
The architecture responds to historical fragmentation and contemporary diversification pressures, positioning
contract law as an engineered component of national economic infrastructure rather than a passive repository
of transactional defaults (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

5.1.2 Corporate law evolution

Corporate law evolution under Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms embeds Vision-driven codification
principles into the governance of incorporated entities, aligning ownership structures, capital formation, and
governance obligations with diversification goals (Imam & Mulyanto). Codification consolidates previously
fragmented provisions for LLCs, JSCs, cooperatives, and sector-specific vehicles into a unified framework
with standardised definitions, reducing interpretive volatility caused by registrar discretion and regional
inconsistencies (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).
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A major doctrinal shift concerns capital structure flexibility. Revised statutes permit multiple share classes
with differentiated rights, subject to mandatory disclosure in public registers, enhancing foreign investor
appeal while protecting minority shareholders (Wijanto). Minimum capital thresholds for LLCs and JSCs are
recalibrated to support SME participation, balanced by enhanced solvency reporting duties that integrate
prudential oversight into corporate governance from inception (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri).

Governance obligations are standardised through statutory board composition rules, including mandatory
independent directors for large JSCs, reflecting empirical links between board independence and compliance
performance (Wijanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Related-party transaction rules are tightened,
requiring disclosure, non-conflicted approval, and providing statutory remedies such as rescission and
director liability (Semenov, 2024).

Corporate law is harmonised with national investment statutes through cross-reference clauses that eliminate
conflicts between company registration procedures and sectoral licensing requirements. Jurisdictional
hierarchy is explicit: investment law timelines prevail in strategic sectors (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). Decentralisation appears through delegation of incorporation functions to regional
registrars, bounded by uniform benchmarks and corrective intervention triggers for delays (Wijanto).

Judicial interaction is addressed through randomised docket assignment for high-value governance disputes
and specialised appellate review panels, improving predictability and doctrinal coherence (Semenov, 2024;
Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Inclusion norms are embedded directly into corporate eligibility criteria,
requiring non-discrimination in partnership admission and cooperative membership, enforced through
coordinated audits between commerce and labour authorities (Imam & Mulyanto; Wijanto).

Empirical monitoring is institutionalised through mandatory annual transparency reports for large entities,
summarising compliance incidents and governance indicators benchmarked against sector medians. Persistent
shortfalls trigger remedial programmes such as board training (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Comparative
influences appear in drafting choices that balance concentrated ownership realities with capital market
engagement, supported by sunset clauses tied to economic benchmarks to avoid rigidity (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

Regulators’ roles are reinforced through mutual recognition clauses that prevent compliance duplication for
entities subject to both SAMA prudential norms and CMA listing requirements (Imam & Mulyanto). The
cumulative effect is a corporate law environment engineered for stability—through unified definitions,
hierarchy clauses, and standardised governance—and adaptability through delegated flexibility bounded by
measurable benchmarks (Semenov, 2024). Integrated empirical indicators allow regulators to track alignment
with Vision 2030 diversification targets without reverting to inconsistent ad hoc amendments (Wijanto).

Overall, corporate law evolution exemplifies Vision-driven codification’s capacity to blend legal certainty
with market readiness under a centralised yet empirically responsive reform model (Imam & Mulyanto).

5.2 Insolvency and secured transactions

521 Modern insolvency frameworks
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Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 insolvency reform forms a core component of Vision-driven codification, replacing
fragmented debtor—creditor rules with an integrated, tiered framework aligned with diversification and
international investor expectations. The consolidated insolvency statute unifies definitions, procedural stages,
creditor hierarchy rules, and cross-border recognition mechanisms into a single code, resolving
inconsistencies that previously arose from dispersed civil provisions and ad hoc ministerial decrees (Imam &
Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

The framework establishes clear commencement triggers to encourage early intervention while protecting
creditor rights. Preventive settlement, financial reorganisation, and liquidation each carry explicit statutory
thresholds and timelines. Creditors may petition for reorganisation based on persistent arrears, while debtors
anticipating insolvency may seek preventive settlement before full payment cessation (Wijanto). Procedural
uniformity is strengthened through randomised case allocation for high-value restructurings, especially for
regulated entities such as insurers offering unit-linked products (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Corporate governance duties are integrated: directors must file for reorganisation or liquidation within
defined windows after triggering events, with personal liability for undue delay (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).
Secured transactions are embedded into priority architecture with precise rules governing enforcement
relative to preferential claims. Automatic moratoria apply during reorganisation but are time-bounded and
renewable only with creditor majority consent (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Sector-specific adaptability is built into the framework. For innovation-driven sectors like renewables and
fintech, valuation methodologies extend beyond traditional tangible asset appraisal, enabled through
ministerial regulations authorised by statutory clauses (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Cross-border recognition
mechanisms draw from UNCITRAL principles but are tailored to domestic policy priorities. Recognition of
foreign main proceedings depends on reciprocity or alignment with Vision 2030 diversification aims, and
inbound investment codes cross-reference these provisions to clarify treatment of foreign insolvency
outcomes (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Empirical monitoring is embedded through mandatory reporting by insolvency administrators on recovery
rates, process durations, and distribution patterns. Deviations from statutory benchmarks trigger ministerial
review and potential procedural amendments (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto). Social inclusion appears through
elevated priority for small business trade creditors below defined turnover thresholds, and discriminatory
payout reductions against protected classes are prohibited (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Regulator coordination is codified: CMA and SAMA receive statutory standing in insolvency proceedings
involving licensed entities, with joint determination boards required for cases implicating dual oversight
(Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). These mechanisms ensure compliance capacity is
preserved during reorganisation.

Overall, the modernised insolvency framework provides transparent entry triggers, predictable priority
ladders, impartial allocation devices, sector-specific adaptability, cross-border recognition aligned with
strategic aims, empirical review cycles, distributive inclusivity tiers, and regulator coordination pathways.
Together, these reforms enhance investor confidence by ensuring that business failure and restructuring are
managed through orderly, rule-bound processes consistent with Vision 2030’s legal transformation agenda
(Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

5.2.2 Collateral registries and enforcement
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Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 collateral registry reforms extend the Vision-driven codification model by
integrating secured transactions into a unified legislative and operational framework aimed at strengthening
creditor confidence, expanding enterprise financing, and ensuring predictable enforcement across
jurisdictions and asset classes (Imam & Mulyanto). Consolidation of pre-reform provisions into a single
statutory part covering creation, perfection, priority, and enforcement eliminates interpretive uncertainty
previously caused by dispersed civil, commercial, and administrative rules (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri;
Semenov, 2024). Standardised definitions—“movable collateral,” ‘“non-possessory security interest,”
“after-acquired property”—align registry practice with judicial enforcement (Wijanto).

A centralised electronic collateral registry constitutes the operational core of the reform. Registration is
constitutive for third-party effect and establishes priority except where statutory super-priorities apply under
insolvency law (Imam & Mulyanto). Uniform filing protocols, debtor identifier standards, and collateral
description requirements reduce transactional friction and enhance transparency (Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri). Enforcement provisions integrate closely with reformed insolvency procedures: secured creditors may
exercise extra-judicial realisation rights subject to notice periods, SME cure windows, and prescribed auction
or private sale protocols ensuring fair valuation (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Post-sale reporting into the
registry supports empirical monitoring of recovery efficiency.

Judicial safeguards address historical bottlenecks through expedited dockets, randomised case allocation, and
fixed hearing timelines for high-value enforcement disputes. Ministry dashboards track compliance with
statutory benchmarks, triggering review processes when deviations persist (Imam & Mulyanto).
Decentralisation is incorporated through delegated regional seizure powers bounded by uniform national
protocols and central override mechanisms when regional offices fail to meet procedural standards (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri; Wijanto).

Interconnection between the collateral registry and other public records—uvehicle registries, corporate
registries—supports automatic updates when asset status changes, reducing fraud and preserving security
value (Imam & Mulyanto). Regulator supervision, particularly by SAMA, is codified through mandatory
reporting on registered interests, default rates, and recovery proportions, feeding into annual market health
indicators (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Equality norms embedded in Vision-driven codification appear in enforcement rules: public auctions must
comply with non-discrimination obligations, and publication requirements prevent indirect exclusionary
practices (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto). Cross-border enforcement is facilitated through recognition clauses
tied to investment laws, allowing foreign lenders to enforce domestic security interests subject to reciprocity
or ministerial waiver, and aligning with cross-border insolvency recognition rules (Semenov, 2024).

