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Amadi derives its name from an Igbo idea
associated with freedom and the unleashing

of potential. That idea captures why the
organisation was created. Businesses operating
across Africa and the Middle East often have
significant ambition and market opportunity,
but their growth is constrained by fragmented
regulation, weak institutional infrastructure,
limited access to senior strategic support, and
legal advice that is sometimes technically correct
but disconnected from commercial execution.
Amadi was established to bridge that gap.

Our founding approach was to bring together
professionals who have worked as operators,
advisers and investors, and who therefore
understand that a legal structure must do more
than satisfy a filing requirement. It must support
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capital raising, banking, governance, tax efficiency,
succession, risk allocation and eventual exit. We aim
to combine international standards with practical
knowledge of how business is actually conducted in
emerging and cross-border markets.

Our principal clients are high-growth companies,
founder-led businesses, family enterprises,
multinational groups entering new markets, and
investors deploying capital across the UAE, Africa
and India. We also support boards and in-house
teams that require experienced legal, compliance,
governance or transaction capability without
immediately building a full senior function internally.
In that sense, Amadi is not positioned merely as
an external law firm. We operate as an embedded
strategic partner, helping clients convert ambition into
structures, controls and transactions that are credible,
scalable and investible.



The central issue is not whether a legal team
uses artificial intelligence or automation;

it is whether the technology is embedded

in a controlled operating model. Many
organisations begin with isolated pilots—
contract-generation tools, diligence platforms
or general-purpose Al—without first
establishing ownership, risk classification, data
rules, approval thresholds or accountability.
That may produce short-term efficiency, but
it does not create infrastructure capable of
supporting cross-border transactions.

Our approach begins with the transaction and

its risk profile. We map the jurisdictions, entities,
decision-makers, data flows, regulatory touchpoints
and documents involved. We then determine which
activities may safely be standardised or automated
and which require qualified legal judgment.
Technology is introduced only after workflow, control
points and escalation paths are clear.

For a multi-jurisdictional acquisition or restructuring,
for example, a platform may coordinate KYC collection,
conditions precedent, version control, signing
authorities and closing evidence. It should not, however,
make an unreviewed decision on regulatory perimeter,
beneficial ownership, tax substance, enforceability or
the allocation of material liability. Those matters remain
subject to jurisdiction-specific professional review.

Accordingly, we focus on five elements: an
approved legal-tech architecture; role-based access
and data governance; jurisdiction-specific playbooks;
documented human approval gates; and a complete
audit trail. This converts experimentation into a
governed system in which technology increases
speed and consistency, while accountability remains
clearly with authorised professionals.

Fractional Chief Legal Officer support gives
us a useful vantage point because we are
responsible not only for legal analysis, but
also for how work enters, moves through and
exits the legal function. We normally begin
by separating repeatable process from legal
judgment. Intake, triage, document assembly,
approval routing, deadline reminders, clause
comparison, signature coordination and
management reporting are generally suitable
for automation. Material risk acceptance,
negotiation strategy, regulatory interpretation,
privilege decisions and final approval are not.

We then build a tiered workflow. Low-risk, high-

volume matters may proceed through approved
templates and playbooks with defined exceptions.

Medium-risk matters require legal review at specified
stages. High-risk matters—such as acquisitions,
regulatory investigations, complex employment
decisions, data incidents or contracts with significant
liability—are automatically escalated to senior counsel
or the appropriate committee. The system should
make these boundaries visible rather than leaving
them to individual discretion.

Template governance is equally important.
Every automated document should have an owner,
approved use case, jurisdiction, review date and
fallback route. Deviations from approved language
should be recorded and, where appropriate, require
approval. The final legal sign-off must identify the
responsible lawyer and the information relied upon.

The objective is not to remove lawyers from the
process. Itis to remove avoidable administration so that
lawyers can concentrate on judgment, negotiation and
prevention. Properly designed automation strengthens
professional oversight because it creates consistency,
surfaces exceptions earlier and leaves evidence of who
decided what, when and on what basis.

A single global deployment model is rarely
appropriate across the UAE, Africa and India.
Data protection, localisation, professional
secrecy, cybersecurity, government-access and
sector-specific requirements differ materially,
and the same transaction may involve personal
data, privileged advice, financial information
and regulated records moving through several
countries.

We therefore start with a data and jurisdiction map.
This identifies what information is being processed,
whose data it is, where it originates, where it will be
hosted, who can access it, which subprocessors are
involved, and whether any transfer mechanism or
regulatory approval is required. We also distinguish
ordinary business data from sensitive personal data,
privileged material, KYC records and information
subject to sectoral localisation rules.

The technology architecture should then be
adapted to the legal analysis. Depending on the
matter, that may involve regional hosting, segregated
workspaces, local instances, encryption with
customer-controlled keys, strict access controls,
contractual transfer safeguards, or keeping specified
datasets entirely outside an Al environment. Vendor
terms must address confidentiality, use of client data,
model training, subprocessors, incident notification,
deletion, audit rights and exit assistance.

We also avoid treating contractual clauses as a
complete solution. Cross-border compliance requires
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an operational transfer assessment, documented
purpose and necessity, data minimisation, retention
controls and an incident-response plan that reflects
different notification timelines. The governing principle
is simple: the platform must follow the legal and risk
architecture of the transaction; the transaction should
not be forced into the platform’s default architecture.

A contract repository answers the question,
‘Where is the agreement?’ An obligation-
intelligence system should answer the more
valuable questions: ‘What must we do, by when,
who is responsible, what evidence proves
performance, and what happens if we fail?’

The transition therefore requires more than
uploading legacy contracts or adding Al search.

The first step is to create a reliable contract
taxonomy and minimum data standard. In addition to
parties, dates and value, the system should capture
renewals, termination windows, payment triggers,
service levels, price adjustments, reporting duties,
audit rights, licences, data obligations, insurance
requirements, change-of-control provisions and
dispute mechanisms. Material obligations should be
converted into assigned actions with owners, due
dates, escalation rules and evidence fields.

The second step is governance. Legal may
interpret and classify the obligation, but operational
ownership usually sits with finance, procurement,
sales, HR, information security or the business
unit. Dashboards should therefore show not only
contract status but also upcoming exposure, overdue
obligations, revenue leakage, unexercised rights and
repeated negotiation exceptions.

Finally, the organisation must maintain data quality.
Extracted clauses should be confidence-scored and
validated according to risk; amendments must update
the operative position; and closed or superseded
documents must not continue generating false alerts.
When these controls are in place, the contract system
becomes an active management layer—supporting
compliance, cash recovery, renewal strategy and risk
prevention—rather than an electronic filing cabinet.

Legal value should not be reduced to hours
saved, particularly where the baseline is
unknown or the estimate cannot be verified.
We encourage organisations to use a balanced
scorecard that connects legal activity to
business outcomes, risk reduction, service
quality and financial performance.

The starting point is a documented baseline.
Before introducing a new process or platform,
the organisation should measure matters such as
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contract cycle time by category, first-response time,
external legal spend, template adoption, deviation
rates, missed renewals, disputes, regulatory
findings, recoveries, claim values and internal client
satisfaction. The same definitions must be used after
implementation so that any improvement is credible.

Relevant metrics may include the percentage
of low-risk contracts completed within an agreed
service level; the reduction in outside-counsel
spend for repeatable work; obligations completed
on time; revenue recovered or leakage avoided,;
disputes prevented or resolved within reserve;
regulatory submissions made without exception;
and the proportion of significant matters supported
by complete approval and decision records. Where
possible, metrics should be corroborated by finance,
procurement, compliance or the relevant business
owner rather than reported solely by legal.

We also distinguish output from outcome.
Producing more contracts is an output. Shortening time
to revenue without increasing unacceptable risk is an
outcome. The most useful board reporting therefore
explains the baseline, intervention, measured
result, control limitations and business impact. That
approach makes legal value defensible while avoiding
exaggerated claims that undermine confidence.

For providers handling privileged, confidential
or strategically sensitive matters, data isolation
must be established technically, contractually
and operationally. At a minimum, client data
should be segregated by tenant and matter;
encrypted in transit and at rest; accessible only
through least-privilege, role-based controls;
and protected by strong authentication,
logging and periodic access review. Particularly
sensitive matters may require dedicated
environments, regional hosting or customer-
controlled encryption keys.

The provider must give an unambiguous commitment
that client content will not be used to train shared
models or for unrelated product development without
explicit, informed authorisation. The organisation
should know all material subprocessors, processing
locations and transfer pathways, and should have

the right to object to significant changes. Retention
and deletion rules must apply to prompts, outputs,
backups, logs and derived data—not merely to
uploaded documents.

Governance controls should include tested incident
response, rapid notification obligations, independent
security assurance, vulnerability management,
business continuity, forensic cooperation, audit rights



and a workable exit plan. Contracts should also
address confidentiality, intellectual-property ownership,
compelled disclosure, allocation of liability and
preservation of privilege.

Internally, organisations must restrict which matters
may enter the platform, verify outputs, prohibit
unapproved integrations and maintain human approval
for consequential advice or filings. No certification
or contractual promise is sufficient by itself. The
organisation should test whether the actual system
design, administrative practices and data lifecycle
match the representations made during procurement.

Over the next decade, legal operations in
emerging markets will become more digital, but
also more jurisdiction-specific. Governments
are developing national digital identity
systems, electronic registries, data-localisation
requirements, sectoral cloud rules and
technology regulation at different speeds. This
will make it increasingly difficult for enterprises
to assume that a platform designed for one
major market can be deployed unchanged
across multiple African, Middle Eastern and
Asian jurisdictions.

Sovereign and regional infrastructure will create
opportunities for faster incorporation, verification,
licensing, filings and transaction execution. At the same
time, it will increase the importance of architecture:
where data sits, which identity is trusted, how

electronic evidence is preserved, and which authority
can access or supervise the system. Local regulation
will therefore become part of technology design, not
an issue considered only after procurement.

The role of legal partners will also change. Clients
will expect less manual document production and
more help designing governed systems, codifying
playbooks, integrating legal controls with business
workflows, and interpreting regulatory change
across jurisdictions. The strongest advisers will
combine legal expertise with operational, technology,
governance and commercial understanding.

For Amadi, this reinforces our core proposition.
Our value lies in connecting international standards
with local realities and converting complex regulation
into executable structures. Technology will expand
our reach and improve consistency, but specialised
judgment, institutional credibility and accountability
will remain essential—particularly where transactions
cross borders and the law, infrastructure and
enforcement environment are still evolving.

abdqadi
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Corporate Governance and Boardroom
Modernization

The Middle East is experiencing a rapid corporate
governance evolution driven by national economic
transformations such as UAE Vision 2031 and Saudi
Vision 2030. How is DiliTrust positioning its Board
Portal and governance modules to help regional
boards and corporate secretaries move away from
legacy methods toward secure, digital, and audit-
ready decision-making ecosystems?

