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Washington, DC. stands at the center of the global investment
arbitration community. The city is home to the International Centre
for Settlerment of Investment Disputes (IC510), leading law firms
active in investment arbitration, public international law, and
international commercial arbitration, as well as international
arganizations, US. federal agencies, embassies, leading academic
institutions, NGOs, and think tanks.

Washington Arbitration Week [MWAW) brings together this diverse
community and provides a forum for practitioners, academics,
government officials, and other stakeholders from the United
States and around the world. Through its programming, VYA
promotes meaningful discussion and analysis of developments in
imternational arbitration, including those arising from arbitral
awards, treaties, and other international legal instruments,

WA panels are designed to be dynamic and interactive,
encouraging  thoughtful exchanges on the issues shaping
International arbitration today and in the years ahead. The program
axamines emerging trends and techniques, evolving legal
interpretations and perspectives, and developing best practices
across the field.

The seventh edition of Washington Arbitration Weels, WawWy 2026,
will once again bring together the intermational arbitration
community in Washington, D.C. On behalf of our sponsors and

supporting  organizations, speakers, and moderators, we are
pleased to welcome both established practitioners and those

newer to the field to participate in a week of discussion, exchange,
and engagement.

WAW Founders,
Jose Antonio Rivas & lan A. Laird
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ADVISORY COMMITTE

Meg Kinnear Marinn Carlson
Low & Kinnear Dispute Resolutior ndependent Arbitrator

Borzu Sabahi Kelby Ballena

Curtis Mallet-Prevost Colt & Mosle LLP Hughes Hubbard & Reed

Charles B. Rosenberg Lucinda A. Low

Diamond McCarthy LLP Low & Kinnear Dispute Resolution

Caela Gehring Flores Petr Polasek

Hughes Hubbard & Reed White & Case

Lee Caplan
Arent Fox Schiff LLP

WAW FOUNDERS
& EXCUTIVE COMMITTE

Jose Antonio Rivas lan A. Laird
xtrategy LLP Crowell & Maring LLP

Co-Chair of Waw Co-Chair of Waw
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Jose Antonio Rivas
Atrategy LLP

lan A. La|rd
Crowel| & Moring

Momin b. Mohsin
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Maria José Guerrero
Xirategy LLP

Camila Castro

Atrategy LLF

Penélope Salge Glick

Xtrategy LLP

\We are also grateful to our interns, Juan Sebastian
Cabrera, Daniela Vargas Martinez, and Tyla Kellogg, for
their valuable support and contributions to Washington

Arbitration Week 2026

Marketing Lead: Julian Bonilla
Website Lead: Ricardo Barona & Gabi Bustos

Froduct Development: Your Al Mate
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Sunday, 25 October
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Monday, 26 October

Breakfast

Beyond the BIT: Contractual Claims in ISDS

Taxes in Investment Treaties, Tax Regulations,
and Tax-Related Investment Disputes

To Infinity and Compliance: Al, Ethics, and
Dispute Resolution in the Space Economy

Lunch

250 years since the United States Declaration of

Iindependence: Influence of the US. in
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Tuesday, 27 October

., B:00 AM
\") B:45 AM Breakfast ¢. Crowell
TN 9:00 AM From Precedent to Practice: Historical Claims ¢ Crowell
10015 AM Commissions & the Ukraine ICC
Challenging the Tribunal — Bias, Diversity, rowe
g MR e R :Iurisu::liu:-flin::nr‘lEI and Judicial Intervention irltllII Gc .
) 140 AM SR [T7 coa
Investrment Arbitration |
/T 12:00 PM The Mew Era of Mediation: Cemmercial and rJAMS
.t 115 PM Investar-State Disputes in a Changing World T‘ﬂm
-, 125 PM Al in the Tribunal Room: Tool, Risky Gadget, or .
(L) g . AMS
' 2:40 PM Responsibility for Arbitrators? «d
= 3:00 PM Investment Projects, Arbitration, and the ]
“~r 415 PM Communities Caught in Between BAKER BOTTS
s 4:25 PM Corruption in International Investment and B
== S Commercial Projects BAKER BOT YS!
~ _ |
L) Reception BAKER BOTTS .
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Wednesday, 28 October

Influence of International Advisory Cpinions on EIE,&I _E..t.E".:!'r

o 9:00 AM ! |
L) 1015 AM Climate Change on States’ Defenses & =
Investors' Claims ARITE A71005
-, 10:25 AM The 2022 ICSID Rules After Four Years: Case :
©) 11:40 AM : . WardsSTONE
et ' Management in Practic

Enforcing Arbitral Awards Against States:

™ 12:00 PM Sovereign Immunity, U.S. Court Litigation l"ﬂl]l."

.t 115 PM and Structural Barriers to Investrment Award I] I'l
Enforcerment

o~ 125 PM The U.5. as Foreign Policy Actor: OFAC, CFIUS & |]|||5|]I_|”_|

o 2:40 PM Arbitration

One Centre, 68O Years, Enduring Impact: ICSID

~ 4100 PM

(") 520 PM and the Future of Investor-5tate Dispute @ ICSID
Settlement

/Ty 5:30 PM _

I"“l* Onwards Reception @ICSID
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Thursday, 29 October

-, B:00 AM "
L) B:45 AM SR E)teptﬂe
—,  9:00 AM War, Tariffs, lilicit Trade & Trade Wars: Force

I." Ly i L

/10015 AM Majeure and the Evelving Arbitration Docket Steptﬂe

Emerging Sectors and Digital Assets: Data
- 10:25 AM
III L Centers, IP, Blockchain, Crypto, and StEptﬂE

4 11:40 AM
Enforcement Challenges

—. 12:00 PM r--'lin'ln_:_:l in Int@rnatinnaI_Arhi'_cratic:n: Africa, Latin P
-fh_l;,' 1:15 PM America, Resource Nationalism and Quantum .
Challenges Brattle
Pt 1:25 PM UNCITRAL at 60 and I1SD5S Reform: Has a New =.
w2140 PM Architecture Finally Emerged? Brattle
—. 3:00 PM
CE) s The Quantum Challenge: Workshop WHITE & CASE
. 6:00 PM
Yy Reception WHITE E CASE

' onwards
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EVENT PROGRAM

Friday, 30 October

Breakfast

Splitting the Atom - Nuclear Related Disputes
& the Role of Arbitration

Technology Enabled Arbitration-Running
Arbitration Smarter: Rapid Fire Tech and Al
Demos for Practitioners

Building the Mext Generation of Arbitration
Leaders: Practical Skills, Mentarship,
Sponsorship, and Career Advancement

Quantum Computing: The Next Frontier in
International Arbitration

Isolation to Integration? Incorporating General
International Law, Environmental Law, and
Human Rights into Investment Arbitration
through Article 31{3)(c) of the VCLT.