Empirical performance monitoring anchors adaptive capacity. Registry timestamps—ifrom default notice to
final disposition—produce benchmarked median durations by asset class. Statutory review triggers require
biennial reassessment when deviations exceed tolerance bands, enabling procedural recalibration without
destabilising core legislative certainty (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Overall, the collateral registry system completes the secured transactions pillar of Vision-driven codification
by embedding doctrinal clarity, uniform filing protocols, structured enforcement pathways, decentralised
capacity with central oversight, registry interlinkages, regulator supervision, equality norms, and cross-border
alignment. It provides the legal infrastructure necessary for confident credit expansion and an empirical
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feedback mechanism ensuring stability alongside responsive evolution within Saudi Arabia’s diversifying
economy (Semenov, 2024).

6 Sector-Specific Market Enabling Reforms
6.1 Financial services and fintech
6.1.1 Licensing and regulatory pathways

Licensing and regulatory pathways in Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 financial services and fintech sectors have
undergone a deliberate redesign to align market access mechanisms with the Vision-driven codification
model. This redesign integrates statutory consolidation with operational rulemaking to produce procedurally
clear, empirically monitored systems of entry and oversight. The intention is dual: remove pre-reform
fragmentation that generated interpretive uncertainty for applicants, and embed adaptive triggers allowing
regulatory recalibration without destabilising foundational legal certainty . A critical change lies in the
vertical integration of licensing provisions into consolidated financial sector statutes. Where pre-2016
frameworks housed licensure rules in dispersed ministerial decrees or agency bulletins, the reformed structure
codifies baseline eligibility criteria, capital adequacy thresholds, fit-and-proper standards for management,
compliance readiness assessments, at statute level. This prevents subordinate instruments from
unintentionally overriding core market access guarantees. Subordinate regulations now act within clearly
bounded discretion defined through hierarchy clauses such as: **No implementing regulation may derogate
from eligibility requirements enumerated in Article X save by express statutory amendment.”* The pathways
for entry differentiate between incumbents migrating into new product lines, such as insurance firms seeking
approval to offer unit-linked investment vehicles, and new entrants forming purely fintech entities. For
incumbents, supplementary licensing obligations cross-reference prudential norms applicable to their primary
regulated activity. For example, an insurer applying to add a capital markets product must meet both existing
solvency ratios and new portfolio diversification limits set by the Capital Market Authority (CMA) for similar
funds . This cross-regulator requirement is legislatively anchored via mutual recognition clauses to avoid
duplicated compliance testing whilst preserving sector-specific safeguards. Procedural sequencing has been
codified to reduce delay risk documented under pre-reform dual approval processes . Applications implicating
concurrent regulatory competences must trigger a joint review board within a fixed period, e.g., ten business
days of filing, with statutory maximums on total processing periods set by the shorter timeline among
involved authorities. Empirical monitoring of adherence to these deadlines forms part of annual public
reporting obligations for CMA and Saudi Central Bank (SAMA), allowing targeted amendment when
backlog indicators breach tolerance levels defined in statute . An embedded decentralisation element allocates
certain microfinance and payment services approvals to regional offices under national guidelines .
Delegation clauses set processing benchmarks, median licence issue time not exceeding X days, and restrict
rejection grounds to enumerated criteria cross-referenced from the parent law. Regional performance data are
aggregated centrally biannually; persistent underperformance triggers automatic temporary re-centralisation
pending remedial capacity building. Doctrinal clarity extends into definitional alignment essential for
emerging fintech activities involving hybrid products straddling payment service provision, digital lending,
and investment facilitation. Consolidated statutes delineate “regulated activity” definitions broadly enough to
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accommodate foreseeable innovation while reserving power to advisory panels, authorised under statute, to
recommend amendments when off-code activities achieve measurable scale (e.g., exceeding Y% of total
licensed transactions in category within one year) . Empirical calibration also influences post-licensing
oversight pathways. Licensing conditions now include compliance infrastructure requirements observable
within specific timeframes after authorisation; failure leads to suspension protocols initiated without further
ministerial discretion upon breach detection in regulator audits. Indicators such as complaint resolution
timelines, on-boarding AML verification efficiency, and customer disclosure accuracy rates feed into periodic
licence renewal assessments mandated by law . Equality norms integrated into economic legislation also
penetrate licensing frameworks where market participation rights could be affected by discriminatory
practices . Accreditation provisions require applicants above certain employee headcounts to adopt
non-discrimination policies verified through regulator audits before licence issuance or renewal . Breach can
result not only in suspension but statutory bar from reapplication within defined cooling periods tied
proportionally to severity of infractions found. Judicial interface protocols have been codified recognising
that licensing disputes may arise beyond regulator appellate mechanisms . In proceedings directly concerning
interpretation of licensing provisions or guidelines thereunder, regulators hold statutory standing for written
submissions admissible without further leave, a device designed to maintain technical interpretive consistency
across generalist commercial courts without compromising judicial independence. From an investor
confidence perspective, transparency measures accompany licensing reform through mandatory publication
of summary decisions including applicant name, granted activity scope, conditions imposed, and key dates
(application receipt, decision issuance) on official regulator portals . Such disclosure serves deterrence
purposes by highlighting grounds for refusal alongside performance metrics evidencing compliance
timeliness among successful applicants. In fintech specifically, sandbox regimes have been formalised
through statutory enabling clauses rather than ad hoc guidelines alone. Entry requires meeting minimal
prudential criteria scaled according to transaction volume forecasts; sandbox participation triggers automatic
graduation or exit upon hitting duration or transaction thresholds set in enabling law, preventing indefinite
residency in reduced-oversight status while permitting innovation testing aligned with diversification
objectives . Recommendations targeting persistent frictions emphasise extending mutual recognition clauses
across all mixed-sector applications; embedding failure triggers into decentralised benchmarking protocols
for quicker corrective action; enhancing regulator—court procedural gateways at licensing dispute stage;
broadening empirical indicator capture beyond approval times into post-licensing conduct metrics; and
maintaining legislative supremacy shields against dilution of equality norms through subordinate measures
inconsistent with parent statutes. Model clause example: *“Regulator-issued conditions shall be construed as
supplementary; any term inconsistent with Articles A-B regarding equality obligations shall be void ab
initio.”* Through this integrated doctrinal-empirical licensing architecture, anchoring black-letter clarity
alongside structured indicator monitoring, the Vision 2030 framework positions Saudi financial services and
fintech sectors as procedurally transparent yet adaptively responsive domains. Regulatory pathways now
combine predictable entry criteria with operational oversight sensitive to measured performance shifts,
delivering both legal certainty and the agility needed for sustained market building under state-led
diversification policy .

6.1.2 Digital payment systems and sandboxes
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Digital payment systems and regulatory sandboxes in Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms illustrate
Vision-driven codification by merging doctrinal consolidation with empirical oversight to build trust,
scalability, and adaptability in financial technologies. Digital payments are now embedded within
consolidated financial market law, replacing fragmented pre-reform circulars and technical standards that
created interpretive uncertainty (Imam & Mulyanto). Baseline eligibility criteria, capital adequacy thresholds,
governance requirements, and consumer protection obligations are codified directly in parent legislation,
ensuring stability regardless of subordinate regulatory updates (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

A major doctrinal advance is the harmonised definition of “regulated activity” across financial statutes,
reducing regulatory arbitrage and linking digital payment oversight to AML and cybersecurity laws through
explicit cross-references (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Operational rules remain delegated to implementing
regulations but are bound by hierarchy clauses preventing dilution of statutory minima. For example, SAMA
guidelines may refine authentication protocols but cannot relax core multi-factor authentication requirements
without legislative amendment (Imam & Mulyanto).

The sandbox regime is formalised through statutory enabling provisions defining eligibility, participation
duration, and transaction volume limits, preventing indefinite reduced-oversight status (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). Regulators must publish performance metrics—admission timelines, conversion rates
to full licences, security incidents, and post-graduation survival rates—feeding statutory review triggers that
allow calibrated adjustments without undermining certainty (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

Inclusion norms are embedded through non-discrimination obligations for large payment institutions,
enforceable via sanctions and routine audits including “mystery shopping” exercises (Imam & Mulyanto;
Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Decentralisation is selectively applied: regional offices may process
micro-payment licences under uniform benchmarks, with automatic reversion to central authority when
performance falls below thresholds (Semenov, 2024).