Multi-Jurisdictional Entity Management

With multinational enterprises and regional
conglomerates operating across onshore jurisdictions
and free zones like DIFC and ADGM, managing
corporate structures and regulatory filings presents
unique complexities. How does DiliTrust Legal Entity
Management enable in-house legal departments
across the Middle East to maintain a unified source

of truth and manage compliance obligations across
varied regulatory frameworks?

Sovereign Al and Data Localization

Data sovereignty, privacy mandates, and strict
localization requirements are paramount for enterprise
buyers across the MEA region. Given DiliTrust’s

focus on secure architecture and its private artificial
intelligence layer, how do you address General
Counsel concerns regarding client data confidentiality,
sovereign cloud hosting, and compliance with
emerging regional data protection laws?

Contract Lifecycle Automation in High-Growth
Sectors

As seen across the banking, infrastructure, and
technology sectors, managing high contract volumes
manually creates significant operational bottlenecks.
How is DiliTrust Contract Lifecycle Management
helping Middle Eastern enterprise legal teams
automate contract review, track cross-border

obligations, and compress negotiation turnarounds
while reducing corporate risk?

Transitioning from Point Solutions to an
Integrated Legal Suite

Many corporate legal departments in the region still
struggle with siloed point solutions for contracts, board
meetings, entities, and litigation matters. From your
advisory experience in the MEA market, what is driving
General Counsels to transition toward unified platforms
like the DiliTrust Governance Suite, and what does this
shift mean for overall legal operations efficiency?

Change Management and Overcoming
Technology Resistance

Deploying legal technology within traditional
corporate legal departments often encounters
behavioral hurdles and cultural resistance rather

than just technical barriers. How does DiliTrust
approach change management, user enablement,
and onboarding to ensure high adoption rates among
regional in-house counsels and board members?

Demonstrating Tangible ROI to Executive
Leadership

Justifying technology investment to CFOs and
executive leadership remains a central challenge

for General Counsels navigating budget constraints.
What metrics, cost reductions, and operational
efficiencies do MEA legal departments typically
realize after deploying DiliTrust solutions across their
governance and contract workflows?

The Future of Legal Operations in the Middle East

Legal operations is rapidly maturing from an
administrative support function into a strategic
business driver across the Middle East. How do you
envision the role of the regional General Counsel
evolving over the next three to five years as artificial
intelligence and workflow automation become
standard enterprise infrastructure?
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From
Automation to
Autonomous
Contract

Governance:

The Future of

Collaborative Legal
Intelligence

Transitioning from Automation to Collaborative
Intelligence

The next generation of legal technology will
be judged by the decisions it improves, not the
documents it processes.

We have spent years teaching machines to find
clauses, extract data and move documents faster. The
report shows how powerful that already is—standard
NDA reviews can fall from 2—3 hours to around 15
minutes, while bulk contract tagging can shrink from
200+ hours to 4—6 hours.

The bigger opportunity begins after that work
disappears. At Melento, we see contracts becoming
places where people, processes and Al work
together continuously. The Al understands what
changed, who needs to act and what could happen
next. The contract starts becoming a colleague rather
than a filing cabinet.

Bridging Execution Bottlenecks with National
Digital Infrastructure

India has built some of the world’s most impressive
digital rails. The next challenge is making them talk
to each other.

We have Aadhaar, UPI, DigiLocker, e-signatures
and increasingly sophisticated court and
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government platforms. The report highlights the
growing role of digital public infrastructure in
accelerating legal-tech adoption.

Contracts should ride on those rails with the
same ease that money moves through UPI. When
stamping, signing, verification and execution
happen across disconnected systems, businesses
still spend time stitching the journey together
manually.

That is why our integrations with national
infrastructure matter deeply. The real promise of
Indian legal technology lies in connecting the dots.
When those dots connect, a contract can move
from negotiation to legally valid execution almost
as naturally as sending a payment.

Resolving Data Sovereignty and Confidentiality
Under New Regulations

The most valuable thing inside a contract may be the
sentence nobody else is allowed to read.

That is the fundamental challenge for Al in legal.
The report highlights DPDP as a major driver of
legal-tech adoption while also pointing to unresolved
qguestions around confidentiality, privilege and Al
processing of sensitive legal information.

Enterprises will increasingly ask Al to understand
their most commercially sensitive information—
pricing, liabilities, acquisitions, customer commitments
and negotiation positions. That creates a very high
bar for how technology is designed.

At Melento, security has to be built into the
architecture from day one: controlled access,
isolation, audit trails and disciplined handling of
enterprise data.

The smartest Al in legal will earn trust by knowing
what it should never reveal.

Delivering Tangible Efficiency Beyond the
Dashboard lllusion

| would give every General Counsel one new metric:
“How many hours did technology give back to my
lawyers this month?”

Legal teams have enough dashboards. They need
fewer things sitting in their queues.

The numbers in the report make the opportunity
very tangible. Standard NDA review can drop
from 2-3 hours to roughly 15 minutes. Vendor due
diligence can fall from 8-12 hours to 45—90 minutes,
while bulk repository tagging can move from 200+
hours to just 4—6 hours.

Those hours have a real economic value. More
importantly, they return lawyers to negotiation,
strategy and judgement. The best legal-tech product
may be the empty inbox it creates.



That is how we think about productivity at Melento:

measure the work that disappears.

Navigating Multi-Jurisdictional Cross-Border
Contracting

Globalisation is creating a strange problem for
contracts: the same business can have ten different
definitions of “normal.”

An Indian company expanding into multiple
markets can encounter different privacy rules, tax
structures, governing laws, regulatory requirements
and approaches to enforcement. A contract that
looks perfectly familiar in one country can carry very
different consequences elsewhere.

The report’s prediction around India-specific legal
LLMs points toward an important development: legal
Al needs deep local context to be genuinely useful.

We see the same principle in cross-border
contracting. Al must understand the geography
surrounding a contract, along with the commercial
context inside it.

The future belongs to Al that understands where a
contract lives, not simply what language it is written in.

Managing the Human Factor and Enterprise
Change Management

Every lawyer who says “l don’t trust Al” should be
invited to test it against their own work. That changes
the conversation immediately.

The report identifies the human “ego hurdle” as a
significant barrier to adoption. Lawyers have spent
years developing expertise, judgement and instincts.
Asking them to suddenly hand work to a machine
naturally creates resistance.

Our approach is therefore very practical. Give Al
a repetitive task. Let the lawyer review the result.
Measure the time saved. Gradually expand the scope.

Trust grows through evidence. The biggest
change-management lesson we have learned is
simple: people rarely resist technology when they
can clearly see what it gives them back.

For lawyers, that can mean getting their
evenings back.

Unlocking Deep Tier-2 and Tier-3 Enterprise
Penetration

India’s biggest legal-tech opportunity may be hiding
in businesses that don’t have a legal department.

The report identifies startups and SMEs as the
largest underserved market, while also highlighting
the very different adoption realities across Tier-2 and
Tier-3 India.

That changes how we should design products. A
regional manufacturer may need help reviewing a

supplier agreement. A growing distributor may need
to track renewals. A family-owned business may
simply want to know what risks it is accepting before
signing a contract.

They don’t need a 40-feature legal platform. They
need an answer.

If legal technology requires a manual before a
business can use it, we have already lost the customer.

The opportunity is to put sophisticated intelligence
behind experiences simple enough for any business
owner to use.

The Five-Year Vision for Autonomous Contract
Governance

By 2030, | expect the most valuable contract in a
company to be the one that keeps working after
everyone has stopped looking at it.

Today, people remember obligations through
calendars, spreadsheets, emails and reminders. The
report points toward a future of India-specific legal
Al, greater automation and increasingly sophisticated
digital legal infrastructure through 2030.

Imagine a contract that understands its
obligations, watches deadlines, notices deviations,
triggers approvals and alerts the right person when
circumstances change. That will fundamentally
elevate the role of the lawyer.

Lawyers will spend more time deciding what the
organisation should agree to and less time chasing
whether someone remembered to act on what was
already agreed.

The contract of the future won'’t sit quietly in a
repository. It will participate in the business.
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Editor’s Note & Methodology

A Region Moving Faster
Than Its Rulebook

Web Slug: Editors-note-middle-east-legal-ai

The Middle East legal-technology market has often
been described in the language of potential. That
language is no longer sufficient. Across the Gulf
Cooperation Council, artificial intelligence is moving
into legal research, contract work, compliance,
investigations, knowledge management and public
justice systems. Regional law firms are testing

and deploying Arabic-first legal Al. Global legal-
information providers are investing in localised
products and regional content. Governments are
building compute capacity, Arabic-language models
and state-backed technology
institutions at a scale that
makes “sovereign Al” more
than a policy slogan.

Yet the market has not
reached uniform maturity.
Access to a model is not
the same as an approved
workflow. A successful
demonstration is not a
repeatable operating process.
Local hosting does not, by
itself, establish control over
privileged information. A generic enterprise Al policy
cannot answer the different obligations that may arise

under UAE federal law, DIFC rules, ADGM regulations,

Saudi Arabia’s Personal Data Protection Law, Qatar’s
national and financial-centre regimes, or sector-
specific requirements.

This report examines that gap between adoption
and governed scale. Its principal focus is the six GCC
states: the United Arab Emirates, Saudi Arabia, Qatar,
Bahrain, Oman and Kuwait. The wider Middle East
is referenced where regional investment, language,

“The region’s Al
constraint is no
longer appetite. It

is governed scale.”

trade or legal-service dynamics make it relevant, but
no claim is made that the region is a single regulatory
or commercial market.

The report draws on public legislation and
regulator material, government policies, regional
and global legal-industry research, disclosed
product and firm deployments, the supplied
LexTalk World conference materials and interviews
published in the preceding volume. Binding laws
are distinguished from strategy documents, ethical
principles and non-binding guidance. Vendor- or
firm-reported outcomes are
labelled as such. Global legal-
industry surveys are used as
comparators, not presented
as GCC data. Where reliable
regional market-size data
does not exist, the report uses
explicit research placeholders
rather than false precision.

Editorial position: The
Middle East is not waiting

for a single Al law before
adopting legal technology. The market is advancing
through enterprise procurement, sectoral
regulation, privacy law, judicial modernization

and sovereign infrastructure. Its next constraint

is governed scale: converting experiments into
systems that legal teams can trust, measure, audit
and move across borders.

This is an industry document, not legal advice.
Regulatory summaries are current to the stated
research cut-off and should be checked against
official sources before decisions are taken.
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Executive Summary

The Scale Question

Web Slug: Middle-east-legal-ai-executive-summary

Artificial intelligence has crossed an important
threshold in the Middle East legal market. It is no
longer confined to innovation teams or informal
experiments by technically confident lawyers. Legal
departments are evaluating enterprise licenses, law
firms are redesigning research and drafting workflows,
regulators are imposing concrete controls in sensitive
sectors, and governments are placing Al inside justice
and public-administration systems. The question has
changed from whether legal Al will be used to how it
will be controlled, measured and integrated.