Reception

"+ COMPASS
*.¢ LEXECON

Hughe=s
Huilslsaid
S Reed

Hug b= o
HI.IE'IHI‘I' 'II.I"I"""F-

& Hewed

H = ."'-rer'.tl-'-:uc

Arentfox
mit Schiff

ArentFox
S




WIW/ ‘ MONDAY ‘ (1) 9:00AM | () Eickonasin 2001 5 .
] b= WY SEE S0 Sauth,
26 OCTOBER | ' 10:15 AM | 3"“?}“5::“““"'”5 .

PANEL

Beyond the BIT: Contractual Claims in I1SDS

rModerato: Panelisr

Sain Vsl GDalbricla Conzales KAt Brovn Cavid Attanasia Rafael Boza
ot Tlpess Ciirahder, Counsel SEEF Partrar Ysarmbho Py W iminrop
CrOrTS Legal Coiarsel 10510 B Cickinsarm S Piirerngn LLP

Irestment disputes aften emerge at the intersection of public international 3w and complex
caommercial relationships between investors, States, and Stete-owned entities. In this contest,
iMwestment contracts may cgerate as more than instruments goveming a particular transaction: they
may allccate regulatory risks, establish standards for the exercise of public authonty, and create
izng-term frameworks of accountability between private partize and the State. Contracts may
conktribute to rule-of-law making by translating principies of stakiliv, transparency, non-discrirmination,
and procedural fairmese into enforceabls commitrnants concretely agreed betweesn the parties

Tha interaction betesen treaty protections and contractuzl obligations raises difficult legal and
strateqic guestions. Cornmercial contracks mey incorgorate protections resembling treaty standaeds,
while contractual  mechanisms—such’ as  stabilization  clauses,  change-in-law  rovisions,
representations and guarantess, and dispute resolution clauses—may address nsks that are also
coverad by investrment treaties. Contract-kbased 12510 proceedings further dernonstrate that aooess o
ICSI0 = not limiced to consent contained in an investrent treaty! wriitten consent may also arse
directhy From an arbetration clause included in an irmsestment contract, provided that the jurisdictional
requirerments of the ICSI0 Convention are satisfied, At the same time, contractual and treaty claims
rermiain legally distinet: the same State conduct may constitute a breach of contract, a breach of an
irvestment treaty, both, or neither, depending on the saurce and content of the applicabls obligation

This panel will examine the rele of irsestment contracts, the incarporation ar adaptation of treaty
standards in commercial agreements, and the growing significance of contractual cases before TS0
It will also explore the distinction bebwsen contract and treaty claims, the jurisdictional effect of
contractual consent, the interacticn between contractual forum selection clauses and treaty-based
dispute settlement, and the managemeant of parallel or overlapping proceedings Drawing on recent
practice and a pericd of relatively limited investmeant treaty negotiations worldwide, the discussion will
conssger the mmpdications of thesse dewsloprents for contract drafting, dispute prevention,
Jurisdictional strategy, and the evolving contract and treaty basis for investor-State arbitraton,




] MD“BA? "_"'_I lu:zE AH :'_'_:I Do v f e P 121y,

STl K5t MW Bie 400

L = I (LR il
26 OCTORBRER l:M < 1140 AM o élltué:::;::':;u'-ln.h.

R
2]
nn

WIW

PANEL

Taxes in Investment Treaties, Tax Regulations, and
Tax-Related Investment Disputes

Moderator SETREC LS

A

Erisben Youreg Ronnic Bamcs Frofesear Or. Rabert Daniedle Marmis Carrzll B. Chiogoros
Faetmes Wesltkle Farr & o Presicand Canion Partrear. King & wincipal The Eratile
Lallighsr LLF COF el i LSy O LA sy salonrdg LLF Grsap

Raosoarch ¢ Danom Law

States tax Irwestors arbitrate. And tricunals are being asked to referes. Increasingly, States and
inwastors collide head-on ower taxes. Frorn Caim v India to the Yukos =303, Eax-related investrment
disputes hawe become a flashpoint where sovereign Fiscal authority meets the substantive guarantees
af Irvestment treaties. Carve-auts, filkers, and the old insbinct to wall tax off from arbitration are losing
their grip: emgincal evidence shows carve-outs block fewer than one in five tax-related claims, and
“futiliny” exceptions are gquisthy disrnantling filter rmechanisans, Is jurisdiction oeer fiscal measures the
ness normal? Are carve-cuts no lenger working? Or do they depends on the type of applicabls
irvestment treaty™ and if 5o, wihene exactly s the line between a legitimate “tas dispute proper” and 2
treaty breach dressed up in the language of taxation?

lhis session goes one step further, ance a tribunal has jurisdiction, how should it actually decide the
case? Drawing on a “mesaic” of municipal tax law, double taxaton comeantions, and genaral principles
of imternaticnal law, this panel expiores a provocative methodology: using systermic integration under
Articke 212 WELT wimpart global tax benchmarks fike the Srganisation for Econormic Co-operation
ard Developrnent’s Principal Purposs Test directly inte inwastrent standands such as Fair ang
Equitable Treatrmment Can Base Erosion and Profit Shifting soft lew and Double Tax Conention
jursprudence give objective content o "abuse,” *harassment,” and “arbitrariness” in ways that protect
irvestors without gutiting sovereign tax policy?

Join us for a deepdive into the next frontier of investment aroitration, where tax law and treaty e are
na Knger separale Sphnenis E!':-E'_'.-‘ dfe CardEng ing
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PANEL

To Infinity and Compliance: Al, Ethics, and Dispute Resolution
in the Space Economy

Moderator SETREC LS

CHesgzi: Chardn de ks Patr Polasok Clannm Gearge, Ph.Ou Pairrela Meradith D, Carshan Hasin
s Partrear Whibz & Fartrmar, Babes WWhita Chair,-Space Lady pooociato, Fatta LLE
Faemnes, Hughcs PR Pracrios Grons, KR,

Hiakilaared & Hessd Fiichoes LLE

The space econormy just crossed the line fromm science fiction to serious rmaney: the Warld Econornic
Fordmm puts it on track to bt $18 trillan by 2035 But grawth this fast does not come with a rulebook:
Metworks of thousands of satellites are croweding orbit, states are treating the licenses that let satellites
communicate with Earth like geopolitical chess pieces, revoking them or canceling contracts
avermight, and companies are already eyeing astercéd and lunar mining operations that the Cuter
Space Treaty never anticipated. Add satellites that increasingly operate themsehes through Al making
split-second decicions without a human in the loop, and you get a frontier where the law is scrambling
o catch up with the hardware

S0, whio settles it whean the compary that launched the rocket, the commpany that cperates the satellive,
and a soversign State all show up to the same Fight? This parel dives into why arsiteation, not naticoal
courts, s fast becaming the wvenue of chaice for an ind ustry that biernds private contractors with public
stakes, and what happens when Al enters the picture as both a source of disputes and a tool for
resobving them. Expect a frank conwersation about difficult guestions, including, among others (1) how
i5 arbitral jurisdiction established when the relevant facts happaned in outer space, and |il) when an
autoncmous systern makes the decision that causes the damage, who bears the legal responsibility,
and are aur current framewarks even eguipped 1o answer?