To resolve concurrent regulatory competences—particularly between SAMA’s prudential role and CMA’s
oversight of investment-linked e-money products—the consolidated framework mandates inter-agency joint
decision boards with fixed deadlines for coordination (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto). Annual disclosure of
compliance statistics supports legislative fine-tuning (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Consumer protection is strengthened through codified disclosure duties, standardised fee schedules, dispute
resolution timelines, and data usage terms tied to statutory annexes (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Dispute
resolution integrates with commercial adjudication channels equipped with impartial allocation procedures.
Regulators may submit amicus-style technical clarifications in sandbox-related litigation, improving judicial
accuracy without compromising independence (Imam & Mulyanto).

Cyber resilience obligations—such as mandatory cyber insurance and certified incident response capacity—
are codified as licensing conditions, with automatic suspension for non-compliance under strict timelines
(Wijanto; Semenov, 2024).

The integrated doctrinal-empirical model yields actionable refinement pathways: expanding cross-border
remittance recognition, enhancing benchmark-linked decentralised processing, strengthening equality audits,
consolidating sandbox performance data, and formalising regulator—court interface clauses (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). By embedding these mechanisms legislatively rather than relying on subordinate
discretion, Saudi Arabia ensures digital payments reform aligns with Vision-driven codification—delivering
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statutory stability alongside empirically triggered adaptability suited to rapid technological evolution
(Semenov, 2024).

6.2 Data protection and digital economy

6.2.1 Personal Data Protection Law architecture

Saudi Arabia’s Personal Data Protection Law (PDPL) forms a core pillar of Vision-driven codification,
replacing fragmented sector-specific privacy rules with a unified statute defining scope, rights, obligations,
and enforcement mechanisms (Imam & Mulyanto). The PDPL aligns domestic data governance with global
standards to reduce uncertainty for foreign investors engaged in data-intensive activities (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

The statute codifies fundamental principles — lawfulness, proportionality, purpose limitation — and binds
them to adaptable technical regulations through hierarchy clauses preventing subordinate rules from
weakening statutory guarantees (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Technical standards such as encryption levels or
anonymisation methods are delegated to regulators, while core consent requirements remain immutable
(Imam & Mulyanto).

Scope is precisely defined: PDPL applies to controllers and processors operating in Saudi Arabia or using
domestic infrastructure to process data of residents and citizens. Harmonised definitions of “personal data,”
“processing,” and “controller” ensure consistency across sectors (Semenov, 2024; Imam & Mulyanto).

The rights framework is extensive and directly enforceable: access, rectification, erasure (within limits), and
portability, with mandatory response timelines (e.g., 30 days). Failure triggers administrative penalties
proportionate to annual turnover (Wijanto). Empirical oversight is embedded through annual compliance
reporting by high-volume controllers, covering data categories, cross-border transfers, security incidents, and
remediation measures (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). These reports activate statutory review triggers when
deviations exceed policy baselines (Imam & Mulyanto).

Cross-border transfer regulation is central. Transfers require adequacy determinations or approved contractual
safeguards (Semenov, 2024). Adequacy lists are published periodically; absent adequacy, controllers must
file SCCs meeting statutory criteria before transfers occur (Wijanto). Clause precision ensures equivalence of
rights protection in recipient jurisdictions (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Regulator powers mirror those in financial sector reforms: investigative authority, on-site inspections,
corrective orders, and coordination duties when actors fall under dual regulatory competence (Imam &
Mulyanto). Joint determination boards operate under fixed deadlines to resolve cross-sector issues (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

Security obligations follow a tiered model: baseline requirements for all controllers and elevated obligations
for “critical” data categories, including mandatory encryption at rest and 72-hour breach notification
(Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Persistent breach surges trigger mandated review panels capable of adjusting
technical standards while preserving statutory principles (Imam & Mulyanto).
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Equality norms prohibit discriminatory processing, especially in automated profiling for credit scoring or
employment screening. Controllers must conduct bias audits under regulator guidelines; violations incur
sanctions calibrated to harm severity and systemic impact (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Judicial interface is integrated: appeals of DPA orders proceed through commercial courts under randomised
docket allocation, with regulators permitted to submit technical amicus briefs (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). Monitoring indicators — complaint closure times, remediation ratios, repeat offence
reduction, user satisfaction — trigger statutory amendment obligations when benchmarks are not met
(Wijanto).

Refinement recommendations include clarifying SCC requirements for SMEs, expanding bias audit mandates
beyond automated systems, embedding criminal liability thresholds for intentional large-scale breaches,
formalising mutual recognition schemes with key trading partners, and mandating integrated registries
logging lawful basis codes for major processing operations (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Overall, PDPL exemplifies Vision-driven legal engineering: doctrinal certainty paired with empirical
adaptability, ensuring robust data governance aligned with economic diversification and global
interoperability (Semenov, 2024).

6.2.2 Compliance and enforcement strategies

Compliance and enforcement under the PDPL function as the operational bridge between statutory rights and
actual behavioural adherence. The framework aligns with Vision-driven codification by embedding
multi-layered oversight, structured reporting, proportional sanctions, and cross-authority coordination (Imam
& Mulyanto). Regulators’ powers are defined at statutory level to prevent discretionary dilution, covering
preventive guidance, investigative authority, and tiered sanctioning calibrated to economic impact (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

Mandatory annual reporting by high-volume controllers forms the empirical backbone. Registers detail
processed data categories, purposes, transfer destinations, breach records, and remediation actions, feeding
into DPA dashboards that track sectoral performance (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Anomalies — such as
breach rates exceeding tolerance bands — trigger targeted compliance reviews (Imam & Mulyanto).

Sanctioning follows a tiered statutory model: fines pegged to percentages of annual gross revenues, higher
tiers for wilful or systemic breaches involving sensitive data, and licence suspension or revocation for
sustained non-compliance (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024). Procedural safeguards require
regulators to issue detailed notices specifying violations, evidence, and remediation options within fixed
response periods (Imam & Mulyanto).

Cross-authority inspections address cases involving fintech or multi-regulated actors. Joint determination
boards — combining DPA and sectoral regulators — coordinate inspection scopes and remedial sequencing
under statutory deadlines, with escalation to ministerial oversight if timelines lapse (Wijanto; Semenov,
2024).

Equality-based compliance expectations are codified. Discriminatory processing, such as exclusionary
profiling in credit scoring, triggers cessation orders and mandatory bias audits enforceable through
commercial dispute channels (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). These provisions integrate
equality norms across regulatory boundaries.
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Continuous monitoring against benchmarks — complaint resolution times, voluntary vs compelled
remediation ratios, repeat offence rates, breach trendlines — feeds into legislatively mandated review cycles.
Persistent negative deviation obliges joint ministry—regulator committees to propose amendments (Wijanto;
Imam & Mulyanto).

Judicial interface reinforces enforcement credibility. Appeals proceed through commercial courts under
randomised docket allocation, with regulators permitted to file amicus submissions clarifying technical issues
(Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

Preventive compliance tools complement sanctions. DPA guidance notes interpret statutory clauses with
sector-specific scenarios; failure to follow guidance may be referenced during sanction deliberations
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Cross-border enforcement is governed by statutory reciprocity rules:
foreign controllers lacking adequacy or safeguards may face transfer bans or localisation mandates (Imam &
Mulyanto).

A model clause illustrates proportionality logic: “In determining administrative penalties under Article X, the
Authority shall assess nature and gravity of infringement, categories of data affected, duration of
non-compliance, intentionality, and proportionate impact on data subjects” (Semenov, 2024).

6.3 Competition, consumer, and e-commerce regulation

6.3.1 Market conduct standards

Market conduct standards in Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reform architecture extend Vision-driven codification
into behavioural economic governance across competition, consumer protection, and e-commerce. Unified
statutes replace fragmented ministerial rules, embedding anti-competitive prohibitions, fair-dealing
obligations, and transparency requirements applicable to domestic and foreign actors (Imam & Mulyanto;
Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Competition law consolidation introduces clear substantive prohibitions — cartel conduct, abuse of
dominance, exclusionary practices — alongside procedural rules for investigation and adjudication
(Semenov, 2024). Certain prohibitions are explicitly tied to diversification priorities, such as banning
refusal-to-deal practices that restrict SME entry into strategic sectors (Wijanto). Annual market conduct
reviews track investigations, decision timelines, infringement types, and remedial actions; deviations from
benchmark resolution times trigger mandatory review committees tasked with proposing amendments (Imam
& Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Consumer protection is codified through mandatory disclosure rules, price transparency, product origin
labelling, and prohibitions on misleading representations (Wijanto). Complaint handling is governed by
statutory timelines, with automatic escalation to sanctions if merchants fail to respond (Imam & Mulyanto).
Equality norms prohibit discriminatory customer service or product access, enforceable through commercial
law channels (Semenov, 2024).