The available regional evidence captures the
tension. Deloitte’s 2026 GCC survey, covering senior
leaders in Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Qatar and Kuwait
across tax, finance and legal functions, found that
non-adoption fell from 52% in 2024 to 29% in 2025.
Ninety-three per cent of respondents expected Al to
have a significant organizational impact. But only 9%
had begun to scale solutions, 10% reported enterprise-
wide Al strategy and governance, and more than 63%
remained at pre-implementation stages.! The GCC
does not have an interest problem. It has an execution
architecture problem.

Six findings define the market in 2026
First, legal Al adoption is becoming operational,
but it remains concentrated in bounded work:
Research, document summarization, first-pass review,
contract analysis and regulatory monitoring are
advancing faster than autonomous decision-making.
These tasks are attractive because they involve high
document volume, repeatable patterns and measurable
delay. They also allow lawyers to retain final authority.
The strongest implementations are not those that ask a
general-purpose model to “do legal work”; they connect
a defined task to approved data, authoritative sources, a
review standard and an accountable professional.

Second, the GCC is a connected set of markets,
not one regulatory environment. Most GCC states
now have specific personal-data regimes, but scope,
lawful bases, regulator powers, sensitive-data rules,
transfer mechanisms and sectoral overlays vary. The
UAE includes distinct federal, DIFC and ADGM layers.
Qatar includes national law, the QFC framework and
a detailed central-bank Al guideline. Kuwait still relies
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on a more sectoral privacy architecture rather than
an economy-wide personal-data statute. A regional
policy can set common principles; it cannot replace
jurisdiction-specific analysis.

Third, data sovereignty is becoming a procurement
requirement. The UAE and Saudi Arabia are
investing across compute, data centers, models and
public-sector use. Qatar is building state-backed Al
capability, while Oman and Bahrain are formalising
responsible-Al policy. For legal teams, this creates
more options for local hosting and Arabic capability.

It does not eliminate the need to ask who can access
prompts and outputs, whether customer data trains
shared models, where sub processors operate, how
records can be exported, and how deletion is proved.

Fourth, Arabic capability is a legal-quality issue, not a
localization feature. Legal Arabic contains jurisdictional
terminology, formal drafting conventions, bilingual
instruments and court-specific usage that cannot be
reduced to direct translation. Systems must retrieve
current and authoritative regional sources, preserve the
legal effect of defined terms, show citations and support
review across Arabic and English. The commercial
signal is strengthening: LexisNexis announced a multi-
million-dollar regional investment in localized legal Al
and content in June 2026, while Al Tamimi & Company
and Legora are collaborating on Arabic-first legal Al.

Fifth, legal Al economics are moving from license
cost to operating value. Global in-house evidence
shows both adoption and measurement moving

at different speeds. FTI Consulting and Relativity
reported that GenAl use among their surveyed
corporate legal departments reached 87% in 2026,
while Axiom’s study of 528 in-house legal leaders
found that 83% could not show whether prior Al
spending had paid off and only 7% had reached
scaled, optimized and measured use. These are
global comparators, not GCC adoption estimates. The
GCC evidence points in the same direction: strong
expectations, limited scaling and thin governance.
Time saved is not enough. Legal leaders must show
what the time enabled—faster revenue, avoided
external spend, reduced leakage, more matters
handled, better compliance or lower exposure.



Sixth, the next advantage will come from
operating discipline. Organizations that maintain
an Al inventory, classify use cases, define approved
data, perform vendor diligence, set human-review
thresholds, train users, monitor performance and

Stage Typical state
Individuals use public
1. Informal . )
tools without consistent
access
approval or controls
2. Controlled | Small pilots on low-risk
experiment tasks
One or more legal
3. Workflow
deployment processes use approved
Al vendor dependency
. Al systems are
<o el inventoried, risk-tiered
governance .
and monitored
5 Governed Alis embgdded gcross
: legal service delivery
infrastructure ) . .
with executive oversight

Primary risk

Confidentiality,
inaccurate outputs,
invisible data flows

Demonstration without
baseline or ownership

Integration gaps,
uneven adoption,

Cross-system
inconsistency and
benefit leakage

Concentration, systemic
failure, strategic
dependency

measure outcomes will scale faster because they
can take controlled risk. Organizations that rely
on broad policy statements will remain trapped
between shadow use and stalled procurement.

Required next move

Establish an acceptable-use
standard and approved tool
route

Define success measures, data
boundaries and review rules

Add process ownership,
training, audit logs and
fallback procedures

Apply common governance,
vendor and measurement
standards

Test resilience, substitution,
exit and cross-border
portability

The practical implication is direct: legal Al should be
governed as an operational portfolio, not purchased

as a collection of disconnected tools. The portfolio

will include different risk levels. A summarization tool
used on public legislation does not require the same
approval path as a system that recommends responses
to regulatory investigations or processes a large
repository of privileged communications. The objective

is not to subject every use case to the maximum control.

It is to match controls to consequence.

What legal leaders should do next
Over the next twelve months, a GCC legal function
should be able to answer five questions without
initiating a new internal investigation. Which Al systems
and features are being used? What information
may enter each system? Who is accountable
for every production workflow? What evidence
shows that the output is reliable enough for its
purpose? What business or risk outcome justifies
continued spend?

Boards and executive committees should not
demand that General Counsel predict a single
return on Al. They should require a portfolio view

that separates productivity, capacity, cost, quality, risk and
business throughput. Law firms should expect clients to
ask how Al affects staffing, quality assurance, data terms
and price. Providers should expect increasingly specific
qguestions about regional sources, Arabic performance,
model training, tenant separation, data location, audit,
incident notification and exit.

The Middle East is becoming a serious legal-
technology growth market because four forces are
converging: government-led digital infrastructure,
high-value cross-border commerce, rapidly developing
regulation and a legal profession under pressure to
deliver at greater speed. Whether that growth produces
trusted legal infrastructure or a fragmented layer of pilots
will depend on governance, not enthusiasm.

“Legal Al will be boug/u‘ as software but

Judged as infrastructure.

A GCC-wide policy can set the ﬂoor i
cannot replace jurisdiction-specific decisions.’

“Time saved is not ROI until the organization
knows what happened to the time.”

Legal Tech Report: Volume 02 | 13



Market Landscape

Stx Markets, One Acceleration Curye

Web Slug: gcc-legal-tech-market-landscape

The legal-technology market in the Gulf is being
formed by a distinctive combination of state ambition
and enterprise demand. In many mature legal-tech
markets, adoption began with private law firms or
corporate efficiency programs and was followed by
public-sector modernization. In the GCC, governments
are active across both sides of the market. They are
regulators and major technology buyers; builders of
digital courts and public data systems; sponsors of Al
research and infrastructure; and architects of investment
environments intended to attract global capital.

This produces speed, but not uniformity. The UAE
combines a federal civil-law environment with the

Market

Legal and commercial

context

Adoption drivers

Regulatory and

governance signal

common-law ecosystems of the DIFC and ADGM.
Saudi Arabia’s scale, investment pipeline and
regulatory transformation create a large addressable
market, but also raise demanding questions about
data, localization, procurement and sectoral
compliance. Qatar’s smaller market has an unusually
concrete model of Al governance in financial
services. Bahrain combines a developed financial
sector with a national responsible-Al direction. Oman
is moving from privacy legislation to implementation
and risk-based public policy. Kuwait remains
commercially important while its data-protection
framework is more sectoral in reach.

Near-term legal-
tech opportunity

United
Arab
Emirates

Saudi
Arabia

Qatar

Cross-border business
hub; federal system
plus DIFC and ADGM,;
high concentration of
regional headquarters
and professional
services

Largest GCC economy;
Vision 2030 projects;
rapidly expanding
in-house and
international law-firm
presence

Energy and
infrastructure
economy; national
system plus QFC;
sophisticated financial
regulation
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Multinational legal
operations, finance,
trade, real estate,
disputes, digital
assets and public-
sector Al

Giga-projects,
regulatory change,
procurement,
construction,
finance, energy
and government
transformation

LNG and project
work, finance, cross-
border investment,
public-sector
modernization

Federal PDPL and
Al Charter; DIFC
Regulation 10;
separate ADGM
data regime;
sectoral rules

PDPL and transfer
rules; SDAIA
ethics and GenAl
guidance; national
data governance;
sectoral controls

National privacy
law; QFC Data
Protection
Regulations;
binding QCB

Al guideline for
licensed entities

Regional legal
research, CLM,
investigations,
multilingual
knowledge,
privacy operations
and justice-tech

Contract and
obligation
management,
regulatory
intelligence,
claims/disputes,
Arabic legal
data and locally
controlled Al

Governed Al in
financial services,
contract review,
compliance,
model inventories
and vendor-risk
systems



Bahrain Established financial Financial services, Personal Data RegTech, privacy
and Islamic-finance compliance, public | Protection Law and | operations, policy
center; smaller, digital services and | authority; national | implementation
concentrated market regional operating Al policy and GCC | and responsible-

models ethics direction Al assurance

Oman Infrastructure, logistics, | Privacy PDPL and executive  Data mapping,
energy and public- implementation, regulations; risk- consent/rights
sector transformation | investment projects, based public policy | management,
under Vision 2040 digital-government | for safe and ethical @ contract

systems and Al operations,

regulated data use compliance
workflow and
public-sector
assurance

Kuwait Significant local Digital Sectoral privacy Sector-specific

corporate, finance and
public-sector market

modernization

This table is directional, not a legal checklist. It
demonstrates why a provider entering the GCC
cannot simply translate a global product, host it in
the region and treat the compliance question as
closed. Product design, contracts, content, support,
procurement and implementation need to reflect
jurisdiction and sector.

Five forces are accelerating adoption
Regulatory density is creating continuous legal
work. Privacy, cybersecurity, financial crime, digital
assets, competition, consumer protection, labor,
ESG, sector licensing and technology regulation
are generating more obligations and faster change.
Manual monitoring is increasingly unable to deliver
traceability at scale. The demand is not simply for
alerts; it is for systems that identify applicable change,
map it to policies and controls, assign work and
preserve evidence.

Contract volume is rising faster than legal
headcount. Cross-border investment, infrastructure,
construction, technology, procurement and regional
distribution create large portfolios of bilingual and
multi-jurisdictional agreements. Legal teams are
asked to accelerate review without lowering control.
This makes contracts the most natural bridge from
digitization to Al because the underlying workflow—
request, draft, negotiate, approve, sign, store, perform

transformation,
telecoms, finance,
procurement and

through CITRA
and other laws; no
single economy-

compliance,
records, contract
workflow and

wide PDPL as at controlled
cut-off enterprise
productivity

and renew—can be measured.