If you have ever wondered what happenswhen humanity's cldest legal questions of property, liability,
and soversignty collide with its newwest wechnology, this is the session. Corme for the space law, stay for
the existential vertigo
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PANEL

250 years since the United States Declaration of
Independence: Influence of the U.S. in International Law,
Dispute Resolution and Investment Disputes

Moderator SETREC LS

Crakg Gavs Drawid Bigge, Rotand Poits Haithairied Jedney Lena Baxtar
e e ey nrsmLal Partrear. Wardsrono Partraar, Fakang & Chial of Irssesirmanit aciiunct Prabessar
Ll Crd e Raca] Ll Lardrer LLP ArEsLratiees gl LS Apriesicaen Lninesraily,
Cizpartrmaant al Starba Washongton Codlie-on
af Larsd

Lince the Declaration of Independence was issued 250 years ago, the United States has played a
conseguential role in shaping public internatonal law. From the 1784 Jay Treaty with Great Britain,
wiich pioneered the use of international arbitration to resolve disputes left in the wake of the Amercan
Rewclution, o the 1BG3 Deber Code which helped lay the foundations of moocdern international
humanitanan e froon its central roke in constructing the Bretton Woode systemn and the post-war
international economic crder, to the enactment of the Foreign Sovereign Immunities &ct in 1978, thea
United States has repeatedly helped develop the institutions, ndles, and mechanisms through which
international |2 cperates

I partcukar, the Fal transformed soeeraign immdnity from custom into stacute That imstinct to
codify, institutionalize, and proceduralize dispute rescluticn would becorme one of America’s most
irfluantial legal exports. Frorm its role In the creation of 12510 and the development of the US. Madel
BIT to its prornction of transgarency, due process, and reasoned decision-rmaking, the United States did
nat mherely participate in the evolution of international dispute resgluticn. it helped shape its
architeciura

Aqainst the backdrop of significant geopoelitical and institutional shifts in the United States and
beyvand, taking stock of the countny's contributions o public International law and Investment
aripitration offers an opporiunity o assess how those kegacies continue w shape the field—and what
they may sucgest about its direction beyond 2027

This panel will look into the role of the WS in public internaticnal law and inwestrent arbitration
thraugin faur lenses; soversign immunity and commercial activity exepticns, the global impact of the
U5, Model BIT on treaty drafiing; due process guarantess drawn from Arnerlcan adminestrative law
traditions; and the enforcerent mechanisms that gawve arbitral awards practical force, Fifoy wears after
the FEW this panel asks whether the Armerican visicn of dispute resolution built 2 durakfe frareveark
for internaticnal irrvestment, whether the rube-based Framework or parts of it remain spplicable or are
patently dead, and whether it created a systern whose rigidity ultimately expesad its limits?
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PANEL

Geopolitical Risk in Damages Calculation

Moderator SETREC LS
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Cheisting Beharry Sencaer Ecer Tyler Smith Khoury Chris Faolzon Robert Patton
FarTme, Fidey Landoss SeEMo ViCE Prasdoni Managing Cirectos Partrsar, PwiC Canaca Managng Dirocoor
LLP CHrripEs Lo AR, HERM

Damages weent from being on spresdshests bo worldwids [hve headlines. Wars, sanctions, tariffs, capital
controls, civil wunrest, irstitutional instability and shifts in trade policy cane affect the wvalue of an
irEstment of commercial project. For damages experts and tnbunals, the challence is ot sirmply b
calculate loss, but to decide which risks were priced inte the investrment, which risks were caused oy the
wrangful conduck, and wikch risks belong in the counterfactual warld

Political risk prermiurms, country rick adjustmeants, discount rates, prebabiling~seighted cash fiows and

cenario medeling are no longer technical detaile reserved for experts. 34 They can determine whether
the damages madel reflects commerncial reality or quietly double counts, undercounts, or misplaces
risk. Thi2 issue becormes even more sensitive in cases invabing authoritarian or unsiable regirmes: When
irvestors enter a market with known political risk, how should tribunals assess legitimate expectations?
At what point does instability become part of the bargain and at what point does State conduct cross
the line into compensaktle harmm?

This panel will analyze how geopalitical sk enters quantum analysis in practice. and whether thars are
wariows and opposing jurisprudential lines. Panelists will consider how experts account for political risk
preqmiumme, how tribunals distimguish rarket risk from treaty or contractual breach and how damages
mcdels should treat wolatility withaut becoming speculative. This panel s for anyone wha has ever
ipoked at a waluation madel and wondered whether the spreadshest captured the world outsde the
hearing roarm
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PANEL

From Precedent to Practice: Historical Claims Commissions &
the Ukraine ICC

mModerator SETREC LS

lar Laird Pastaer, Armanda Tuniness Caong Burd Patrick Pearsall
Crirppall & Picemig LLP Special Counsal Partrar, Pigrsan Parcrear, Glossn Dunin
CrneirerTonm & Barlires Ferdirand

More than three decades of mass-claints experience — from the Iran-US Claims Triounal's
adjudication of thousands of expropriaticn and  contract  claimes, o the UM Cormmpensation
Commissien’s unprecedented processing of Gulf War reparations, to the Eritrea-Ethiopia Claims
Cormmissien’s wartime damages docket — affers a rich, if uneven, blueprint forwhat may come next in
Lkraine. In Decapnber 2025, 35 States and the Eurcpean Urion signed the Corrsention, establishing an
Internaticnal Claims Cormmission for Ukraine in The Hague And oy mid 2026, a preparatorny commilties
with representatives of more than 50 states plus the EU had already held its first meeting. More than
165,000 claims have already been sulbenitted to the Register of Camage for Ukraire, gwaiting transfer bo
the future Cormmission. This mears the institution now Being dessgred miust absaorb 2 caseload of a
scale none of its predecessors ever faced

This panel turns histarical hindsight inta forward-looking design guidance: Drawing on procedural,
evidentiary and eligibility lessons from the lran-United States Clainms Trbunal Wnited Mations
Compensation Comenission and Ertrea-Ethiopia Clalrms Commission, our speakers will examine which
miass-claims miodels scale, which mechanisms hold up under palitical pressure, and wherethe drafiers
af the Ukraine IZC hawe already departed from precedeant.