E-commerce regulation integrates competition and consumer protection obligations: transparent terms of
service, standardised refund policies, and prohibitions on algorithmic pricing collusion detectable through
coordinated data analysis (Wijanto). Large platforms must conduct annual compliance audits addressing
algorithmic bias and consumer protection metrics; sustained deviation from benchmarks allows regulators to
compel operational changes or impose turnover-linked fines (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri).
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Decentralisation appears in limited form: regional offices may handle low-value consumer complaints or
localised anti-competitive behaviour under uniform national criteria, with automatic reversion to central
authority if performance falls below thresholds (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto). Judicial interface provisions
ensure appeals proceed through commercial courts under randomised docket allocation, with regulators
permitted to file amicus briefs clarifying technical issues (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih &
Putri).

Cross-authority cooperation mandates address overlapping jurisdiction — for example, competition
authorities investigating collusion and consumer authorities addressing resulting harm. Joint determination
boards operate under fixed statutory deadlines (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

Empirical indicators — recidivism rates, voluntary vs contested compliance ratios, penalty dispersion
coefficients, consumer satisfaction indices, and trends in dominance abuse — feed into mandatory review
cycles. Persistent anomalies require authorities to propose remedy packages including clause amendments or
operational rule changes (Imam & Mulyanto; Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Refinement recommendations include mandatory data retention for anti-collusion detection, independent
compliance audits for major online marketplaces, expanded joint investigative powers, binding equality audit
methodologies, and cross-border mutual recognition regimes for e-commerce enforcement (Semenov, 2024).
These refinements preserve doctrinal certainty while enhancing regulatory precision, reflecting the
Vision-driven codification model applied to behavioural governance domains central to sustainable
diversification (Wijanto).

6.3.2 Consumer rights and dispute resolution

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms embed consumer rights directly into consolidated statutes, replacing
fragmented pre-reform decrees and ensuring doctrinal clarity aligned with Vision-driven codification (Imam
& Mulyanto). u=ill & 2,5 WS: “The legislative architecture now defines core consumer entitlements —
accurate product information, fair contract terms, transparent pricing, accessible redress channels — in

12

primary statutes...”.

A major innovation is the statutory linkage between complaint-handling protocols and national performance
targets. Businesses must acknowledge complaints within 48 hours and resolve them within 14 working days
unless regulators approve extensions. Persistent delays trigger mandatory procedural review committees
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Dispute resolution is unified through a harmonised pathway involving sectoral regulators, specialised
tribunals, and commercial courts. Jurisdiction hierarchy clauses reduce forum shopping, while regional
offices handle low-value e-commerce complaints under uniform benchmarks, reverting to central authority if
underperformance persists (Imam & Mulyanto).

Equality norms extend into consumer enforcement: discriminatory refusal to supply goods triggers statutory
remedies, including compelled supply at market price and proportionate administrative penalties (Wijanto).
Regulatory audits feed inclusivity metrics into public compliance reports and licence renewal decisions.
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Procedural fairness is reinforced through automated randomised docket assignment for higher-value
consumer disputes, with regulators permitted to submit amicus briefs explaining technical aspects (Semenov,
2024).

Empirical indicators — complaint resolution times, voluntary vs adjudicated outcomes, compliance with
remedial orders, recurrence rates, consumer satisfaction indices — form the backbone of adaptive refinement.
Persistent anomalies activate mandatory amendment proposals targeting specific clause adjustments (Imam &
Mulyanto).

Cross-border consumer transactions are governed through mutual recognition mechanisms. Where reciprocity
exists, protections align with partner jurisdictions; otherwise, foreign sellers must contractually adhere to
Saudi standards, with local dispute resolution available regardless of domicile. Platforms must maintain
records enabling service of process (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Preventive compliance complements enforcement: regulators issue guidance with sector-specific exemplars,
and documented disregard may be cited as negligence during sanctions deliberations (Wijanto).

Drafting refinement recommendations include independent ombudsperson services for large retailers,
mandatory ADR clauses for cross-border e-commerce, expanded equality audits, shared investigative powers
between competition and consumer authorities, and integrating data-protection adequacy checks into online
sales licensing (Imam & Mulyanto).

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms embed consumer rights directly into consolidated statutes, replacing
fragmented pre-reform decrees and aligning doctrinal clarity with operational enforcement under the
Vision-driven codification model (Imam & Mulyanto). o=l & 2,5 WS “The legislative architecture now
defines core consumer entitlements — accurate product information, fair contract terms, transparent pricing,

12

accessible redress channels — in primary statutes...” .

A major innovation is the statutory linkage between complaint-handling protocols and national performance
benchmarks. Businesses must acknowledge complaints within 48 hours and resolve them within 14 working
days unless regulators approve extensions. Persistent delays trigger mandatory procedural review committees
(Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Dispute resolution is unified through a harmonised pathway involving sectoral regulators, specialised
tribunals, and commercial courts. Jurisdiction hierarchy clauses reduce forum shopping, while regional
offices handle low-value e-commerce complaints under uniform benchmarks, reverting to central authority if
underperformance persists (Imam & Mulyanto).

Equality norms extend into consumer enforcement: discriminatory refusal to supply goods triggers statutory
remedies, including compelled supply at market price and proportionate administrative penalties (Wijanto).
Regulatory audits feed inclusivity metrics into public compliance reports and licence renewal decisions.

Procedural fairness is reinforced through automated randomised docket assignment for higher-value
consumer disputes, with regulators permitted to submit amicus briefs explaining technical aspects (Semenov,
2024).
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Empirical indicators — complaint resolution times, voluntary vs adjudicated outcomes, compliance with
remedial orders, recurrence rates, consumer satisfaction indices — form the backbone of adaptive refinement.
Persistent anomalies activate mandatory amendment proposals targeting specific clause adjustments (Imam &
Mulyanto).

Cross-border consumer transactions are governed through mutual recognition mechanisms. Where reciprocity
exists, protections align with partner jurisdictions; otherwise, foreign sellers must contractually adhere to
Saudi standards, with local dispute resolution available regardless of domicile. Platforms must maintain
records enabling service of process (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Preventive compliance complements enforcement: regulators issue guidance with sector-specific exemplars,
and documented disregard may be cited as negligence during sanctions deliberations (Wijanto).

Drafting refinement recommendations include independent ombudsperson services for large retailers,
mandatory ADR clauses for cross-border e-commerce, expanded equality audits, shared investigative powers
between competition and consumer authorities, and integrating data-protection adequacy checks into online
sales licensing (Imam & Mulyanto).

Overall, the framework aligns substantive rights with procedural clarity, empirical monitoring, equality
safeguards, impartial adjudication, decentralised but benchmarked resolution capacity, and iterative
legislative refinement — delivering legal certainty and adaptive capability essential for Vision 2030’s
diversification agenda (Semenov, 2024).