Executive teams expect enterprise-grade
technology in Legal. General Counsel increasingly
operate alongside functions that already use
automated workflows, analytics and self-service
platforms. The legal department is being asked

to provide predictable service levels, clearer risk
reporting and faster support to revenue-generating
teams. Al becomes relevant when it improves a
service, not when it produces an impressive output in
isolation.

Arabic and bilingual work create a local product
gap. English-language models and global legal
databases can support cross-border work, but
many statutes, court processes, public documents
and contracts are Arabic-first. Legal meaning can
be lost when systems treat Arabic as a translation
layer rather than a legal source language. The
emerging response—regional content investment
and collaboration with Arabic-speaking firms—shows
that language capability is becoming a core market
boundary.

Sovereign Al infrastructure is changing the feasible
architecture. Local and state-aligned compute, cloud
and model initiatives may give regulated entities and
public bodies more deployment options. The UAE
and Saudi Arabia are building across the Al stack,
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and Qatar is expanding state-backed capability.

The benefit for legal teams will not be automatic.
Infrastructure matters when it supports enforceable
access, processing, audit, security, continuity and exit
requirements.

Interprise readiness is uneven inside the
same market

Market readiness should not be measured only by
national Al strategies or the number of available
products. The relevant question is whether a
buyer can take a use case from idea to production.
That depends on six internal capabilities: process

Readiness factor

Low-readiness signal

ownership, clean and accessible data, security

and privacy review, procurement capacity, change
management and benefit measurement.

A large regional bank may have advanced
technology governance but a complex approval
path. A high-growth company may move quickly but
lack an organized contract repository. A government
entity may have strong strategic sponsorship but
strict data-classification controls. A law firm may
possess rich legal knowledge but limited structured
data. Readiness is therefore specific to both the
organization and the workflow.

Production-ready signal

Problem definition “We need an Al tool”

Data foundation across email, drives and

personal folders

Governance e
no use-case classification
Standalone interface with
Technology
manual copy-and-paste
One-off demonstration or
People ) .
optional training
Measurement Anecdotal time savings

A market should not be manufactured
Jrom weak numbers

Commercial forecasts often present a single GCC
or UAE legal-tech market size, but the underlying
category may include legal software, e-signatures,
compliance services, court technology, corporate
services and professional-service revenue. The
resulting figures are rarely comparable. This report
therefore does not publish a headline market-
size estimate without a disclosed definition and
methodology.

Documents are dispersed

A general policy exists but

A named workflow has a baseline, pain
point, owner and target outcome

Authoritative repositories, metadata and
access rights are defined

Inventory, risk tier, approved data, review
standard and escalation are recorded

Integration, identity, logging, retention and
export are designed

Role-based training, champions, review
sampling and usage support are
continuous

Pre-pilot baseline and post-pilot cost, time,
quality and risk measures

The more useful signals are observable. GCC
enterprise Al non-adoption is falling while scaling
remains limited.1 Major legal-information providers
are funding localisation.14 Regional firms are building
Arabic-first capability.15 Qatar has imposed detailed
Al governance on licensed financial entities.9
The UAE has deployed Al deeper into judicial
operations.16 These signals do not prove a specific
market valuation. They demonstrate that legal Al
demand, supply and governance are all becoming
more institutional.

“The Middle Fast is not one legal-tech market.
It is a connected set of jurisdictions moving at

different speeds.”
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Code

DATA-ME-02

DATA-ME-03

DATA-ME-05

Required insight

Percentage of regional legal teams with
an approved enterprise GenAl tool

Top production use cases by
organization type

Ranked procurement requirements

Publication rule

Separate approved access from

informal use

Show in-house, law firm and provider

results separately

Include Arabic, regional sources, local
hosting, no-training terms, audit and

integration

Al Use Cases in Legal

Where Legal Al Is Already Farning Its Place

Web Slug: practical-legal-ai-use-cases-gcc

Legal Al creates value when it is attached to a
repeatable decision or service. The unit of adoption
is not the model; it is the workflow. A model may
summarize a document accurately and still fail as

a legal system because it used the wrong version,
omitted an amendment, exposed confidential
material, produced no audit trail or placed an

unreviewed conclusion into a business process.

Use-case control matrix

Use case

Contract
lifecycle
management

Legal
research and
knowledge

Compliance
automation

eDiscovery
and
investigations

Current GCC

Best initial

maturity deployment

Medium to Clause extraction,
high in larger playbook
enterprises comparison,

obligation capture

Medium and
accelerating

Source-grounded
search, summaries,
first drafts with
citations

Medium in Change detection,
regulated applicability
sectors mapping, control/
task assignment
Medium in Deduplication,

major disputes
and regulated
work

classification,
translation support,
review prioritization

Non-negotiable
control

Approved
playbook and
legal sign-off on
material deviation

Current
authoritative
sources

and citation
verification

Named
accountable
owner and
evidence trail

Preservation,
privilege protocol,
defensibility and
access control

The practical approach is to assess each use
case through four questions. What delay, cost or
risk is being addressed? What part of the work is
suitable for machine assistance? Which point requires
accountable human judgment? What evidence will
show that the workflow is better than the one it
replaced?

Meaningful value
measure

Cycle time,
first-pass yield,
leakage, renewal/
obligation
performance

Research
turnaround, source
precision, rework
and coverage

Time to assess/
implement change,
overdue actions,
audit findings

Review volume,
cost, precision/
recall, response
time
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Legal risk Early to medium | Matter taxonomy, Explainability, Early escalation,
management trend analysis, calibrated reserve accuracy,
exposure confidence and repeat issue
aggregation professional reduction
review
Internal legal Medium Intake, triage, self- Clear escalation Response
operations service, matter and and authoritative | time, demand

spend analytics

Contract lifecycle management: from
document automation to obligation
intelligence

Contracts remain the most practical entry point for
legal Al because the pain is visible. Business teams
wait for review. Lawyers repeat familiar clause
analysis. Obligations disappear after signature.
Renewals are discovered too late. Repositories
contain scanned PDFs, inconsistent metadata and
multiple versions. The opportunity extends far
beyond generating a first draft.

In a mature workflow, Al can classify incoming
agreements, extract parties and dates, compare
clauses against an approved playbook, identify
deviations, suggest fallback language, summarize
negotiated risk, populate approval routes, capture
obligations and alert owners. The strongest use is
not autonomous negotiation. It is compressing the
mechanical work around a controlled legal decision.

The GCC context introduces additional design
requirements. Agreements may be bilingual,
governed by different laws, executed through
multiple entities and affected by sector-specific
approvals. A limitation-of-liability provision cannot be
scored reliably without understanding the contract
type, counterparty, governing law, deal value and
internal risk appetite. Arabic and English versions
may not be legally equivalent. A system must
therefore preserve document lineage, identify the
controlling language, record playbook versions and
route material differences to appropriately qualified
counsel.

What should not be automated without explicit
authority: final approval of material risk, legal
opinions on enforceability, changes to reserved
positions, waiver of rights, or external commitments
made outside approved negotiation parameters.

Metrics that matter: median and 90th-percentile
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deflection, matter
capacity, user
satisfaction

answer base

cycle time; percentage of agreements completed
within playbook; number of escalations; rework after
first legal review; time from signature to obligation
capture; missed renewals; unfulfilled rights; and
business time-to-revenue. Counting contracts
processed is a volume metric, not a value metric.

Operator voice — Shashank Bijapur, CEO and Co-
Founder, SpotDraft: “The primary challenge is not the
model itself, but change management, training, and
workflow design.”

The significance of this observation is operational.

A technically strong clause model will not improve
throughput if the intake form is ignored, commercial
users negotiate outside the system, playbooks are
stale or lawyers do not trust the first-pass review. CLM
value is created by alignment across legal policy,
business behavior and system design.

Legal research and knowledge: authority
before fluency

Legal research is among the fastest-moving Al

use cases because the interface is intuitive and

the productivity gain can be immediate. But it also
exposes the difference between fluent output and
legal reliability. The system must retrieve the right
source, for the right jurisdiction, at the right date, with
enough context to verify the proposition.

For GCC legal work, source coverage is a
competitive boundary. A research system may
need to work across federal and emirate-level
UAE material, DIFC and ADGM sources, Saudi
legislation and guidance, Qatar and QFC instruments,
regulator circulars, bilingual documents and internal
firm or department knowledge. Amendments and
implementation dates matter. An answer based on
an outdated rule may be linguistically perfect and
operationally dangerous.

A production research workflow should require
source-grounded answers, visible citations, version



dates, a clear distinction between retrieved text
and model synthesis, and a human review standard
proportionate to consequence. A low-risk internal
orientation note may be sampled. A legal opinion,
filing, board paper or regulator response requires full
source verification.

Recent market activity confirms that localization
is becoming central. LexisNexis announced a multi-
million-dollar regional investment in technology,
content localization, product development and
operations, covering core GCC jurisdictions. Al
Tamimi & Company’s collaboration with Legora is
explicitly directed at Arabic-first legal Al, reflecting
the reality that legal practice across the region
moves between Arabic, English and, in some matters,
French.l5 These are commercial announcements, not
proof that the localization problem is solved. They
are evidence that the problem is now recognized as
strategic.

Metrics that matter: time to a verified answer;
precision of retrieved authorities; citation error
rate; percentage of answers requiring material
correction; coverage by jurisdiction and source
type; user adoption; and the reduction in
duplicated research.

Arabic capability is not a
translation feature. It is a legal
accuracy, workflow and market-
access requirement.”

Compliance automation: from regulatory
alert to evidence of implementation

Most organizations already receive regulatory
updates. The failure occurs after the alert. Someone
must decide whether the change applies, identify
affected policies and contracts, allocate actions,
obtain evidence and report completion. Al can
reduce the time spent reading and mapping change,
but the legal function remains accountable for
applicability and interpretation.

A practical compliance system can ingest regulator
publications, classify them by entity and business
line, summarize changes, compare them with existing
obligations, propose impacted controls, assign tasks
and preserve an audit trail. In regulated sectors,
the distinction between “published,” “assessed,”
“implemented” and “tested” should be explicit. A
dashboard that records an alert as complete when it
has only been read creates false assurance.

Regional fragmentation makes compliance
automation valuable and difficult. A multinational
may operate through entities subject to federal
law, financial-free-zone rules, sector regulators
and contractual standards. The same data activity
may require different legal bases, notices, transfer
mechanisms or approval routes. The system must
therefore understand the organization’s entity,
product, data and regulatory taxonomy. A general
model with no controlled obligation library will
produce commentary, not compliance.

What should not be automated: final applicability
determinations for material obligations, closure of
high-risk actions without evidence, representations
to regulators, or acceptance of residual risk without
authorized approval.