Faor practitioners advising claimants, States or funders navigating this emerging compensation
architecture, this isa rare chance to hear analysis based on the claims cornmissions that came before
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PANEL

Challenging the Tribunal — Bias, Diversity, Jurisdiction, and
Judicial Intervention in Investment Arbitration

Moderator SETREC LS

HE

D, Taadldd 't s Mahmaz bl Christapnaer Fymn Fairk FanTor Ce. Claadia

Frocl s pecd Tty Essan Partmar, S50 Irecka P ricka it Frutos-Petorson

Aebitratar Sherran A=l ralL P, & s
Madot-Frovost, Coit B
Mosle LLP

Choosing a =eat of arbitration is a high-stakes corseguential decision. Recent decisions from Canadian
courts hawve showen just howy much poseer the courts of the seat hold ower an award's survival. In Crace
. Mexics, an Gntanio court annulléed a RAFTA award rendered under the UNCITRAL nales in its entirety,
finding bath that the tribunal got ks own jursdiction wrong and that one arbitrator had guietly taken
an a8 parallel engagerment he never disclosed. And in Yenio Motaroycles, Inc v bexion, J025 OMNCA 82,
the Court of Appeal rdled that once thare are justified doubts about the impartiality of even ona
member of a tribunal, the award cannot stand, o mMatier how the other teo arbitrators wated, Thasa
rulirgis have reignited debate on arbétrator impartiality, junsdictional overseach, and the Hrits of
judicial intersention. Questisns on the standard for establishing as are increasingly shaping how
parties litioate after the award s rendared

This paned revews a field that s stll working owt its cwn rules when shauld national courts defer o
tribunals and when must they step in, how disclosure failures that cnce might have been cverlocked
naw sink entire awards, and whether the push for 8 maore diverse pool of arbitrators can rebuild
corfidence in party appointmants. The panalists will trace what these rulings mean in practice: how
lewnyers wvet and challenoe arbitrators, how triibunals decide whether they have the authonty o hear a
case, and how parties choose where to arbitrate with the rick of a fater court challenge in mind.

If your award needs to surdive contact with a national court, and every award eventually does, this isthe
secsion that tells you wheare the fault lines may be.
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PANEL

The New Era of Mediation: Commercial and Investor-State
Disputes in a Changing World

Moderator SETREC LS

T BAALTLF s Harshitha Rarm Dawvid Huehiner, Aamicna Bustarnante Anra Hodlovway
P anr Premass b i1 B3 Cidbd i PO, O Ak, Colle o, Foednding Partnar Sanior Legal Courak
Chambors 0t Pacriam [

kMediation is gaining graund inintemational dispute resclution. Commercial parties increasingly use it
to manage cross-border risk, presenve business relationships, achieve flexible cutcomes, and avoid
termination of ongoing commercial projects and contracts. In parallel, in the investmeant world, for
decades, arbliratvon was the gefault and often the onky real gath when an investor-state dispute arcse.
Wab im 20022 150 rolled out its first sat of rules of mediation of investmment disputes, and some treaties
iri the Aciz-Pacific region are increasingly requiring parties to attempt mediation before they can arkbi-
trate, as a mandatony first steg With 1IC510s caseload at record highs and ever-present focus ower cost,
duration of proceedings, and arbitrator independence, today mediation constitutes an altermative that
canrct e overlocked. It has been successfully tried in & few cases, and for some investrnent disputes it
can become a means of peacefdl resalution, learning from the long mad and often successfiul exper-
ence of mediation in commercial disputes.

This panel exarmines rmediation across both contexs, focusing on adwacacy, process design, cultural
and political considerations, and siakeholder management. Panatists will explore when mediation
wiorks, how it can cormnplemment arbitration in some disputes, and how it may be wsed o fully sabve a
carmmercial o irvestment dispute without going through an arbitration process Through sucoessful
rmediation experiences shared By our panelises, the session may identify key asgects toconduct a reeadi-
ation In a cammercial dispute, which may o b= embraced in the irvestment context, may saften
skepticisrn against mediation, and contribute to effectively solve disputes
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Al in the Tribunal Room: Tool, Risky Gadget, or Responsibility
for Arbitrators?

Mio=darator: Paneiisss:

A PYC

Staci Gelman, Sirshar Qurekhd JalMrey Seragai Jasmiene Chalashuarn Dr. Ruza Efmekbsar Liks pdastinaz
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Artificial intelligence [Al] can summarize records, organize evidence, assisk ‘with trarslatons and
tramscripts, support legal sesearch, hetp draft procedural docurmnents and many other tasks.
Monetheless, at the edact =ame time Al can alss hallucinate, reproduce bias, compromise
confidentiality, complicate the assessment of evidence, especially by creating fake and false
docurments, ammongst other things. Since Al has afready entered the tribunal room, now arbitrators and
practitioners need 1o figure out hiow to controf its use.

Ale-C0R's announcernent of an Al arbitrator, 1008 work on Al governance in disgute nesolution and
emerging guidance on disclosure, canfidentiality and independent judgrment all point in the sams
directicn: arbitrators and practitioners can no longer treat Al as an issue outside the scope of an
arpitration tribanal. Whether used by counsel, experts, tribunal secretaneas, institutions or arbitrators, &
rases due process questicns that go ta the legitimacy of the procesding

