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Abstract

In 2016, the Qatar Financial Centre (QFC) introduced a Customer Dispute Resolution Scheme (CDRS)
in Chapter 8 of the Conduct of Business Rules 2007. The CDRS is an alternative to litigation for
QFC participants (retail or individual) who have a dispute with an authorized firm. The CDRS is
designed to be an independent, cost effective and binding avenue that acts as a buffer between
the stage where service providers and clients fail to resolve a dispute directly and litigation.

The main objective of the CDRS is consumer protection. This paper will examine the scope and
nature of the CDRS and compare its salient features to similar schemes in Hong Kong, Australia
and other comparable jurisdictions.

A CDRS is a form of ADR that does not have many of the formalities of arbitration and litigation.
On the spectrum of ADR, a CDRS is somewhere beyond mediation and less than arbitration. Unlike
mediation, a final decision in a CDRS matter is actually tendered by an independent adjudicator,
and unlike arbitration, the final decision, at least in Qatar, is only enforceable by one side to the
dispute (the customer or weaker party) against QFC authorized firms.

The focal point of CDRS arrangements is the customer. Matters can usually only be initiated by
customers and the costs and procedures are tailored to accommodate individual and retail
customers. In Qatar, legal representation is optional and the cost is free. The consumer-friendly
nature of the adjudication, to a certain extent, conceals the significant monetary jurisdiction of the
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CDRS in Qatar. The maximum amount that the adjudicator can award in a CDRS matter is 400,000 QAR.
This is not an insignificant amount. With so much money potentially at stake, understanding exactly how
the CDRS in the QFC is cast is crucial.

The policy considerations faced by the Qatar Financial Centre Regulatory Authority (QFCRA) and that
animate the CDRS space in Qatar require the balancing of two competing interests. First, there is the
central consideration of enhancing consumer confidence and the protection of consumers from unfair or
uncommercial conduct. Second, against this primary objective, policy makers must also balance the
legitimate expectation that QFC authorized firms have to be free from vexatious actions and subject to fair
and unbiased tribunals. This paper will explore how Qatar stacks up against other CDRS-type processes in
other leading financial hubs around the world.

Although the outcomes of adjudications are confidential, the QFCRA has released thematic guidance on
the types of disputes being submitted for adjudication. Moreover, a number of non-descript case studies
have also been published for the purpose of informing the market about the types of disputes being
heard and the manner in which they are resolved. Therefore, this study is based on a close analysis of
these available resources and an examination of the applicable legal instruments in light of emerging
trends and practices in comparable jurisdictions.

Keywords: financial services, QFC, dispute resolution




Dahdal, International Review of Law 2017:6 3 of 4 pages

a8 jolhio — wlejlioll Aol ayadl (Gl Jubiwo

Ule jlo Qg ewLu.lJ @)lio @wwlja
JloJ Jh9 jaj0 ot o=l

Jlanla gyail

a8 dngall g dsola gilall agls
adahdal@qu.edu.qa :5iguual] Ay

agljo aclgd (o yolill Jnoll (o clowll wilejlio dygui @olipy Jlol) gad jaro Glial 2016 ple g

130,81 Igils clgw) Jlol pad j410 98 closll &ron) (o) gualai) dyay &yl @olipl lin juizyg 2007 Jlocll
dyguu @olipy g9 aic Geg) 289 jAsoll g8 dlauuo a4ub g iy ¢l Liviy loaic layl) coalll (layd of
o Lald apny plg Lol grodinoll dojlog Imislas g8 &yalnidlg @ldiuoe dlwg yosy ol o=l vlejlio
il Wanllg . gualadl dayo (g 8pblo el &g e cloollg wloasll gosbo loyd jasy @il dayoll
ozl wlejlo dygui @olip dsplhg Glas &8)g)l oim Jolisi Wowg Umiuwell dylon go @olipdl lin o
dolibioll apladl wlalaiall go lojpeq Wliwly aigs aign (g8 @iloo dolaily sj)Ll ailow yliog

0o Jadall oa i U el wilejlioll &ygui) dyal lugll Jaibl anl gn ellosll wilejlio &ygu aoliy
aolipy Y8 wilejlioll dyguui Ayl Jilwgll jglaio (og . galéily pusail 8 angi Gl Aol wleljall
el pl8 aalwgll Go asdill gleg oganill wnig dalwgll §9d lo Ylao (38 &8y cllosll wlejlio dyguus
leg (Jbio a6 Jud (o &dlgll 98 oslail oy cllowll wlejlio dygums aolipd &ass alluo g8 gSloill
&l 98 aslg Gyl 1 o U] slaill winlg auny U pdad (58 Y8l gle wgilaidl jhall 918 oasaill go (assill
Ul 3n8 j450 o) ol wla il 1o (@eall Winl gl Juos)

@ el yhoy U salell g cllooll wlejlio dygumi @olipy whyips J4 ¢d dygnoll dndill go Jro=ll ]
walmiuog a8l clooll wuwliy Loy wlelall ayanig @il wlwial iy dua dloll JUs o Ul «gub

G035 Lo an gl wello ol duclioll pAnll dspuln o] .aule @045 Ug gulao pad (98 Gugildll Judoilly adjnill
a6l @y pany Gl ghos lod Guadll aall dluyg pad 58 closll wlejlio &gu ol paoll wloll alaisll
3929 b g bl ol yud gag opad Juy wli 400 ol wilejlio g aoliy lolosin dlluo (g
ol Jdos Jlold 418 j440 (98 cllowll wlejlio dgui aolipy &umagl plill padll gl8 pail) dayc spis Jigol
doynll &U

aoliy e gunll gons gilly Jlol) Jad jaso ouksis dun laoslgd @il wlwludl ahlscl wllaisg

ju= gmg wunlwll jLiell dlin Jol @udliso allao o wjlgidl G48ai wllnii yad 8 dloell alejlio dgus
g2l sle v Wb slaill eg) ] 8pisoll gl doanoll wldpaill o puslatuoll Gleag laiuol 45)
Jlol) 4ind j4y0 allao win dlolell wilaydll lis b deguirell vileliaill g8 yjlgill G1dai Lagl wluwluwl

b oles W4 d8)gll oin WAl Wgwg 8jlaio)l jueg Walell palasl) &Aanig dyayall el (e lmuudiy
o=l Jga gl 6.3l aullo jalo g8 cllosll wlcjlio dygumi @oliy Go gl lalodl

U0 degono Layl cydid 269 s Godg Loyl Jnol lmoyasi iy il wlejlioll ¢lgil pliy ducgago wilayags




4 of 4 pages Dahdal, International Review of Law 2017:6

iy lmiygus ddplng loyd paill iy ool wleliill elgil Goudl wypss Jal (o duaagll pie @lall wluls
gt 98 dlall wls dgilall §Sbel) duwls e pgiig dslioll 3ylgoll Guig Judad @l xitusi duwlall i (18
o liroll uilasl alalaiall g8 dublll wlyloolly wlalxil

alejlioll 49 (Jlol) 1nd j4s0 dyllo tloas :agalidoll Glolall