Metrics that matter: time from publication to legal
assessment; time from assessment to implementation;
percentage of obligations with named owners;
overdue remediation; duplicate controls; audit
exceptions; and recurrence of previously identified
issues.

eDiscovery and investigations: efficiency

must remain defensible

Disputes, investigations and regulatory responses
combine large data volumes with high consequence.
Al can reduce review burden through deduplication,
email threading, conceptual clustering, classification,
translation support, anomaly detection and
technology-assisted review. Generative systems can
help summarize chronologies, identify inconsistencies
and prepare issue maps. The value can be
substantial, particularly where Arabic and English
material must be reviewed together.

The control standard is correspondingly high.
Legal teams must preserve data, document collection
methods, protect privilege and confidentiality,
maintain access controls, validate search and
classification performance, and retain enough
information to explain the process. Cross-border
matters may engage multiple privacy, secrecy,
employment, blocking or sectoral rules. Transferring
a review set to a global platform may be lawful in one
structure and restricted in another.

The right workflow separates discovery assistance
from legal conclusion. Al can prioritize likely
relevant material, but counsel must define issues,
validate results and decide whether documents
are responsive, privileged or significant. Translation
can accelerate review, but material quotations and
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evidence should be checked against the source
language by qualified reviewers.

Metrics that matter: volume reduction; reviewer
hours; precision and recall where measurable; time to
key document; translation rework; privilege error rate;
cost per reviewed document; and response time to
regulator or tribunal.

3. Legal risk management: decision
support without false precision

Legal risk systems increasingly promise predictive
insights: dispute outcomes, contract exposure,
regulator behavior or settlement value. The
attraction is clear. General Counsel need to
prioritize matters and explain exposure to

boards. The risk is that a numerical score creates
confidence beyond the evidence.

The strongest initial use is descriptive and
diagnostic. Al can impose a consistent matter
taxonomy, extract issues and amounts from
documents, identify repeated clause failures,
aggregate portfolio exposure, surface approaching
deadlines and compare matter patterns. It can help
legal teams ask better questions before it attempts
to predict answers.

Prediction should be limited to contexts
with sufficient, relevant and lawful data; stable
definitions; validated performance; and clear
human authority. Historical disputes may
reflect selection effects, incomplete settlement
information, different procedural environments and
institutional bias. A system trained on one court or
case type should not be presented as a universal
legal-risk engine.

Operator voice — Kapil Singhal, CEO and Founder,
CaseDocker: “In essence, CaseDocker acts
simultaneously as the system of record and the
system of intelligence for enterprise litigation.”

The sequence matters. A legal team cannot
build dependable intelligence on fragmented
spreadsheets, inboxes and memory. It needs a
system of record before it can trust a system of
prediction.

Metrics that matter: percentage of matters with
complete core data; early identification of high-
exposure files; reserve variance; missed deadline
reduction; recurring issue detection; settlement
cycle; and the proportion of matters receiving
timely management review.
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6. Internal legal operations: the control
layer between demand and expertise
Internal legal operations may generate the
broadest value because they determine how work
enters, moves through and leaves the function.
Al-enabled intake can classify requests, capture
missing information, direct work to the right team,
answer approved low-risk questions and create
matters automatically. Knowledge tools can surface
prior advice. Spend systems can identify billing
patterns and forecast demand.

The central design question is escalation. A
self-service system should know when not to
answer. Requests involving litigation hold, regulator
contact, high-value commitments, personal data
incidents, sanctions, competition, employment
termination, intellectual property ownership or non-
standard liability may require immediate human
review. An answer grounded in an approved policy
can reduce repetitive work; an improvised answer
can create an unauthorised legal position.

The operating model should distinguish three
pathways: self-service, where approved content
resolves low-risk demand; Al-assisted service,
where legal professionals use Al within a controlled
workflow; and expert-led service, where judgment,
negotiation or advocacy remains primary. This is
how Al changes capacity without pretending that
all legal work is automatable.

Metrics that matter: demand by category;
response time; percentage resolved through
approved self-service; escalation accuracy; matter
backlog; external-spend movement; internal

client satisfaction; and lawyer time reallocated to
strategic work.



A practical adoption sequence

Step Decision Required evidence

1. Select Choose a high-volume, bounded work- | Baseline volume, delay, cost, error or
flow with an accountable owner risk

2. Classify Determine consequence, data sensitiv- | Risk tier and applicable policy/regula-
ity, jurisdiction and sector tion

3. Design Define the machine role, human check- | Workflow map, review standard and
points and fallback exception route

4. Diligence Evaluate content, model, hosting, secu- Completed vendor and data assess-
rity, sub processors and contract terms | ment

5. Pilot Run with a representative sample and Accuracy, adoption, time, quality and
pre-set stopping rules incident results

6. Decide Scale, modify or stop based on evi- Documented approval and residual risk
dence

7. Monitor Review performance, use, change and | Logs, sample reviews, incidents, bene-
vendor dependency fits and renewal decision

A pilot without a baseline, owner or stopping
rule is a demonstration, not an implementation.
The use cases most likely to scale in the GCC
will be those that make control visible: cited
research, logged review, approved playbooks,
recorded obligations, documented handoffs
and measurable service levels.

“The most valuable legal Al does
not produce more text. It shortens
the path from legal information
to a controlled business decision.”

Regulatory and Data

Governance Frameworks

No Single Rulebook: Governing Al Across the GCC

Web Slug: gcc-ai-data-governance-legal-tech

No Single Rulebook: Governing Al Across the GCC
Web slug: gcc-ai-data-governance-legal-tech

The GCC is not developing legal Al under a
regulatory vacuum. Nor is it operating under a single
comprehensive Al law. The governing environment
is layered: personal-data law, cybersecurity

and electronic-transactions rules, professional
duties, sectoral requirements, free-zone regimes,
procurement standards and Al ethics frameworks all
shape the permissible use of technology.

This structure has two consequences. First,
organizations do not need to wait for a horizontal

Al statute before they establish controls. Existing
law already governs the data, contracts, security,
decisions and professional conduct involved.
Second, a compliance statement that a tool is “GCC-
ready” has little meaning unless it identifies the legal
entity, jurisdiction, sector, data, system role and
processing architecture involved.
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Four regulatory layers

UAE federal PDPL, Saudi What data is

Personal-data and
privacy law

Binding where within
scope

PDPL, Qatar national law,
Bahrain and Oman PDPLs,
DIFC/ADGM/QFC regimes

processed, on what
basis, by whom, where
and for how long?

Does the use case

Qatar Central Bank Al

Sectoral and
institutional rules

Binding on regulated
entities or activities

Often non-binding but
relevant to expected
practice, procurement
and governance

Al policy and ethical
guidance

Binding through law,
regulation, contract or
professional obligation

Professional and
procedural duties

United Arab Emirates: one country,
multiple regulatory layers
The UAE federal Personal Data Protection Law
establishes the principal onshore framework for
the processing of personal data, including rights,
security and cross-border transfer requirements. The
2024 UAE Charter for the Development and Use of
Artificial Intelligence adds policy principles covering
safety, privacy, bias, transparency, human oversight,
governance and accountability.2 3

That federal picture is only the beginning. DIFC
and ADGM maintain separate data-protection
regimes. DIFC’s Regulation 10 expressly addresses
personal-data processing through autonomous
and semi-autonomous systems and supports an
accreditation and certification approach.4 ADGM’s
Office of Data Protection administers the Data
Protection Regulations 2021, including controller
obligations and registration for in-scope entities.5

For legal teams, the first question is therefore
jurisdictional. Which entity is using the system?
Where is it established? Which individuals’ data is
processed? Is the activity governed by federal law,
a financial free-zone framework or sector-specific
rules? A group-wide pwlatform can engage more
than one regime at the same time.

The UAE’s framework is increasingly specific about
Al without collapsing into a single code. That can
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Guideline; financial, health,
telecoms, government and
cybersecurity rules

UAE Al Charter; SDAIA
Al Ethics and GenAl
guidance; Bahrain and
Oman Al policies

Confidentiality, privilege,
competence, court and
evidence rules, client
instructions

require approval,
registration,
localisation, audit or
specific controls?

What risk, human-
oversight, transparency
and accountability
standard should the
organization adopt?

Can the lawyer use the
system consistently
with duty to the

client, tribunal and
profession?

support innovation because organisations can apply
existing accountability and data principles to new
systems. It also demands legal precision: a policy
reference to “UAE requirements” is not an adequate
data-flow analysis.

Saudi Arabia: data governance is the

operating foundation

Saudi Arabia’s Personal Data Protection Law applies
to processing in the Kingdom and to defined
processing outside the Kingdom involving individuals
residing in it. It provides data-subject rights, purpose
and minimization requirements, processor controls,
impact assessment, security and transfer conditions.
Controllers are expected to select processors
capable of providing the required safeguards and to
monitor their compliance.

SDAIA's GenAl guidance translates high-level
ethics into practical use controls. It calls for reliability,
source verification, transparency, privacy and security
by design, human-oversight triggers and continued
impact review. It also recommends organizational
policies that prohibit users from entering classified
information into third-party tools and requires attention
to whether user data can be used for model training.

This creates a clear procurement agenda for
legal technology. A vendor should be able to show
where data is processed and stored; who can



access it; whether prompts and documents train

any model; which sub processors are used; how
security, deletion and incidents are handled; how the
customer can audit performance; and how data can
be returned or destroyed at exit. The contract must
support the controller’s obligations rather than merely
describe the provider’s standard service.

Qatar: a detailed sectoral benchmark

Qatar combines national privacy law with a separate
QFC Data Protection Regulations 2021 framework.8
Its most instructive legal-Al development is the Qatar
Central Bank Artificial Intelligence Guideline, effective
from 4 September 2024 for QCB-regulated entities
that develop, purchase or outsource Al systems.

The guideline requires an Al strategy, board and
senior-management accountability, a governance
policy, risk assessment, an Al system register,
human-oversight protocols, outsourcing controls,
lifecycle management, data governance, security,
documentation and monitoring. High-risk purchases,
licensing and outsourcing arrangements require prior
QCB approval. The system register must identify risk
classification, provider, human-oversight model and
contractual information, and it must be disclosed
annually and on request.

The QCB model matters beyond financial
services because it shows what an operational
Al regime looks like. It does not rely on a general
commitment to “responsible AL” It requires inventory,
classification, ownership, approval, documentation,
human authority, vendor scrutiny, continuity and exit.
Legal teams in other sectors can adopt the same

architecture voluntarily, scaled to their risk.

Bahrain, Oman and Kuwait: different

paths to control

Bahrain’s Personal Data Protection Law and Personal
Data Protection Authority provide the binding privacy
foundation. Its national Al policy, announced in

2025 alongside adoption of the GCC ethics manual,
emphasizes human autonomy, safety, fairness,
privacy, transparency and accountability. The market
is therefore governed through privacy, cybersecurity,
financial-services and other existing rules while Al
policy shapes expected practice.