This panel will ask what responsibbe Al use looks like from the arbitrator's seat. Questions like the
fallowing wall anse: Should tribdnale disclose thair use of Al toals? Should procedural orders regulate
party use? What happens when evidence generated by Al is gart of the record? Join us for & practical
and candig discussion on winether Al is simply 8 1o, a risky gadget, part of the arbitrator’s professional
rasponsibility, and how counsel, experte and arbitrators should handle it 25 an unavoldaicle factor af
tordtany's world
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Investrnent Projects, Arbitration, and the Communities
Caught in Between

soderator Hanaliste
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Mines, dams, highways, and wind farms imecheed in investment arbitraticn may =it on land whers
people actually live Yet communities mast affected by these projects may complain that they hiase no
autormatic seat at the arbitration takle: inwestment treaties grant nghits to investors and akbdigations to
states, while local and Indigenous communities can particigate, if at all, only through written amicus
cufiae submissions that tribunals may ignore. That asyrmmetny s under mmore pressure than ever.
lribunals are being asked to weigh what happens when an investor never earmed the communi ty's
atceptance of & project. Philippe Sands’ dissent in Bear Creek v Peru, arguing that a mining company’s
disregard for the fymara cammmuanities around its project should cut its darmages in half, still resonates
in the debate. Other exarmples can be found In the cases ke South Arnerican Silver Limited w Baolvia;
Copper Mesa Mining Corporation « Ecuador; Glamnis Sald, Ltd. « United States lames Anaya, former
LK. Rapparteur for the Rights of Indigencus Peaples at a panel during WWal Bogota 2022, ernphasized
the importance of considerning rights and woices of local cormmunites, whether indigenous o not, who
may e potentially affectad by the proje

This paneal asks unschwed guestions that will keep on arising as infrastructure, Mining, enengy and
tramsportation projects may hase significant life changing effects on local communities. When a
project collapses armid cormmunity opposition, who bears the loss: the irvestorn, the stats, or the peaphs
caught in between? Can host states turn human nghts and ervironmental counterclaims against
irvestars inta a real tool of sccountakbility, or will procedural hurdies keep them synbolic? s the Stawe
always responsible for the effecte suffered by local communities for projecis it permits? Or are investors
alternatively or jointly responsible for those effects? s there a due process sequence lcomiprising of soft
lave or hard international 2w, oF cormparative adrin :tra.l,-e law that the State may follow to conduct
ervironmental and social assesements in an crderly manner that may prevent affecting the irmsestar's
legitmate expectations? And as new-generation treaties begin wnting  imvestor  abligations,
consudltation requirernents, and benefit-sharing into their bexts, is the field of international law which
feeds investiment treaty arbitraticn, making rooms for the probecticn of local communities’ rights?
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Corruption in International Investment and Commercial

Projects

soderator Hanaliste

Jerfifar Hawsarth EII'I'H'."I'I 10 el O Aloandn oo Lucinda Lo Jonathan Lirich
e Caredlass Partrear. Thirae Crasmont Licasy & Kirirsaar O Courmsl Paul
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An investrment made through comrupton can martally faintk the international fegality of that
irvestmnent and lead ta 3 final jurisdictronal award against the investor, as sean i the case of Warld
Dby Fresw, Kenya, and Metaltech v lUzbekistan. Evenwhen the investrment was lawfully made, findings
af carruption dunng the development of the imesiment profect can have severs conseguences inan
aricitration procesding

A dispute that bedins wWith contract performande, pragect delays, unpand inssces, egulatary Change o
Lreaty protections can qQuickly Decdrme an inguiry inbo: consultants, intermedianss, procJunement
records uredplaimed payments, political connections, ana parake II'"-.-EE.II.«:'-I':]l.iEIFlE In infrastructure,
enerdy, naturat resounces, puohc grocuremment ard liarge commencial progects, Corrupoin (s not _|45-'
DECHground nose [t can affect liabil ty, damages, enforcernent and the -:re:.ﬁ...h:, of the arbitral
process 1tsell

Part of the difficulty ks that corruption does not ahways present itself as cormuption. Tribunals often face
fragments of it, such as circumstantial evidence, missing documents of suspiclous timing. Recent wark
by the ICC Task Force has brought renewed attenticn to how tnbunals dentify, validate and assess
corruption indicators. Arbitrators are still to discuss what disclosure obligations arisewhen corruption is
suspected, what standard of proof is apprepriate, what should happen te an award or a contract if the
project is tainted

This panel wall explore corruption from both the ivestment and commescial arbltration persgectives,
focusing an trilbunal powers, evidentiary tools, public golicy and enforceability, and the conssguences
for the arbitral proceeding, jurisdictional or on the merits, subject to the presence and timing of
corfuption Speakers will examine how arbitrators can confront corruption without turming suspicion
into a shortcut and withouwt alkewing illegality to hide behind procedural forem, Far practiticners, States,
irwestars and corporate usess, this is a cornersation alzodt integrity and conssquences
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Influence of International Advisory Opinions on Climate
Change on States’ Defenses & Investors’ Claims
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The panel on Climate Change and Investor-state Arbitration will address the implications of the IC2's
June 2025 Advisory Opinion for 1505 practice, particalarly in light of customary internaticnal law
abligations relating to the protection of the chmate system. These include, among others, S1ates’
abligation toexercise due diligence with resgect o the climate systern, the abligation to cooperate, and
the pracautionany principhe, aswell as the broader treaty obligations arising under the United Mations
clirmate change reginre

The panel will likely address how investrment treaty protecticns such as fair and equitable treatrment,
full protection and security, and indirect exgropriation may be understood and applied inan evolving
international legal ervironmnent. In particular, through treaty interpretation and the applicatian of
Article IW3c) of the WCLT, the interpretaticn of investment treaties may increasimgly need to acocount
far relenvant rules of general internaticnal [aw, including the climate-related obligations identified in the
ICY's Adwisory Qpinion

Several passages of the 120's Advisory Opinion rhay suggest that the ermergence and consal idation af
custormany international law sbdigations relating to climate change—ncluding, among others, the duty
af due diligenca to regulate for the protection of the climate system and effectively enforce such
rmieasures, the obligation to coaperate, and the grecautionarny principle—may be reshaping the scops
aof investors legitimate expectations in what = increasingly becoming a new public intemational law
reality shiape=d by climate change

Beyond the traditional tensicon between investors in sectors such as emengy, mining. infrastructure, s
trarsportation, on the cne hand, and emvironmental protection, on the other, are we beginning o ses
the emergence of 2 new category of claimms browught by ineestoss in green energy and clirmate-related
projecis wihose investrmenis may themsshes degend on effectne pratection of the climate system’?
Such inwvestors may increasingly argue that States cannot justify failures to regulate transparaently for
ervinonmental protection ar to enforce envirccnmental laws in a corsistent and non-discrirminatory
mannear.