6.4 Real estate and capital markets
6.4.1 REIT frameworks and off-plan sales controls

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms in the real estate sector have brought substantial codification work to bear
on Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and off-plan sales, embedding these instruments within a unified
legislative-regulatory framework consistent with the broader “Vision-driven codification” model. This
integration aims to deliver both investor certainty and operational responsiveness, particularly in capital
formation domains that contribute directly to diversification objectives (Imam & Mulyanto). The doctrinal
foundation now positions REIT regulation inside consolidated capital markets legislation, removing earlier
reliance on dispersed CMA circulars or ad hoc ministerial decrees that had left scope for interpretive
instability (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). For REITS, the statutory framework codifies baseline eligibility
criteria, minimum asset composition percentages, income distribution obligations, permissible leverage ratios,
into primary law, shielding them from dilution via subordinate instruments unless expressly amended
legislatively (Semenov, 2024). Model clause language illustrates this anchoring: “A real estate investment
trust shall distribute no less than ninety percent (90%) of net annual income to unitholders; deviation is
permissible only by statutory amendment or pursuant to Article X emergency provisions.” (Wijanto).
Cross-reference clauses align REIT operational parameters with property law provisions governing title
transfer and registration, ensuring asset acquisition or disposition transactions meet black-letter formalities
under real estate statutes before being reflected in trust accounts (Imam & Mulyanto). Empirical oversight
mechanisms for REITs now form part of annual public reporting duties for CMA, including indicators like
net asset value changes relative to benchmark property indices, compliance rates with distribution
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requirements, portfolio vacancy ratios, and median transaction settlement durations (Riwanto, Suryaningsih
& Putri). Persistent variance beyond statutory tolerance bands prompts review committees mandated under
consolidation statutes to consider recalibration of leverage caps or diversification thresholds (Semenov,
2024). Judicial interface elements are built into dispute resolution pathways where unitholder claims arise
over valuation methodologies or breach of distribution obligations; commercial court jurisdiction applies
under randomised allocation safeguards established in wider economic law reform (Wijanto). CMA is granted
standing to submit technical context briefs enhancing adjudicatory accuracy (Imam & Mulyanto). The
decentralisation dimension is limited but present in REIT regulation through delegation of certain property
due diligence verifications to regional offices operating under nationally uniform criteria (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri). Delegation clauses set deadlines for completion of verification procedures tied to asset
acquisition approvals; failure triggers reversion to central authority processing within fixed statutory
timeframes (Semenov, 2024). Equality norms embedded generally in commercial law are extended to REIT
tenancy and sale arrangements; discriminatory leasing practices based on prohibited grounds breach directly
enforceable statutory obligations (Wijanto). Off-plan sales controls have similarly transitioned from
fragmented developmental guidelines into codified obligations applicable nationwide (Imam & Mulyanto).
Statutes now prescribe conditions precedent for marketing off-plan units: mandatory escrow account
establishment for buyer payments; independent project feasibility certification; and time-bound milestones
linked explicitly to disbursement schedules (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Legislative text fixes escrow
release triggers, e.g., completion of foundation works verified by a licensed engineer, and prescribes
consequences for delay such as suspension of marketing licences or mandated buyer refunds (Semenov,
2024). These provisions respond directly to pre-reform frictions where developer insolvency or project
abandonment left buyers without predictable remedies (Wijanto). Empirical reporting obligations require
developers and escrow banks to lodge quarterly progress reports listing milestone completions, percentage of
units sold, and construction schedule variances (Imam & Mulyanto). Regulatory aggregation of this data
permits public dissemination of sector performance snapshots and triggers investigatory powers where
deviations cluster systemically (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Coordinated enforcement structures ensure
joint oversight between real estate regulatory bodies and financial regulators supervising escrow accounts;
statute mandates joint determination boards convene within seven days upon detection of probable breach
(Semenov, 2024). Procedural safeguards obligate authorities to issue reasoned notices specifying breaches,
supporting evidence, and remediation pathways before licence suspension or penalties proceed (Wijanto).
Equality norms extend into off-plan sales: allocation procedures for pre-completion unit sales must not
discriminate in buyer selection absent legally justified grounds (Imam & Mulyanto). Dispute resolution
channels blend administrative decision review with court adjudication where factual complexities require
evidentiary examination; judicial case assignment protocols replicate impartiality safeguards used across
commercial law reforms (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Cross-border implications arise where foreign
buyers invest in Saudi off-plan projects marketed internationally; statutory provisions require developers
accepting foreign funds to comply with domestic marketing requirements and additional disclosure standards
(Semenov, 2024). Escrow account arrangements must be maintained within Saudi financial institutions
regulated by SAMA even when buyer accounts originate abroad (Wijanto). Targeted drafting
recommendations include expanding statutory milestone exemplars, formalising cross-linked registry updates
between REIT holdings and off-plan completions, embedding explicit default interest accrual clauses for
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refund delays, mandating unified valuation methodology annexes, and instituting periodic equality audits for
tenancy allocation and buyer selection (Imam & Mulyanto). Each measure retains legal certainty by residing
at statute level while leveraging empirical tracking for adaptive adjustment — the dual imperative
characterising Vision-driven codification across Saudi Arabia’s strategic reform agenda (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

6.4.2 Listing requirements and investor protections

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 restructuring of the capital market framework embeds listing requirements and
investor protection mechanisms directly into consolidated legislation, replacing dispersed CMA rules and ad
hoc decrees that previously caused interpretive instability (Imam & Mulyanto). u=il & 2,5 WS: “baseline
listing eligibility criteria, minimum free float percentages, financial track record requirements, corporate
governance standards, within primary law.”

The consolidated framework closes pre-reform gaps by harmonising disclosure thresholds across sectors. A
statutory clause now mandates: “All issuers seeking admission... shall publish a prospectus conforming to
Annex 1; no supplemental regulation may derogate...” (Semenov, 2024). Definitions such as “qualified
investor” are unified across financial statutes to prevent regulatory arbitrage (Wijanto).

Corporate governance obligations are embedded within listing eligibility: public companies above defined
market capitalisation must appoint independent directors comprising at least one-third of the board, aligned
with commercial company law, and disclose annual compliance attestations verified by auditors (Imam &
Mulyanto).

Empirical oversight is central. CMA tracks median listing decision timelines, withdrawal rates due to unmet
disclosure requirements, incidence of corrective notices, and first-day price volatility dispersion. Persistent
deviations beyond benchmark tolerance bands trigger statutory review committees tasked with recalibrating
eligibility criteria or addressing applicant deficiencies (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri; Semenov, 2024).

Investor protection is multi-layered. Prospectus liability is codified, imposing joint responsibility on directors
for misstatements or omissions. Continuing disclosure obligations follow international standards with local
supplements such as Shariah compliance reporting. Graduated sanctions — from censure to suspension —
follow statutory proportionality principles (Wijanto).

Equality norms extend to secondary market participation: discriminatory restrictions on shareholder meeting
access, dividend entitlements, or buyback programmes are void ab initio (Semenov, 2024). Regulatory—
judicial interfaces allow CMA to submit amicus briefs in listing-related litigation, while courts use
randomised docket allocation to ensure impartiality (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Post-listing protections include market surveillance and transparency requirements. CMA publishes
aggregated enforcement data: insider dealing investigations, disclosure breaches, sanction breakdowns, and
repeat violation rates. These empirical outputs feed legislative review cycles, enabling targeted clause
amendments (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

Investor grievance resolution integrates administrative complaint channels with specialised statutory
committees empowered to impose binding remedies such as restitution. Timelines — five business days for
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acknowledgement and forty for determination — are hardwired into regulations, with persistent breach
triggering internal audits (Imam & Mulyanto).

Cross-border listing recognition is governed through statutory mutual recognition clauses. Approved foreign
issuers may rely on home-jurisdiction rules while meeting domestic procedural requirements (e.g., Arabic
summaries). Adequacy lists undergo periodic ministerial review based on compliance rates and investor harm
incidence; absence from the list requires full domestic compliance (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

Decentralisation appears modestly through delegation of certain verification tasks to regional offices under
uniform standards, with reversion triggers tied to benchmark timelines (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

Refinement recommendations include integrating ESG disclosure baselines, formalising investor class actions
for prospectus liability breaches, embedding automatic shareholder vote triggers for cumulative governance
deviations, mandating interoperable digital filing systems, and linking foreign issuer adequacy retention to
rolling compliance metrics (Imam & Mulyanto).

Overall, the framework blends doctrinal clarity with empirical adaptability — a hallmark of Vision-driven
codification — ensuring stable yet responsive capital market governance aligned with diversification
objectives (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri).

7 Dispute Resolution Ecosystem
7.1 Arbitration frameworks
7.1.1 Institutional rules and procedures

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 arbitration reforms recalibrate institutional rule sets to align with the Vision-driven
codification model, addressing pre-reform fragmentation where institutional rules operated independently of
consolidated statutory schemes (Imam & Mulyanto). The new framework embeds core procedural stages —
commencement, tribunal constitution, submissions calendar, evidentiary hearings, award issuance — directly
into black-letter law applicable to recognised arbitral institutions (Semenov, 2024). This anchoring restricts
institutional deviation unless expressly permitted, ensuring uniform baselines while preserving sector-specific
flexibility (Wijanto).

Institutional rules must be filed with and approved by the competent authority, with approval contingent on
compliance with mandatory safeguards on impartiality, jurisdictional competence, and procedural
transparency (Imam & Mulyanto). A notable doctrinal innovation is the codified sequencing of tribunal
voting: “votes shall be recorded sequentially beginning with the most junior member; the presiding
arbitrator shall cast their vote last.” (Wijanto). This aims to reduce undue influence and enhance deliberative
integrity.