Oman’s Personal Data Protection Law was issued
under Royal Decree No. 6/2022, with executive
regulations under Ministerial Decision No. 34/2024.
The framework addresses consent, data-subject
rights, breach notice, permits, children’s data and
controller/processor obligations. UNESCQO’s 2026
readiness profile describes Oman’s 2025 safe
and ethical Al policy as risk-based, requiring pre-
deployment assessment, approval and lifecycle
monitoring in its stated scope, while noting that some
implementation mechanisms remain early-stage.

Kuwait requires a different caveat. It does not have
a single economy-wide personal-data protection
statute equivalent to those in several neighboring
states. CITRA’s privacy rules apply within the
communications and service-provider environment,
alongside electronic-transactions, cybercrime,
consumer, sectoral and other obligations. A
technology provider should not represent compliance
with a sectoral rule as proof of universal coverage.
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Operational implication for

Jurisdiction Privacy/data foundation Al-specific direction
legal teams
Establish lawful processing,
Federal PDPL plus Al Charter and security, transfer and
UAE federal . accountability; do not
sectoral laws government strategies . .
treat policy principles as a
substitute for legal analysis
' Regulation 10 on Address transparency,
Data Protection Law and . assessment and outcome-
DIFC . autonomous/semi- .
Regulations AULONOMOUS SVSterms based Al/data controls in
y the DIFC context
' Existing data/ Register and ggvern ‘|n-
Data Protection . scope processing; align
ADGM ) accountability
Regulations 2021 . vendor and controller
framework applies to Al .
duties
Map data and transfers;
. . PDPL, implementing and | SDAIA ethics and GenAl SO TEEEL el veme/os
Saudi Arabia . assessment; control
transfer framework guidance e -
classified and sensitive
inputs
National security Det‘ermlne appllcable. .
. . . . ] regime; regulated entities
National privacy law; guidance; QCB Al
Qatar/ QFC o . need formal Al governance,
separate QFC rules Guideline for licensed .
Y register, approvals and
entities :
oversight
Apply privacy and sector
. . National Al policy and rules; use Al principles
Bahrain PDPL and authority GCC ethics manual to set governance and
procurement expectations
Operationalise consent,
PDPL and executive Risk-based safe and rights, permits and
Oman . . . . .
regulations ethical Al policy lifecycle controls; monitor
implementation guidance
Sectoral apq general Avoid claims of universal
. legal provisions, Strategy-led . .
Kuwait . . . PDPL compliance; analyse
including CITRA privacy | development .
T the entity and sector
regulation in scope
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Cross-border data: ask the architecture

questions in order

Legal work is inherently cross-border. A Dubai-
based regional team may review a Saudi contract
using a global platform, supported by a vendor team
in another country, with data backed up elsewhere.
A law firm may process material received from a
QFC entity in an eDiscovery environment outside
the region. Each step can have legal significance.

A defensible assessment follows a sequence:
Identify the relevant entity and regime. Determine
which group company, firm or regulated entity
controls the use case and which data-protection or
sectoral law applies.

Classify the information. Separate personal data,
sensitive data, privileged communications, trade
secrets, regulated records, source code, national-
security material and public sources.

Define purpose and role. Record why the data is
processed and whether each party acts as controller,
processor, provider, user or independent controller.

Map the full processing chain. Identify model
provider, application provider, cloud, subprocessors,
support access, telemetry, backup, disaster recovery
and model-improvement flows.

Determine transfer and localization requirements.

Assess adequacy, contractual safeguards, consent,
regulatory approval, sector restrictions and data-
classification rules as applicable.

Apply professional duties. Determine
confidentiality, privilege, client consent, court orders,
preservation and professional-conduct requirements.

Contract for control. Address instructions, security,
use limitation, no-training commitments, audit,
incidents, government access, continuity, deletion,
export and liability.

Monitor and exit. Test controls, review model or sub
processor changes, preserve audit evidence and
maintain a workable replacement and data-return path.

Key distinction: Privilege and confidentiality are

not interchangeable. Privilege may depend on

the applicable procedural law and the relationship

or proceeding. Confidentiality can arise through
professional duty, contract, employment and data law.
The legal team must analyze both.

Local hosting is not local control

Local data centers and sovereign cloud options

can reduce certain transfer and public-sector
procurement concerns. They are valuable. But
location is one control among many. A locally hosted
application may still permit overseas support access,
use a remote foundation-model service, retain
telemetry outside the customer environment or rely
on sub processors in other jurisdictions. Conversely, a
cross-border architecture may be permissible where
the relevant law and sectoral rules allow the transfer
and appropriate safeguards are in place.

The procurement question is therefore not “Is the
data hosted in the GCC?” It is “Can the organization
prove who can do what with the data throughout the
lifecycle?”

“Local hosting answers a
location question. It does not
answer who can access the
data, whether prompts train
a model, how subprocessors
are controlled, or whether
the customer can exit with
evidence intact.”

74
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Legal-Al vendor diligence: minimum evidence

Domain Evidence to request Red flag
Model architecture and providers; “Proprietary Al” with no
Product and model legal-content sources; update process; | meaningful explanation of
known limitations dependencies or sources
Contractual no-training position; Customer data may be used
Data use purpose limitation; retention; deletion; to improve shared models by
telemetry default

Hosting location stated, but
support and model-processing
locations omitted

Processing, storage, backup, support

Location and access .
and sub processor locations

Independent assurance, encryption, Generic cloud-security claims
Security identity, logging, testing, incident with no application or Al-

response specific controls

Evaluation method, jurisdiction Headline accuracy percentage
Accuracy and review | coverage, citation support, human- with no task, dataset or error

review design definition

Al inventory support, audit logs, change | Material model or sub
Governance notice, risk documentation, approval processor changes without

controls notice

Export formats, deletion certificate, No practical route to retrieve
Continuity and exit substitution plan, escrow or fallback work product, audit history or

where justified structured data

Clear roles, confidentiality, audit, Provider disclaims all output
Contract and liability | breach, indemnity, cap, suspension and | responsibility while restricting

termination terms customer oversight

The objective is not to eliminate Al risk. It is to make  difference between a pilot and infrastructure.
risk visible, allocated and reviewable. That is the

Enterprise and In-House
Counsel Perspectives

The GC’s Operating Model for Governed Scale

Web Slug: in-house-legal-ai-gcc-roi-governance

The General Counsel is increasingly accountable For the legal department, Al is not primarily a

for two different questions. The first is whether the technology acquisition. It is a service-design program.
business is governing Al across products, employees A license does not improve contract turnaround,

and decision systems. The second is whether the regulatory readiness or dispute oversight unless it
legal function is using Al effectively itself. These changes how demand is received, how information is
questions intersect, but they require different accessed, where judgment is applied and how work
operating decisions. is measured.
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Ownership cannot be outsourced to I'T or
Procurement
Technology, Security and Procurement should have
decisive roles, but Legal must own the legal-work
design. The GC or delegated Legal Operations
leader should identify the workflow, appoint the
accountable lawyer, define approved and prohibited
data, establish review standards, approve legal
content, set outcome measures and determine
whether the residual professional risk is acceptable.
A practical governance group for material
deployments includes Legal, Privacy, Information
Security, Technology, Procurement, Records/Information
Governance and the relevant business owner. In
regulated sectors, compliance and model-risk functions

Cost category

Technology

Data and content
and knowledge curation

Risk and assurance
monitoring

Implementation
communications

People

Continuity and exit

Budget approval should therefore be staged. Fund
a bounded pilot, define the evidence required for
expansion and release scale funding only when the

Typical components

Licenses, usage, storage, integrations,
identity, environment and support

Repository clean-up, metadata,
migration, legal sources, translation

Privacy and security assessment,
testing, external review, audit and

Process redesign, configuration,
project management, change and

Training, champions, Legal Operations,
technologists, model or data expertise

Export, backup, fallback, replacement

may also be required. The objective is not a standing
committee for every prompt. It is a clear route for
classification and approval.

Shadow Al is the predictable result when
approved tools are absent or unusable. A prohibition-
only policy does not remove demand; it pushes
use outside monitoring. Legal departments should
provide a safe path for low-risk productivity and a
controlled route for sensitive work. The policy should
state what users may do, not only what they may not.

The true budget is larger than the license
Legal Al business cases freQuentIy understate
implementation cost and overstate recoverable
time. A credible budget includes the workflow, data,
people and control layers around the software.

Common omission

Variable model/API consumption
and additional modules

Cost of making internal knowledge
authoritative and current

Re-testing after material model or
workflow change

Internal legal time consumed by
design and validation

Continuous coaching after initial
onboarding

Migration cost and loss of
structured work product

workflow reaches agreed thresholds. This prevents
sunk-cost logic from becoming the adoption
strategy.

Legal Tech Report: Volume 02
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A 90-day path from pilot to decision

Period Objective
Days 1-15 Select and classify the
workflow
Days 16—-30 Diligence and design
Days 31-60 Run a controlled pilot
Days 61-75 Validate value and risk
Days 76-90 Decide

Deliverable

Baseline, owner, risk tier, approved data and
success criteria

Vendor assessment, contract controls,
workflow map, review and fallback

Representative matters, role-based training,
issue log and weekly measures

Quality sample, user adoption, incident review,
cost and outcome comparison

Scale, modify or stop; assign residual risk;
approve monitoring and renewal criteria

The pilot should include a stopping rule. If source
error, confidentiality risk, integration failure or user
rejection exceeds an agreed threshold, the team
should pause rather than rationalize. A stopped pilot
can be a governance success.

RO should be balanced, not inflated

Global research shows how difficult legal Al value is
to prove. Axiom found that 83% of surveyed in-house

had paid off and only 7% had reached scaled,
measured use. Thomson Reuters reported that only
18% of organizations in its professional-services
research collected Al ROl metrics. These are global
figures, not GCC estimates, but the measurement
problem is directly relevant to a market moving
quickly from experimentation.

A balanced scorecard should include five value

teams could not demonstrate whether prior spending ~ categories:

Value category Example measure Executive interpretation

Productivity Verified hours per completed task

Additional contracts, matters or

Useful only if the time is
redeployed or cost changes

Shows whether the function

Capacity requests handled without headcount absorbs business demand
growth

Cost Outside-counsel spend, cost per Requires like-for-like scope and
matter, review or contract quality
Rework, missed obligations, citation Captures value that pure time

Quality and risk

Contract-to-signature

Business throughput revenue, investigation response,

launch delay

errors, overdue controls, incidents metrics miss

time, time-to-
Connects Legal’s work to

enterprise performance

The baseline must precede the pilot. If a
team does not know current cycle time,

cost or error rate, a post-implementation
improvement claim cannot be verified.
Satisfaction and adoption matter, but they are
leading indicators, not financial outcomes.
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Design pull quote: “If a pilot has
no baseline, owner or stopping
rule, it is a demonstration— not an
implementation.”