2 WA panelsts will consider howy States may rely on the 12)'s Advisory Dpinicn todefend measures
sdopted for environmental protection, the cermesponding risks for inestore, and howe the Opinion mmay
shape investors” legitirmate and reasanable expectations. The panel will also explore whether irvestors
in repewable energy and other climate-protection projects may themeshes invoke the Opinien in
support of claims that host States have failed to take sufficienthy proactive, transparent, or effectivwe

measures o protect the climate system
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Lore and Order: An ICSID Rules Retrospective

rAOCerabor Panelinks:
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Show of hands, O do you hawe a nalebook within reach? Hawve wou esar explained 250 procedure bo
VoI parenis? Or informed a commputar that “aribitratar” s a word? Felt relievad wou had asked how o
pronounce Broches proper iy

If wou rased your hand (or even i ywou just wanted tol, please oin us for this interactive session; as the
H0EAACHI0 Rules near their fifth anniversary, we'll be celebrating all things procedural. The discussion
leaders will share staries and refiections, and everyorse will participate in the fun, {Come ready for trivial)
IC5ID newbies are welcome —and longtime entihusiasts may walk away with a prize,
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Enforcing Arbitral Awards Against States: Sovereign
Immunity, U.S. Court Litigation and Structural Barriers to
Investment Award Enforcemen

M ooErator: Fanplists:
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Tha tribunal has rerdered its final award, the damages have been determined, and the arbitral
procesdings have formally concluded, et when the award debtor 5 a State, obtaining the award rnay
b= onty @ stepoingstone. Award creditors increasingly face sophisticated resistance strategies, parallel
proceedings and complex guestions of sowerslgn immunity. Even where an award is recognized,
entifying and attaching State assets capable of satisfying it may prove far maore difficult

Against the backdrop of recent US, decisions—incuding the Supreme Court's raling in SO Devas W
Antrix and the DO Circuits decisions in MextEra, SREN and Blasket—this panel will examine tha
grossing rale of Washington, OV, as a forum for the enforcement of imvesbment aribitration awards.
Panelists will consider personal and subject-matter jurisdiction under the Foreign Sovereign
Imrnunities Act, immunity from-attachrment, the treatment of State assets used for commercial wersus
SOWEFEIQR purposes, anti-enforcament injunctions and guestions af international comity arising from
procesdings in multiple jurisdictions. The discussion will explore when the protection of sovereign
interests becomes a structusal obstacle o enforcerrent, what options remain available when a final
award daes not bring the dispute to an end, and the increasingly important ole of asset tracing in
ientifying State-cwned or State-controlled aseets acroess jurisdictions and determining whether they
rmay ultimatety be reached tosatisfy an award.
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The U.S. as Foreign Policy Actor: OFAC, CFIUS & Arbitration

Moderator SETREC LS

M a& i Cafsan Jammes Mondariball ratthEw H. Kirtland David Bowwkizr
TP essas et iyl Partrsar Sidie 4 Barimar. Mortioen Bom Barirsgr. WilmeorHaio
drbitratar SgLir Fialtaricghr

Iri the last couple of years the WS may hawe expensnced an incredibly active, and perhaps
unpredictable, erviecnmment in cross-border investment The SAmenca First Investrment Palicy”
memorandum, issued in Februany 2025, directs CRIUS to fast-track reviews for allled investors while
imtensifying scruting of investrments conmected to advarsarial countries. Layer on top of that a new
Ciutbcund Investrment Security Program, and the result is a8 Foreign-polcy toolkst that is reshapang
wihich deals get done, which might be subpect of deeper sorutiny and may be rejectad and which end
up in JIspute.

This panel explores what all of this mmeans for arbitration In gractice, how OFAL sanctions and CFIUS
initerventions are being rased as defenses, haw investors caught in the crossfire of export controls and
‘wmerica First” posture are framing their claims, and how tribunals are responding to disputes that sit
at the intersection af natonal security palicy and private rights

For anyore adwesing Clientswwith LS exposed investments, this allows watcnirg roresgn policy Turm into
case |law tn raal trme
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One Centre, 60 Years, Enduring Impact: ICSID and the Future
of Investor-State Dispute Settlement

Mo rator Panelists:
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Wihen the 10510 Comvention entered into force in 19456, it had 30 ratifying States and a clear mandate:
toe prosede a trusted, reatral forurm and a stable and predictable framework for dispute rescluticn in
support of international inwestrment flows, Siety years on, 10510 counts with 15% Contracting States, has
administered aver 1118 cases, and stands as the global leader in internatkonal investrment dispubs
settlernent

This pansl rmarks IC5I0E G0th anniversary by examining the Centre's endoring relevancs and impact
an developrment, including swdence on the relationship between ICSI5 membership and foreign
irvestment flows to Contracting States. It also locks ahead 1o the Centre's priarities for the future, with
particular attention to mediation, dispute prevention, and contract-based dispute resolution, ensuring
that 1CSI0 rernains ready to mest evolving imestment needs and to continue delivering on its
founding promise
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War, Tariffs, lllicit Trade & Trade Wars: Force Majeure and the
Evolving Arbitration Docket

mModerator SETREC LS

Chlae Baldwin Meanwsoa Kirm rMaurkcio Salcedo Richard Doutsch Lilllar Khowry
e SraEpoes LR Special Counsal Trarsnatona Alllance Partrsar, Fillsbury Sanior A5sociaho
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The arbitration decket s starting to sound like the esening rews. Armed conflict, sancticns, tariffs,
expart cantrols: blocked shipging routes and sudden changes in trade policy are placing a lot of
pressure on cross-border contracts. Clauses that once sat queetly at the back of agresments, oftan
receiving little attenticn, are now maoving oo center stage, particularky force mapeure, material adverse
charnge (MAL), and hardship provissans The noticn of ilcit trade and its meaning under intermational
trade law is also part of the unsobed puzzie Parties are now asking themsahves “wino agreed to thesea
risks?" Is this "a lawful forrm of trade™ These guestions arse not only when perfarmance becomes
dalayed, rmore costhy, legally constrained, or commercially wunviakie, but aleo when trade cantinues
winile the legality of the goods or s2rices exchanged, or of the underlirig commercial cperations, s
it=elf in question.