Procedural uniformity extends to case allocation. Institutions must implement randomised assignment or
transparent rotation systems, with algorithm logic, deviation conditions, and distribution metrics embedded in
institutional rules (Riwanto, Suryaningsih & Putri). Concentration ratios exceeding statutory tolerance (e.g.,
25% over twelve months) trigger corrective measures under regulator supervision (Semenov, 2024).

Evidentiary reforms codify admissibility thresholds, documentary submission timelines (default 21 days
pre-hearing), expert disclosure obligations, and electronic evidence formats (Wijanto). Judicial interface
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mechanisms are formalised: commercial courts may intervene under expedited timetables, and institutional
rules must incorporate notification procedures and hearing pauses pending judicial determinations (Imam &
Mulyanto).

Decentralisation appears through delegation of administrative functions to regional arbitral centre offices,
subject to performance benchmarks such as seven-day registration processing and two-day record
transmission. Persistent underperformance triggers automatic reallocation to central offices (Riwanto,
Suryaningsih & Putri).

Equality norms permeate arbitrator appointment processes. Rosters must reflect diversity metrics aligned with
statutory non-discrimination principles, and institutions publish annual composition reports disaggregated by
gender, nationality, and sector expertise (Semenov, 2024; Wijanto).

Empirical monitoring is embedded through quarterly reporting on case durations, annulment rates,
compliance with voting protocols, arbitrator distribution ratios, and user satisfaction. Consecutive benchmark
failures activate review panels tasked with rule amendments or capacity interventions (Imam & Mulyanto).

Refinement recommendations include joinder protocols tied to statutory deadlines, enhanced cost-allocation
transparency, formalised emergency arbitrator frameworks, integrated training cycles, cross-institution data
sharing, and mutual recognition clauses for enforceability reciprocity (Semenov, 2024).

Overall, the reforms blend statutory certainty with empirically driven adaptability, transforming arbitration
institutions into calibrated components of a predictable yet responsive dispute resolution ecosystem aligned
with Vision-driven codification (Wijanto; Imam & Mulyanto).

7.1.2 Public policy considerations

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 arbitration reforms embed public policy not as an open-ended judicial doctrine but
as a codified evaluative framework aligned with the Vision-driven codification model. The reforms define
public policy directly in primary legislation, signalling clear substantive and procedural boundaries for
arbitral autonomy and reducing unpredictability associated with discretionary judicial interpretation.
Procedural elements such as due process, timely notice, impartial tribunal formation, and evidentiary rights
are elevated to non-derogable standards applicable to all arbitrations seated in or enforced within the
Kingdom. Substantively, statutory clauses prohibit enforcement of awards involving corruption, fraud,
money laundering, or conduct contrary to Shariah-based mandatory rules, narrowing judicial discretion and
strengthening investor confidence.

Enforcement procedures require courts to specify the exact statutory public-policy provision breached and
explain how the violation affects protected interests, replacing vague pre-reform refusal orders. Empirical
monitoring mechanisms track refusal frequencies and grounds; deviations beyond tolerance thresholds
trigger oversight committee review and potential legislative clarification. Sector-specific sensitivities are
addressed through targeted drafting: awards affecting regulated financial products may trigger public-policy
bars only when breaching expressly mandatory prudential norms. Equality norms embedded in commercial
law are incorporated, barring enforcement of discriminatory contractual terms.

Refereed Journal of Northern Europe Academy for Educational and Humanitarian

>0 Studies & Research Vol .5 -NO.32 13/07 /2026 www.journalnea.com



http://www.journalnea.com/

Arbitral institutions must implement internal screening checkpoints to detect potential public-policy conflicts
before award issuance, with performance tracked through quarterly reporting. Regulators may flag core
public-policy issues during proceedings, and tribunals must address these signals explicitly in their
reasoning. Judicial interface procedures route public-policy objections through commercial courts using
randomised case assignment to preserve impartiality, while regulators may submit amicus briefs
contextualising alleged breaches. Decentralisation is limited: regional courts may enforce lower-value
awards, but public-policy determinations above defined thresholds revert to specialised central benches.
Proposed refinements include annexes listing per se public-policy provisions, proportionality tests,
formalised regulator—tribunal consultation protocols, benchmarking invocation rates internationally, and
publishing anonymised refusal decisions. Overall, statutory definition, procedural discipline, empirical
monitoring, equality integration, institutional screening, regulatory coordination, and judicial safeguards
collectively position public policy as a calibrated tool protecting essential societal and economic interests
while ensuring predictable, reliable arbitration within Saudi Arabia’s Vision-aligned legal transformation.

7.2 Litigation efficiency
7.2.1 Case management systems

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 redesign of case management systems operationalises the Vision-driven
codification model by embedding uniform procedural timelines and digital infrastructure directly into
primary procedural law. The reforms address pre-2016 bottlenecks caused by decentralised, paper-based
administration and inconsistent timelines by codifying fixed deadlines for key litigation steps—service of
process, pleadings exchange, and preliminary hearings—with any deviation requiring documented
justification in digital case records.

Digital platforms now interface with central judicial databases, enabling real-time monitoring of
timestamps and automatic identification of delays, which trigger internal audits when deviations exceed
tolerance thresholds. Impartiality safeguards are integrated through automated randomised case allocation,
supported by mandatory audit trails and integrity reviews. Decentralisation is applied selectively: regional
courts handle lower-value claims under national templates but must meet identical benchmarks, with
persistent underperformance leading to automatic reversion of cases to central courts.

Equality norms shape scheduling and litigant interfaces, requiring accessible hearing arrangements and
bilingual electronic portals, with compliance measured through user satisfaction surveys.
Cross-institutional coordination is strengthened through statutory data-exchange provisions, ensuring
regulators are notified automatically when cases involve regulated financial products. Public performance
reporting now includes median resolution times, compliance rates with scheduling benchmarks, digital
case-management penetration, and appeal reversal rates.

Identified frictions have prompted proposals such as statutory pause functions triggered by excessive
adjournments, joint regulator—judiciary review boards, extending randomised allocation to multi-judge
panels, and automatic inclusion of deviation records in legislative oversight reports. Overall, the redesigned
system combines doctrinal clarity with empirical monitoring to deliver timely, transparent, and impartial
adjudication aligned with broader economic reform objectives.

7.2.2 Cross-border service of process
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Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms extend the Vision-driven codification model to cross-border service
of process by embedding clear statutory rules for outbound and inbound service when parties are located
abroad. The consolidated civil procedure now specifies approved transmission channels—diplomatic
bag, Hague central authority, or regulator-approved courier—and mandates uniform documentation,
including certified Arabic translations, eliminating inconsistent pre-reform ministerial practices.

Statutory timelines set maximum durations for international service steps (90 days via government
channels, 45 days via approved couriers), with courts required to record timestamped evidence in digital
case files monitored centrally; deviations trigger internal audits. Equality norms prohibit discriminatory
denial or delay of service based on nationality, except where foreign public policy constraints apply
under reciprocal arrangements. Regulatory audits track demographic patterns to detect structural bias
and inform potential clause amendments.

Regulators may coordinate outbound notices in cases involving licensed financial actors to prevent
procedural defects that could undermine foreign enforcement, with hierarchy clauses ensuring
consistency with primary procedural law. Inbound service is recognised when originating jurisdictions
meet reciprocity or ministerial adequacy standards; non-recognised methods must be resealed through
national authorities to ensure compatibility with Saudi public policy. Adequacy lists undergo periodic
empirical review.

Appeals concerning recognition follow commercial court procedures with randomised case allocation,
and regulators may submit amicus briefs clarifying technical compliance issues. Regional courts may
execute inbound service under national templates but must transmit compliance records centrally;
persistent underperformance triggers reallocation to central offices. Integrated digital infrastructure links
judicial dashboards with consular databases for real-time verification of outbound transmission status.

Empirical indicators—median duration by jurisdiction and method, defect cure rates, voluntary
acknowledgment rates—feed legislative review cycles to maintain responsiveness while preserving
certainty for contract drafting. Refinement proposals include model evidentiary annexes, expanded
regulator liaison duties, predictive analytics for delay estimation, and joint training cycles for courts,
consular staff, and regulators. Maintaining these mechanisms at statutory level while enabling empirical
recalibration ensures doctrinal clarity, enforceability, and reciprocity across Saudi Arabia’s expanding
cross-border economic engagements.