Outside counsel will become part of the Al

(:()n{r()/ en Vl.l’Olllll(fII[

In-house teams increasingly expect law firms to
use Al, but expectations are inconsistent. Thomson
Reuters reported that 54% of corporate legal
respondents believed their outside firms should

use Al, while fewer than 20% mandated it through
guidelines or RFPs.21 Axiom found that 92% of in-
house teams expected or were negotiating Al-related
rate reductions, but few were receiving them.19

A GC cannot demand efficiency while leaving
permitted use undefined. Outside-counsel
instructions should address:

Instruction area Required position

Permitted use

Client data
subprocessors

Quality
Disclosure
Pricing

Evidence

Ownership derived knowledge

Which tasks and tools may be Al-assisted and which require consent

Prohibited inputs, approved environments, training restrictions and

Verification, supervision, source checking and responsibility for output
When the firm must disclose material Al use, incidents or changes
How automation affects staffing, estimates, fixed fees and write-offs
Audit logs, work papers or process descriptions available on request

Rights in prompts, templates, work product, model customisation and

The objective is not to supervise a firm’s technology
stack in detail. It is to ensure that efficiency,
confidentiality, quality and price are aligned with the
client’s risk position.

The GC’s near-term agenda

By the 2027 budget cycle, leading legal departments
in the GCC will treat Al as a governed portfolio. They
will know which tools are approved, which workflows
are in production, which data is prohibited, what
value has been demonstrated and where vendor
concentration sits. Legal Opearations will become
the bridge between legal judgment and system

performance. The highest-performing departments
will not necessarily have the largest budgets. They
will have the clearest ownership and the most
credible evidence.

“The next competitive
advantage will belong to
teams that can prove not only
that Al works, but that it
works under control.”

Legal Tech Report: Volume 02
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Law Firms and Legal Service Providers

Beyond the Billable Hour: The Al-Enabled Firm

Web Slug: middle-east-law-firms-ai-service-models

For law firms, Al changes the service model before
it changes the profession. Clients still buy judgment,
advocacy, negotiation, sector understanding and
responsibility. They are becoming less willing to
pay human-era prices for work that technology can
compress, particularly where the task is repeatable,
document-heavy and capable of standardization.
The immediate competitive question is not whether
a firm owns an Al license. It is whether the firm can
deliver faster, more consistent and more transparent
outcomes without weakening confidentiality or quality.
That requires investment in knowledge, workflows,
supervision and pricing—not only software.

C .lzcnt.mpccmnons are moving in_five
directions

through budgets, service levels and clear escalation.
They expect security because external firms hold
some of the enterprise’s most sensitive information.
They expect transparency about material Al use

and the staffing or pricing implications. They

expect regional accuracy, particularly where Arabic
sources, local regulators and cross-border structures
determine the answer.

A firm that uses Al to produce the same work
faster but bills as if nothing changed may capture
short-term margin and lose long-term trust. A firm
that passes through every efficiency gain without
redesigning its service may fail to fund innovation.
The sustainable model shares value: faster or
better service for the client, improved leverage and
consistency for the firm, and pricing that reflects

Clients expect speed because internal business
cycles have accelerated. They expect predictability

The Al-enabled legal service model

Al contribution

Service layer

outcomes rather than hidden effort.

Human contribution

Client-visible output

Retrieve, compare,
summarize and draft
with sources

Research and
knowledge

Extract, compare,
classify and populate
playbooks

Transactions and
contracts

Prioritize documents,
build chronologies and
identify patterns

Disputes and
investigations

Monitor change,
map obligations and
generate workflow

Regulatory and
compliance

Matter updates,
dashboards, spend and
portfolio analytics

Client service and
reporting

Define question,
validate authority,
interpret and advise

Negotiate, calibrate risk
and approve deviations

Set strategy, assess
evidence, advocate and
supervise

Determine applicability,
risk and remediation

Relationship, judgment
and decision support

Faster, cited analysis
with a clear confidence
boundary

Shorter cycle, clearer
issues list and
predictable fee

Faster case insight
with defensible review
process

Subscription or
managed compliance
product

Greater transparency
and proactive advice
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Arabic-first capability will separate
serious regional platforms

Approximately 60% of Al Tamimi & Company’s lawyers
are primary Arabic speakers, according to the firm’s
2026 case study with Legora. The partnership focuses
on Arabic legal Al shaped by lawyers who work
across Arabic, English and French. The significance is
broader than one firm or product. It shows that leading
regional firms no longer regard Arabic capability as a
later localisation phase. It is part of the core product
requirement.

Arabic legal Al must address retrieval, drafting
conventions, defined terms, diacritics and morphology,
scanned source material, bilingual hierarchy,
jurisdictional terminology and the difference between
statutory language and everyday usage. Evaluation
should use practicing lawyers and representative
regional tasks. A model that translates fluently but
changes legal effect is not production-ready.

Knowledge is the firm’s real Al asset

A law firm’s differentiator is not access to a foundation
model available to competitors. It is the quality of

its approved know-how, templates, matter data,
taxonomies, playbooks and experts. Before deploying
Al widely, the firm must decide which document is
authoritative, who may access it, when it expires, how
it is updated and whether client-derived material can
be reused.

Poor knowledge governance scales inconsistency.
Strong knowledge governance turns precedent and
experience into a controlled service layer. Firms
should therefore invest in knowledge ownership,
metadata and review with the same seriousness they
apply to client matters.

Talent and training must become deliberate
Al compresses parts of the traditional associate
apprenticeship. Repetitive review and drafting have
historically produced both revenue and learning. The
answer is not to preserve inefficiency as education. It
is to make training explicit: teach associates to identify
issues, critique model output, compare language
against playbooks, verify sources, explain risk and
communicate with clients.

Industry voice — Jayantika Ganguly, Director, LawSikho
& Skill Arbitrage: “The profession should not mourn the
loss of grunt work. It should focus on ensuring that what
replaces it actually develops judgment.”

Source: interview published in the supplied Volume
1 report; exact quotation and reuse approval to be
confirmed before print.

The firm that automates routine work without
redesigning development will create a judgment gap.
The firm that combines Al with structured review can
expose junior lawyers to higher-value analysis earlier,
but only if partners invest time in feedback and
standards.

Providers will be judged on trust
architecture

Legal-tech providers entering the Middle East

need more than regional sales coverage. They
require authoritative local content, Arabic capability,
security and privacy evidence, deployment options,
transparent model dependencies, configurable
retention, audit, change notification, export and
practical support. LexisNexis’ 2026 multi-million-dollar
regional investment is @ market signal that localization
now includes content, product and operational
presence rather than translation alone.

The provider’s product roadmap should also
reflect the buyer’s legal environment. QCB-regulated
customers may need registers, risk classifications,
human-oversight protocols, approval evidence and
detailed outsourcing terms.9 Saudi customers will
examine processing and transfer architecture under
the PDPL and SDAIA guidance.6 7 DIFC customers
may expect controls that address autonomous and
semi-autonomous processing under Regulation 10.4

The market opportunity is significant precisely
because the requirements are difficult. Providers that
treat governance as part of product design will move
faster through procurement than those that treat it as
a legal appendix.

“The billable hour will not
disappear, but clients will
ask why machine-compressed
work should carry human-
era economics.”

A regional legal Al product
is not a global model with an
Arabic interface.”
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Voices from the Industry

What the Market Is Learning in Real Time

Web Slug: voices-middle-east-legal-tech-2026

The previous volume’s interviews with legal-
technology operators address three issues that recur
throughout the Middle East market: professional
identity, workflow design and the need to convert
fragmented legal data into decision systems. Their
value is not as standalone profiles. It is in how their
observations test the report’s central argument.

1. Trust begins with respect for legal
Judgment

Shashank Bijapur, CEO and Co-Founder, SpotDraft:
“Senior lawyers resist Al not out of insecurity, but
because traditional Al narratives dismiss their hard-
earned professional judgment as mere inefficiency.”

Source: interview published in the supplied Volume
1 report; exact quotation and reuse approval to be
confirmed before print.

This is an important correction to the adoption
narrative. Experienced lawyers are rational to question
systems that flatten context, hide sources or treat
speed as the only outcome. Trust improves when the
technology performs a specific task consistently, keeps
final authority with the lawyer and makes its work
reviewable. Change management should therefore
demonstrate how Al protects or improves judgment,
not suggest that judgment is the bottleneck.

For the Middle East, this is particularly relevant
where legal work crosses languages, legal systems
and regulators. A lawyer who asks how a model treats
Arabic source law, privilege, Sharia considerations,

a free-zone rule or a sector circular is not resisting
innovation. The lawyer is defining the reliability
requirement.

2. Adoption changes when training

becomes applied and accountable
Jayantika Ganguly, Director, LawSikho & Skill
Arbitrage: “Information is not training. Training
requires doing: drafting an actual contract with Al
assistance, receiving feedback on where you relied
on it correctly and where you would have created a
liability, and then doing it again.”
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Source: interview published in the supplied Volume
1 report; exact quotation and reuse approval to be
confirmed before print.

One-off demonstrations create awareness, not
capability. Legal Al competence is task-specific. A
lawyer must know how to frame the request, choose
a source, protect data, verify output, identify a
failure and record the final reasoning. The training
should use realistic regional material and reflect the
organization’s approved tools and policies.

Applied training also provides governance
evidence. If a workflow requires human review, the
organization must be able to show that the reviewer
has the competence, authority and time to intervene.
Qatar Central Bank’s guideline makes this explicit
for regulated entities: human supervisors must
understand system limitations, interpret output and
have authority to override or stop the system.

3. Intelligence depends on a system of record
Kapil Singrhal, CEO and Founder, CaseDocker: “In
essence, CaseDocker acts simultaneously as the
system of record and the system of intelligence for
enterprise litigation.”

Source: interview published in the supplied Volume
1 report; exact quotation and reuse approval to be
confirmed before print.

Legal teams often seek prediction before they have
reliable data. Matters sit across email, spreadsheets,
shared drives and individual memory. Dates, exposure,
outcomes and reasons are inconsistently recorded. In
that environment, Al can summarize documents but
cannot produce dependable portfolio intelligence.
The sequence must be disciplined: centralize
and classify; establish ownership and data quality;
automate capture where possible; then apply
analytics and Al. This principle extends beyond
litigation. A contract portfolio needs an authoritative
repository before obligation intelligence. A regulatory
system needs an approved obligation library before
automated mapping. A research assistant needs
current sources before a persuasive answer.



Where the three voices converge

Question

Shared insight

What moves adoption?

Where does trust break?

What creates scale?
effort

What changes legal talent?

judgment

These interviews should also be distributed across
the publication. Bijapur’'s observations belong in the
CLM and law-firm chapters. Ganguly’s comments
strengthen the in-house training and talent
discussion. Singhal’'s system-of-record principle
belongs in litigation and legal-risk management.
Repeating full biographies would interrupt the
narrative; short contextual identifications and
approved quotations are enough.