Tanff and trade-war dspubes are usually resolved through negotiation,  pricing  alternatives,
adjustrments to the supply chain or settlerments. The goal is alrmost abways to avoid reaching a tribunal.
But what about nowadays, where everything ls guickly changing? With the nse of these disputes,
tribunals are walting for thair arrial

in parzllel, in the field of intermational trade law, the Multi-Party Interimn Apeesl Arbitration
Arrangement {MPL) has despite initial uncertainty, rernained oparaticnal for sk years and contributed
to the resolution of disputes, It may now face increasingly sensitive controversies arising from today's
cormples geapalitical envitonment, inwhich wars, sanctions, rising tanffs, and other trade measures ana
reshaping international cormmerce, aften against the backdrop of arviranmnental and human righes
CoORCer s

This panel will examine how armed conflict, sanctions and other trade measdres are reshaping
contractual - defenses and flexikility in international dispute resclution, arnd how tribunals in
intermational commmercial arbitration arnd wnder the MPIA may approach these swobding issues.
Speakers will consider when force majeure may exouse performance, when M&C o hardship clauses
rray e trggered, and how tricunals should assess fareseeability, causation, and mutigationin the faca
af geapolitical shacks The discussion will also explore how human rghts and  envirenmental
consideraticns are increasingly invoked to justfy barriers to trade, and how 2djud icators may assess

such measures in an increasingly fragmented glokal kegal and econamic envircnment
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Emerging Sectors and Digital Assets: Data Centers, IP,
Blockchain, Crypto, and Enforcement Challenges

Moderator SETREC LS

Rkt Bayes Carchyn Berry Tara Sirdgh June Casalrmir
Landichs Parirar, Baios Sonior Manageng Legal and Sareral
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Crypto Just graduated fromn regulatory autlaw to regulated ascset class The GEMILS Act created the first
cormprehansive federal frameaseark in U5 history for stablecoins, the digital tokens with a fized valua
egual to the dollar that nows function as the gayrent rails of the orypte econoary, and enforcement
pricrities are shifting fast as agencies rebuild their playboocks for 2 market now standing albove & 300
billion that i=n't going armywihere. Meanwhile, the infrastructure powering all of this = expanding at a
pace regulators are visibly strugaling to match: the data centers that supply the computing power, the
irtellectual praperty behind blockchain, and decentralized finance platforms that run financial services
antirely through software, with no bankin the middle for regulatess o supervise. add ghobal bedies like
Finamcial Action Task Force, International GOrganization of Securities Cornmissions, and The Financial
Stability Board pushing countries toward & single commmon rulebosk, and wou have 8 sector where tha
rules are beirg rewritten in real time

Thie panel unpacks where the real enforcement and dispute risk = hiding. In the data centers guietly
humiming behind every Al and blockchain application, and the construction, energy, and computing
capacity disputes they generata? In intellectual propearty fights aver wino actually cemns an innowvation
built on shared, open technology™ And in decentralized finance platforrns testing exactly how far
anti-rhoney-laundering law can stretch when there is no company ac the center o held accountable?

lhis panel wall also look at the newest instituticnal player on the field: the Unified Patent Court's Patent
hMediation and Arbitration Cenatre, which apenad in 2026 as Europe's first dedicated hub for resabing
patent disputes outside the courtroom, It will alse identify the central and most sensitive issles
surrcdnding investment in digital assets in the United States and beyond, and the way counsal and
tribunals may approach them.




1 1B00 M St NW RTDO,

THURSDAY I:\_L- 12:00 pm :.-_71 The Brattie Croup -
29 OCTORER - 1115 pm O umahingRon, O TO03E ‘

WIW |

Brattle

PANEL

Mining in International Arbitration: Africa, Latin America,
Resource Nationalism and Quantum Challenges
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The numbers tell their cwn story: ail, gas and mining accounted for 43% of all LCSID cases registerad in
2025 asharg jumnp from 285 in 2024 and double the histoncal average. With mnining alone driving the
rmajority of those new filings. Behind the statistics roight e a familiar stony, resource-rich states in
Africa and Latin America reassarting conrol over their mineral weslth through export restrictions,
rayalty hikes, contract renegotiations and outiight nationalization, just as the global enengy fransition
and the race for critical minerals snake those rescurces rmore valuable than ever. Regional hegermonic
powers may be prompting new astronoenical deals, potentially affecting contracts bebwesn
resource-rich counines in Africa or Latin Arnerica and private or State-owned companies from third
States; thus creating fertile ground far International cammmercial or investment arbitration

This panel puts the two regions side by side inside the global geopolitical context. Panelists will
contribute with different perspactives on how recource nationatisn, undoubtedly influenced by glckal
tramsactional realisrm, s playing out acrass Africa and Latin Amenca, what that means for the drafting
and enforcement of stabilization and investment protection commitments, and how tnbunals are
approaching quantum in a sector defined Dy volatile cammnodity grices, long praject honzons, and
paliticalby fraug ki valwation disputes.

With miining disputes now the fastest-growing segrment of the IC5I0 dacket, this is a key panel for
counsel, arbitrators and in-house teams advising on extractive-sector investments.
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UNCITRAL at 60 and I1SDS Reform: Has a New Architecture
Finally Emerged?
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The Quantum Challenge: Workshop

Think you can crack a quanturn expert under pressure? Step into the Rearing reom ard Find out. A5
part of Washinguon Arbitration Week 2026, we are pleased to inwie applicatians for am immersme
Expert Wiktness Cross-Exarnination Workshop, presented in partnership wath Pwel and White & Case
LLE, Register indmidually or with 2 tearm and join us on October 29 2026
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Splitting the Atom - Nuclear Related Disputes & the Role of
Arbitration

mModerator: Panelisr
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Muclear power is having a rmoment few saw corning. Rouwghly BO reactors are now Wnder constraction
wiorbdwide, driven by the electricity demand fromm A, data centers and a mone volatike geopolitical
ervironment. vet the sectors legal infrastructure has not kept pace with ite renewed ambition: only a
hardful of investor-state disputes hawve ever touchad the nuclkear Industry directly, Including, among
acbhers, Hrvatska Elektroprivreda dd. « Repuiblic of Slowenia [1IC510 Case Moo ARBAS24), Vattenfall A
and others v. Federal Republic of Cermany {Il] [ICSI0D Case Mo, ARBN2A2); Limited Liability Company
APTO W Ukraine [S0C Case Moo 08002005). Almast all of tham Filed under the Enengy Charter Treaty,
leaving thin and inconsistent guidance as new cagital, new technologies and new geopolitical
flash points converge on the industry

This panal takes stock of where nuckzar reiated arpitration stands and where it may be headed what
ewisting case law and liability conventions actually cover, what aaps remmain fior ShRs and other
emerging technologiss, and how ineestors and states should be thinking about expropriation,

phase-out, licensing and war-nsk exposure 0 a sector where disputes are rare but the stakes are
ENormMaus
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Technology Enabled Arbitration-Running Arbitration
Smarter: Rapid Fire Tech and Al Demos for Practitioners