8 Broader Impacts and Comparative Perspectives
8.1 Legal certainty and economic outcomes
8.1.1 Investor confidence indicators

52

Measuring investor confidence under Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms requires a composite framework
that combines the formal strength of Vision-driven codification with observable institutional
performance. Instead of relying on sentiment surveys, confidence is assessed through doctrinal clarity in
statutory texts and empirical indicators tied to enforcement predictability, procedural timeliness, and
regulatory coordination. This dual approach signals whether reforms operate as credible guarantees or
remain aspirational.

Key indicators include procedural efficiency in dispute resolution, measured by comparing statutory
deadlines for case registration, hearings, and award issuance with actual median performance in judicial
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and arbitral systems. Consistent alignment indicates effective implementation, while deviations trigger
mandated review committees—an automatic recalibration mechanism that itself reassures investors.
Licensing and market-access predictability forms another pillar, tracked through the proportion of
applications processed within statutory timelines across major sectors and across central versus regional
offices, revealing whether decentralisation functions without interpretive drift.

Regulatory coherence is measured through the incidence of conflicting determinations between bodies
with overlapping mandates, such as CMA and SAMA. Declining conflict rates show effective joint
decision mechanisms. Secured transaction enforcement provides further signals: median time from
default to collateral disposition, recovery ratios relative to statutory appraisal bands, and success rates of
extra-judicial seizures all reflect creditor protection reliability. Post-listing compliance performance of
issuers—especially disclosure adherence—serves as a proxy for governance maturity under codified
capital market rules.

Institutional impartiality safeguards also matter. Randomised case-allocation data allow calculation of
reduced concentration risks across judicial or arbitral panels, signalling diminished potential for bias.
Equality-norm enforcement appears through diversity compliance rates among licensed entities,
reassuring ESG-sensitive investors that statutory non-discrimination commands are operationalised.

Composite dashboards integrating judicial efficiency, licensing timeliness, regulatory coherence,
enforcement reliability, compliance behaviour, impartiality safeguards, and equality-norm adherence
create a holistic investor-confidence index grounded in verifiable outputs. Statutory publication duties
transform these metrics into active governance tools. Friction points—such as inconsistent
ratio-calculation methods—suggest embedding unified computational annexes. Cross-border elements,
including service-of-process recognition rates and foreign award enforcement outcomes, add external
validation.

Elasticity is essential: authorities should be empowered to introduce supplementary metrics as new
instruments or dispute modalities emerge. Overall, investor-confidence measurement anchored in
statutory indicators and empirical performance blends stability with adaptability, ensuring informational
baselines evolve with domestic reforms and market shifts. When prescriptive law aligns with descriptive
performance and deviations trigger transparent corrective mechanisms, investors perceive a predictable
yet responsive environment—precisely the objective of Saudi Arabia’s integrated legal transformation
under Vision 2030.

8.1.2 Dispute resolution efficiency metrics

53

Evaluating dispute-resolution efficiency in Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 reforms requires linking codified
procedural guarantees with empirical performance. The reformed statutory framework defines binding
timelines for core milestones—case registration, preliminary hearings, evidentiary closure, and issuance
of judgments or awards—supported by deviation protocols and hierarchical source clauses. These
benchmarks enable structured indicator tracking that serves both internal accountability and external
investor-confidence signalling.

The primary metric is median time to resolution, disaggregated by forum and claim type, and compared
against statutory targets such as thirty days to preliminary hearing or ninety days from argument closure
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to award. Deviations beyond tolerance thresholds automatically trigger audit cycles under embedded
review clauses, ensuring delays prompt intervention rather than becoming systemic. Stage-specific
compliance rates further isolate bottlenecks, revealing where courts or arbitral centres meet early
deadlines but fall short at later stages, guiding targeted procedural refinement.

Allocation impartiality forms another indicator. Randomised docket assignment protocols aim to reduce
adjudicator concentration risk; efficiency is measured through algorithmic compliance and
outcome-dispersion patterns. Concentration ratios above statutory limits trigger integrity reviews.
Arbitration centres track similar metrics, including duration from tribunal constitution to hearing,
award-issuance timeliness, and adherence to sequential voting rules, with sustained underperformance
requiring rule-amendment proposals.

Coordination with regulators adds a specialised dimension. In disputes involving licensed actors, joint
determination boards must convene within fixed statutory timelines; efficiency is assessed by comparing
actual convening times with mandated maximums. Equality-norm enforcement is evaluated by
comparing adjudication speed for equality-based claims with other commercial claims, identifying
systemic lag or doctrinal under-integration.

Cross-border case handling introduces additional metrics, such as completion rates for international
service of process within legislated periods and enforcement-refusal rates based on procedural grounds.
These indicators validate domestic compliance with due-process norms and enhance foreign investor
confidence. Preventive soft-law instruments, such as regulatory guidance notes, also contribute
indirectly to efficiency; monitoring their uptake reveals alignment between interpretive support and
disputant behaviour.

Model clauses can embed efficiency triggers, such as expedited determination when adjournments
exceed statutory limits. When integrated with broader investor-confidence metrics—Ilicensing
timeliness, regulatory coherence, enforcement reliability—dispute-resolution efficiency becomes part of
a composite perception index. Sustained convergence between statutory targets and realised
performance strengthens Saudi Arabia’s international positioning.

Refinement opportunities include unifying calculation methodologies across forums, publishing
anonymised duration datasets, expanding randomisation oversight to multi-judge panels, integrating
predictive analytics for completion-variance estimation, and codifying automatic legislative review
when median resolution times deviate beyond set tolerances. By binding doctrinal precision to empirical
monitoring and ensuring deviations trigger recalibration, the system secures efficiency while remaining
dynamically managed under Vision 2030, positioning Saudi dispute-resolution mechanisms as a
competitive asset within the Kingdom’s diversified economic landscape.