Optional Middle East interview inserts before print:
If the editorial team has additional interviews with a
GCC General Counsel, managing partner, regulator

Visible improvement in real work,
reinforced by structured training
When Al obscures context,
mishandles sensitive data or
displaces judgment

Structured workflows and
information rather than individual

Less mechanical production,
earlier need for critique and

Editorial implication
Start with a bounded workflow
and role-based evidence

Require sources, review, data
controls and clear accountability

Build systems of record before
systems of intelligence

Redesign apprenticeship and
supervision deliberately

or regional legal-tech founder, insert them under the
same four-question framework: what moved from
pilot to production; where trust breaks; what the

CFO recognizes as value; and what must be locally
built. Do not append unedited Q&As to the core print
narrative. Full transcripts can be published online and
linked through a QR code.

‘A legal team needs a system

of record before it can trust a
o . )

system of prediction.

Emerging Trends, 20272051
The Next Legal System Will Be Built, Not Bought

Web Slug: middle-east-legal-tech-trends-2027-2031

The next phase of Middle East legal technology will not
be defined by a single breakthrough product. It will be
shaped by the interaction of infrastructure, language,
regulation, enterprise architecture and professional
practice. The region’s distinctive advantage is that
governments, sovereign investors, regulators and major
enterprises are moving at the same time. Its distinctive
risk is fragmentation: systems may scale nationally or
institutionally without becoming interoperable across
borders.

Trend 1: sovereign Al becomes an

enterprise architecture choice
The UAE and Saudi Arabia are investing across
data centres, compute, cloud, models and public

deployment. Qatar is expanding state-backed

Al infrastructure and Arabic-language capability.
Regional initiatives include the UAE’s G42/MGX
ecosystem and Stargate project, Saudi Arabia’s
HUMAIN and ALLaM direction, and Qatar’s state-
supported Al development.

For legal teams, sovereign Al can provide local
processing, public-sector eligibility, Arabic optimization
and stronger alignment with national data policy. But
sovereignty must be converted into contractual and
technical controls. The relevant evidence is not the
nationality of the provider. It is tenant isolation, key
control, access policy, model-training restrictions, audit,
support location, continuity and legal recourse.
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Signpost to monitor: regulated and government
procurement standards that define acceptable
sovereign-Al architectures; independent certification;
and standard contract terms for model and data control.

Trend 2: Arabic legal intelligence moves
ﬁ'()m l'nreiface lo corpus

The next competitive layer is a reliable Arabic legal
corpus with structured statutes, regulations, court
material, commentary, bilingual alignment and update
history. General Arabic fluency will not be enough.
Regional systems will need legal retrieval, citation,
amendment tracking, jurisdictional tagging and
evaluation by practising lawyers.

The 2026 investments and partnerships by
LexisNexis and Al Tamimi/Legora are early signals.
Over the next three to five years, the market is likely
to differentiate between systems that generate Arabic
text and systems that can support an auditable Arabic
legal proposition.

Signpost to monitor: publication quality and
machine readability of official legal sources; licensing
and access to court data; independent Arabic legal
benchmarks; and bilingual error reporting.

Trend 3: agentic workflows expand— but
within bounded authority

Legal Al is moving from isolated prompts toward agents
that can complete multiple steps: gather documents,
extract terms, compare policy, draft a response, seek
approval, update a system and trigger a task. The
productivity gain is larger because the system reduces
handoffs. The control challenge is also larger because
one error can propagate across the workflow.

The near-term model will be bounded agency.
Agents will operate within approved sources, defined
permissions, transaction limits and mandatory review
points. High-consequence actions—external legal
commitments, regulatory submissions, settlement
positions, rights waivers and final legal approvals—
will remain under named human authority.

Signpost to monitor: system-to-system permissions,
agent identity and logs, legal validity of automated
actions, responsibility for chained errors, and controls
over autonomous negotiation.

Trend 4: cross-border data controls
become product features

Legal buyers will increasingly expect the product to
express regulatory choices. They will require selectable
processing regions, customer-controlled retention, sub
processor transparency, granular access, redaction,
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pseudonymization, confidential-computing options,
audit export and policy-based routing. Data governance
will move from a questionnaire completed during
procurement into runtime architecture.

This will be particularly important for regional groups
that operate across the GCC. The system may need to
keep one dataset in-country, permit another to move
under contractual safeguards and block a third from
any generative model. The winning platforms will make
those distinctions configurable and provable.

Signpost to monitor: privacy-enhancing technology,
customer-held encryption keys, sovereign cloud
integration, standard transfer tools, and automated
data-residency policy enforcement.

Trend 5: investment shifis from tools to
legal infrastructure
The first generation of legal Al investment has focused
on drafting, research and document review. The next
phase will favor infrastructure: regional legal data,
secure workflow orchestration, compliance content,
digital identity, evidence integrity, court integration and
enterprise systems of record. Large information providers
will continue to localise, while regional firms and founders
will contribute language, content and workflow expertise.
The region should resist measuring success only
by startup funding. A serious ecosystem also requires
official data access, procurement routes, evaluation
standards, reference customers, skilled implementers
and exit opportunities. Consolidation is likely as global
platforms seek regional capability and local providers
need distribution and capital, but timing will depend on
recurring revenue and defensible content rather than
Al branding.

Signpost to monitor: disclosed enterprise contract
value, renewal and expansion rates, acquisition of
regional content providers, regulator sandboxes and
public-private legal-data partnerships.

Trend 6: courts and public legal systems
become major adopters

On 28 July 2026, the UAE launched an integrated Al-
powered judicial platform designed to assist with case-
file analysis, legislation and precedent retrieval, drafting
and analytical reports while retaining judicial decision
authority. This illustrates the region’s willingness to place
Al inside institutional legal processes rather than confine
it to administrative chatbots.

Over the next five years, public-sector adoption
may expand in filing, translation, case triage,
scheduling, research, transcription, enforcement
and access to legal information. The governance



standard must rise with the public consequence.
Courts need transparency about system role, judicial
independence, data protection, bias, record integrity
and the ability of parties to understand or challenge
material Al-supported processes.

Signpost to monitor: published judicial Al protocols,
independent evaluation, appeal or challenge
mechanisms, procurement transparency and
disclosure to litigants.

Trend 7: legal technologists and Al
supervisors become standard roles

Al does not remove the need for legal expertise; it
changes where expertise is applied. Organizations
will need professionals who can translate legal policy

Horizon Likely development

Source-grounded
research, contract review,
summarization, compliance
mapping, intake and
knowledge search

Scaling now:
0—-18 months

Arabic legal corpora,

Forming: 18—-36 | agent-assisted workflows,

months productized compliance,
deeper public-sector use
Cross-institution legal
. nts, semi-autonomo
Contingent: agents, semi-aut us

contracting, regional
assurance standards and
interoperable justice data

36—-60 months

into workflow, test systems, manage providers, curate
knowledge, train users and monitor outcomes. Some
will be lawyers; others will come from Legal Operations,
privacy, security, data or product backgrounds.

Human oversight must be a real function, not a
phrase in policy. A reviewer needs competence,
authority, system information and enough time
to intervene. The QCB guideline’s emphasis on
trained supervisors who can interpret, override or
stop high-risk systems is a useful model.9

Signpost to monitor: dedicated Legal Operations
and legal-engineering roles, professional
certifications, law-school curricula, regulator
guidance on competence and organizational
accountability for Al supervision.

Constraint Practical preparation now

Data quality,
approved tools,
adoption and
measurement

Clean repositories, set
review rules, train by role
and establish baselines

Interoperability, Build taxonomies, APlIs,

evaluation, audit logs, bilingual
permissions and benchmarks and vendor
liability exit rights

Regulatory

Participate in standards,
preserve human authority
and design for portability

coordination, trust,
legal validity and
systemic risk

Three scenarios for the regional legal
ecosystem

Scenario A — The trusted regional stack.
Governments improve machine-readable legal data,
providers build credible Arabic and jurisdictional
capability, buyers standardize governance, and
sovereign infrastructure supports controlled
deployment. The GCC becomes a leading market for
regulated, multilingual legal Al.

Scenario B — The fragmented acceleration. National
initiatives advance quickly but data, procurement and
assurance requirements remain incompatible. Large
organizations run multiple local stacks, increasing cost
and limiting cross-border learning. Legal technology
grows, but scale remains institution-specific.

Scenario C — The shadow productivity market.
Approved platforms move slowly while lawyers use
general-purpose tools informally. Individual productivity
increases, but confidentiality, source quality and
organizational knowledge degrade. A visible incident
prompts restrictive policy and slows legitimate adoption.

The region’s trajectory is not predetermined. The
trusted-stack scenario requires cooperation among
regulators, courts, enterprises, firms, universities and
providers. It also requires discipline from buyers:

the market will supply what procurement rewards.

If buyers prioritize demos and headline accuracy,
vendors will optimize for demos. If buyers demand
sources, control, audit and measurable outcomes, the
product category will mature accordingly.
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“Sovereign Al will matter to legal teams only when sovereignty is
expressed in contract terms, system architecture and audit rights.”

“The next legal system will be built from data, permissions, workflows
and accountable judgment —not purchased as a single model.”

Conclusion

A Growth Market with a Governance 1est

Web Slug: middle-east-legal-tech-conclusion

The Middle East has become a serious legal-
technology growth market because demand, capital,
policy and institutional adoption are converging.
The UAE and Saudi Arabia are building sovereign
Al capability. Qatar has shown how sectoral Al
governance can move from principle to operational
requirement. Bahrain and Oman are formalising
responsible-Al and privacy frameworks. Regional
firms and global providers are investing in Arabic-first
and jurisdiction-specific legal intelligence. Courts and
public bodies are becoming technology users, not
merely rule-makers.

The opportunity should not be overstated.
Scaling remains limited. Regional regulation is not
harmonized. Authoritative Arabic legal data remains
difficult. Many legal teams still lack clean repositories,
workflow ownership and credible ROl measures.
The next phase will therefore favor organizations
that treat Al as infrastructure: inventoried, risk-tiered,
contractually controlled, monitored and connected to
business outcomes.

The Middle East’s advantage is speed and
strategic commitment. Its test is whether speed can
be converted into trust. Legal teams that establish
control early will not slow innovation; they will make
more ambitious adoption possible. Providers that
build governance, regional content and Arabic
accuracy into the product will not add friction; they
will reduce the friction that prevents enterprise scale.
Law firms that redesign service and price around
technology will not diminish professional judgment;
they will concentrate it where clients value it most.

The region is no longer asking whether Al belongs
in legal work. It is deciding what kind of legal system
Al will help create. The most credible answer will
combine machine speed with human authority,
regional intelligence with cross-border interoperability,
and sovereign ambition with verifiable control.

Closing line: The Middle East will not be defined by
how quickly it adopts legal Al, but by how effectively

it turns that adoption into trusted legal infrastructure.
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