2 Comparative regional and global models
2.1 Alignment with UNCITRAL and UNIDROIT

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 legal reforms present a deliberate opportunity to compare and align selected
elements of the Kingdom’s codified frameworks with reference models developed under UNCITRAL and
UNIDROIT, specifically in domains where transnational coherence directly influences both investor
confidence and enforcement reciprocity. The Vision-driven codification architecture, which anchors
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procedural, substantive, and market-facing norms in primary legislation while reserving flexibility for
technical regulation, shares structural DNA with several soft-law instruments promulgated
internationally. Alignment here should be assessed not only on doctrinal consistency but also on empirical
indicators evidencing functional convergence over time. In the dispute resolution sphere, harmonisation
with UNCITRAL texts, particularly the Model Law on International Commercial Arbitration and the New
York Convention implementation guidelines, has been partially realised through statutory embedding of
non-derogable due process principles and limited judicial intervention mandates . Saudi legislation now
mirrors several dispositive provisions: tribunal constitution requirements, party autonomy in procedure
selection, and recognition/enforcement protocols incorporating public policy carve-outs defined narrowly
at statute level . Where divergence remains is in pre-award procedural review powers; UNCITRAL
formulations typically leave interim control entirely within the arbitral frame save for urgent court
assistance, while Saudi code retains express judicial oversight in specific interlocutory phases like
jurisdictional objections. Empirically, alignment effect can be tracked through refusal rates for award
enforcement on procedural grounds, metrics available from commercial court registries, which
demonstrate trend convergence toward the lower incidence patterns typical of jurisdictions applying
UNCITRAL standards consistently . On cross-border commercial contracting, UNIDROIT Principles of
International Commercial Contracts provide an influential reference point for harmonised interpretive
approaches. Saudi modernised contract law provisions now recognise electronic communications as valid
offers/acceptances and explicitly codify good faith performance obligations, reducing interpretive gaps
with UNIDROIT’s Article 1.7 commitments to fair dealing . Statutory definitions of fundamental breach
and force majeure embed sectoral exemplars (e.g., renewable energy supply chain interruptions) akin to
UNIDROIT’s flexible construction around “impediments beyond control,” but retain domestic policy
overlays, such as mandatory mitigation attempts before discharge, that are stricter than UNIDROIT
default rules . This controlled variance reflects a policy choice under Vision 2030 to preserve market
stability triggers even when adopting global standard language. Monitoring data drawn from high-value
contract litigation show declining reversal rates linked to divergent interpretations of core doctrines since
harmonising clause language; such metrics indicate practical gains from textual alignment without loss of
local policy nuance . Secured transactions reform demonstrates further partial convergence with
UNCITRAL’s Legislative Guide on Secured Transactions by implementing unified collateral registry
design, perfection upon registration, and clear priority rules integrated into insolvency proceedings .
Saudi statutes emulate guide recommendations on third-party effectiveness being contingent solely upon
completion of notice formalities in the registry rather than possession or other cumbersome acts found in
older pledge law models . Divergence exists in statutory super priorities afforded to small business trade
creditors, a distributive inclusion measure embedded for socio-economic goals under Vision 2030 , which
is absent from UNCITRAL’s economic efficiency emphasis. Here alignment achieves operational
interoperability at cross-border transaction level while retaining redistributive priorities reflecting national
development agenda. Performance benchmarks relevant to this alignment include median days from
registration to enforcement completion (mirroring efficiency objectives) and proportion of contested
priority determinations resolved within statutory timelines (testing integrated system robustness).
Corporate governance standards exhibit parallelism with UNIDROIT’s emerging Best Practices for
Business Enterprises. Codified requirements for independent board representation in larger issuers and
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restrictions on related-party transactions match substantive intent, but Saudi law places these obligations
at primary statute level with punitive remedies enforceable through commercial courts, whereas
UNIDROIT’s recommendations operate as soft norms encouraging voluntary adoption. From an
empirical standpoint, mandatory statutory placement has correlated with higher compliance attestation
rates among listed companies within two years post-listing compared to voluntary regimes where
adherence fluctuates according to shareholder pressure cycles . This evidences one substantive difference:
Vision 2030 prefers binding legislative compulsion over non-binding best practice signalling when
governance integrity intersects directly with capital market stability metrics. Equality norm integration
into economic law, manifested through anti-discrimination clauses affecting licensing, contracting,
tenancy allocation in REITSs, is broadly coherent with non-discrimination commandments found across
both UNCITRAL model provisions (where applicable) and UNIDROIT principles addressing fairness in
contracting . Yet Saudi application moves beyond declarative scope by vesting regulators with active
audit powers and tying compliance outcomes to licence renewal eligibility ; monitoring compliance rates
against demographic inclusivity targets becomes a measurable indicator not contemplated in most soft
law instruments but consistent with domestic diversification imperatives under Vision 2030. Areas
requiring targeted regulatory drafting to deepen alignment without displacing local policy aims include: *
Inserting explicit compatibility clauses recognising UNCITRAL Model Law procedural devices (e.g.,
default consolidation mechanisms) within approved institutional arbitration rules; * Incorporating
UNIDROIT default interest calculation methods into capital markets disclosure annexes where debt
securities are issued cross-border; * Harmonising definitions of “writing” in electronic commerce
contexts to fully correspond with UNCITRAL texts governing electronic communications; * Extending
registry data fields for secured transactions to match cross-border interoperability standards recommended
by UNCITRAL guide histories; * Publishing bilingual legislative commentaries mapping clause-by-
clause correspondences between domestic statutes and selected soft law instruments for practitioner
reference. A bridging model clause illustrating proactive alignment might read: *“In interpreting
provisions of Part IV [Arbitration], regard shall be had to internationally accepted principles reflected in
the UNCITRAL Model Law (1985, as amended), provided that such interpretation does not contravene
mandatory provisions enumerated expressly herein.”* This preserves domestic primacy yet signals
openness to convergent reading where legislative intent dovetails with global harmonisation goals. By
structuring doctrinal design around selective incorporation softened by explicit reservation clauses, and
empirically verifying functional results through measurable indicators like enforcement success ratios or
compliance attestation prevalence, the Kingdom can maintain its sovereign economic policy bearings
while ensuring its legal infrastructure remains interoperable across borders defined increasingly by shared
reference texts under UNCITRAL and UNIDROIT frameworks (Imam & Mulyanto)..

8.2.2 Potential for model exportability

The exportability of Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 “Vision-driven codification” model depends on whether its
blend of statutory certainty and empirically triggered adaptability can be transplanted into jurisdictions
with different institutional and legislative environments. Several features of the Saudi framework possess
transferable design logic. The first is its tiered legislative architecture, which separates immutable
principles and baseline guarantees from flexible operational layers delegated to regulators, with built-in
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review triggers. This sequencing allows stability for investors while enabling technical adaptation without
reopening core statutes.

A second exportable element is the use of explicit hierarchy clauses that prevent subordinate regulations
or ministerial decrees from overriding primary legislation unless expressly authorised. This reduces
interpretive drift and stabilises expectations across legal systems, whether civil law or mixed. Localisation
would require adapting conflict-resolution forums, but the doctrinal core remains portable.

The third feature is the empirical trigger mechanism, which ties legislative or regulatory revision duties to
measurable deviations from statutory benchmarks—such as licensing turnaround times, dispute-resolution
durations, or compliance rates. This converts performance monitoring into a mandatory governance
function rather than a discretionary one. Even jurisdictions with limited data infrastructure can adopt
scaled benchmarks and variance thresholds.

These elements illustrate how the model can be adapted across sectors—insurance, renewable energy,
financial licensing—without losing coherence. The approach’s exportability lies in its ability to combine
black-letter certainty with structured adaptability, allowing jurisdictions to maintain sovereign policy
priorities while embedding predictable, measurable, and self-correcting legal frameworks.

9 Conclusion

Saudi Arabia’s post-2016 legal reforms represent a comprehensive reimagining of the Kingdom’s legal-
economic infrastructure, intricately aligned with Vision 2030’s strategic objectives for economic
diversification and institutional modernization. This transformation embodies a deliberate synthesis of
codified legal certainty and empirically grounded adaptability, positioning law as an active instrument for
market shaping rather than a passive regulatory backdrop. By consolidating fragmented statutory regimes
into unified, sector-spanning codes, the reforms address longstanding interpretive ambiguities and
procedural inefficiencies that previously hindered investor confidence and private sector dynamism.

The integration of hierarchical clarity within statutes, combined with embedded review triggers tied to
measurable performance indicators, creates a legislative architecture capable of maintaining doctrinal
coherence while permitting responsive recalibration in response to evolving economic and technological
conditions. This dual approach mitigates risks associated with rigid codification, ensuring that legal
frameworks remain both stable and sufficiently flexible to accommodate innovation and sector-specific
developments. The strategic balance between centralized oversight and delegated operational autonomy
further enhances regulatory efficiency, enabling streamlined licensing and enforcement processes without
sacrificing national policy coherence.

Institutional actors, particularly the judiciary, Ministry of Justice, and financial regulators, have been
repositioned within this framework to function synergistically, with enhanced procedural safeguards such
as randomized case allocation and inter-agency coordination mechanisms reinforcing impartiality and
uniform application of the law. Capacity-building initiatives targeting legal practitioners and adjudicators
complement these structural reforms, reducing transitional friction and improving the fidelity of statutory
interpretation in practice.

Sector-specific reforms, spanning contract and corporate law modernization, insolvency and secured
transactions, financial services, fintech, data protection, competition, consumer rights, real estate, and
capital markets, collectively contribute to a diversified and inclusive economic environment. The
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embedding of equality norms directly into economic statutes and regulatory instruments ensures that
social inclusion considerations are integral to market participation, thereby aligning growth objectives
with broader distributional goals. Empirical monitoring and transparency provisions across these domains
provide continuous feedback loops, enabling policymakers to identify and address implementation gaps
proactively.

Comparative analysis reveals that Saudi Arabia’s hybrid codification model draws selectively from both
Civil Law and Common Law traditions, adapting international best practices to fit domestic institutional
realities and policy priorities. Alignment with UNCITRAL and UNIDROIT standards enhances cross-
border interoperability and investor assurance, while the incorporation of empirical performance metrics
into legislative design represents an innovative governance mechanism with potential applicability
beyond the Kingdom’s borders.

The reforms’ emphasis on embedding procedural uniformity, regulatory coherence, and empirical
adaptability within a tiered legislative structure offers a replicable template for jurisdictions seeking to
balance legal certainty with economic dynamism. Challenges remain in sustaining institutional
coordination, refining feedback mechanisms, and ensuring practitioner readiness, but the integrated
approach adopted provides a solid foundation for ongoing legal and economic transformation.

Ultimately, this comprehensive legal engineering effort redefines the role of law as a dynamic economic
infrastructure, calibrated to support Saudi Arabia’s ambitions for sustainable growth, diversified
investment, and inclusive market participation. The systematic fusion of doctrinal clarity with operational
responsiveness positions the Kingdom to navigate complex economic transitions with a legal framework
that is both predictable and adaptable, thereby enhancing its attractiveness as a destination for domestic
and international capital within a competitive global landscape.
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