Moderator SETREC LS
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|:'-'E':.-':-.'IE 15 |.|:1|-R|I'-g about & in aretration. Al can draft submissicns, summariza LIamsCrors, rEvieuy
thousands of documents in minutes, and even assist with award n_'ll'.'-i'-'_l-"lg AL the came e, the marke:
is flooded with new platforms bold cromises, ard © E'I'It'_-.- T'-‘E-I-CED[I-_'IEI'I'

| fis-sessi1an cuts '.|'.TI:I'.III_||'I [y o= ||'||¢L|I;I N A series of rapsd-fire dermocnst rations, practitionegrs and tech-
r'-\_'lh_'ll':I'_..' progiders will showcase tocols that are Zi-".l.u-\.':-"':.- =g used Im arbitraton '.:d-:-_-. Frorm conktract
amalysis and Al acsicted legal reseanch to IFArSCripl Fevieas, Wiol kflords automation, predictive a nahythos,
and NEsSnng Sreparation, the focus isan praciical applicaticns rather than th eoratical passikbilities
Whnal works? What ooes Loosry Where are the rnske? And whilchn 1oos ';h?l'“l_-ll'lE'hr' IMiEInoye E".l-_'li"'l'\'-',-'
rather than sim I:Il:..' aading another |.II:|-'E'I of Cormiplesaty?

You will walk out kmowing winkcn tools are warth yaur time and which are indusiry theaters. Brng youdr
QuUastions:
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PANEL

Building the Next Generation of Arbitration Leaders: Practical
Skills, Mentorship, Sponsorship, and Career Advancement

Moderator SE TR [EAL
rdaman b, Mahsin Gasla Gehring FPares Lauren Acres

Puicers s Wl aTech Partrear, Huckes Beacon |

oL e Qot the skifls. But a0 vou Knoww noss 1o actually get 10 And ance yow e im, haw da WO SN RAE TN
first fiew Vears without impiading? The arbitratica pr rofession lowves 1o MRET fy itself

=Ly |

Mentorsnip happens Oy accident. Sponsorship by priviiege. Yvomen and [awyers from develop rg

naticns hit a glass celing oetare landirg thed First g, This panel tears back t he curtain and gets real
about o D reak Inte aroitration, ace thenterses, and bulld 3 carser that doesn't Durm you Sut

Hreawirgg Int CWVe that work, networking that coesi 't fieal sirmy, timing the oo nunt, and whether that
LL.M. actually matiers (S0l Er SOmetimes nay.

Ihe Interdiesy: What senior parkners actually want bo see’?! Hed fi ags, Lhey spot i Daa minutes. Candid
confessions froon panelsts on what they gat wnarg ard Fgnt.

The First Few Years: How to anage brutal deadtimes without drowning 1in rmmposter syndrormes Vhat
‘strong work product” really means winen you're junior? How to build habits that stick and knows eshan
toy aiske for helg?

Faneliste are rsing stars and established leaders who've bearn winens wad ans, §hey L tell you what they
#ish '.|'|l.':-\."‘.'i Ao, wWhet warked, and what ddnct. Comie ready to take notes and breath it all m
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PANEL

Quantum Computing: The Next Frontier in International
Arbitration

Moderator SETREC LS

Licheara Cr. Mauro Marales oo Bashioim Casay WHI'II; Michadal L Scarpath,
Crreiaarr eg b loint Comnber har Iredapranickart Sesociate, ¥ing & PhD.

spascial Legal O Ly Ail=Lrars Spaldireg LLF Pairtrr, el Fog
Ciar Tai Lk I naton and Schf LLE

Sl mpLes ok

Winile the warld wwatches Al reshape the landscape, Quantium COmputing 1S cracking the codse Literalty
I nours, quanium machires will decrypt data that wouid take today' s supercomeuters rmullennia
break. But the raal revolution 1S not Just technological—its 2ga

wWnat hapgpens when the 2ngineg of modern commerce—encryption, data SECUMNTY, Lrusg
itself—becomes obsalete ower nghtt This panel goes bewand the s to eXplare the selsmic shifts
ahead: the disputes we cannot yet imagine, the contracts that may no lorger hold water, the ancitrators
wino will freed to mastera physics noachy Laugnt themm

From defense to pharmaceuticals, from finance to materials science, guantum computirg will unlock
unprecedented capabilities (and unleash unprecedented canfiicts). The guestion = not whether
aroitration will evobse, It iswhathar wee will be ready

How does intematianal law adapt when the rules of the d igital workd change? Aoin us as we esplare the
QuUantum TramnTier




“ Lw ﬁ FRIDAY Ly 213 pm () ;r";:.rﬁ:-ﬁ'-;:}rﬂ;-h POl Arentfox
30 OCTOBER | ' 4:30 pm | *»/ @ DCX0EUnind Schiff

Shanes

PANEL

Isolation to Integration? Incorporating General International
Law, Environmental Law, and Hurman Rights into Investment
Arbitration through Article 31(3)(c) of the VCLT.

Moderator SETREC LS

Bdii=y K irear Jozeph Klinger Josd ARNTOnhd Bevas Charing Foty Prabessor D, Fanineck

Lires & Wirrea Farirar, Fakny Haag Partnar, Xirateqy LLE Seruor Assoed i Radi

Cisiitn Fesoktion oo n & Barlirgg Brofesaar af Publi
LLI Ty Tabi G| Ly

Urmsarsity of Lauraim

Internaticnal law s often descnbed 35 8 single legal systemn, yet disputes increasingly expose ks
fragmentation An investment clairm may implcate hurman rights, ervinonmeantal obligations, the law
af the sea, cr other rules of public international law, leaving courts and tribunals to decide whether
those regimes should speak to one anather or rermain N separate legal warlds, Articke 31E)c) of thea
Wienna Corrention on the Law of Treaties offers a possible bridge, and arguably a binding reliance on
refevant general intemational law and specific treaty law together with the context of the applicable
treaty. This approach to systemic integration has arieen in cases sdch Urbaser S48 and Consorcic da
Aguas Bilbao Bizkaia v Argantina (water and sanitation); David R &vsen et alo v Costa Rica [real estate
ard tourism), Eco Ore Minerals Carp w Colomizia [miniro) and Bear Creek Mining Corgoration w Perg
[Fninimgl e, the use of syetemic integration ander Artcle 213 raises difficult guestions abour
relevance, consent, and the limits of treaty intercretation.

his sessicn will ekarmine how the International Court of Justice and investrment ricunals have relied on
systemic integration to place treaty obligations within a broader legal conbext, Which extemal rules
rmay legitimnatedy informm interpretation? Howe closely must they bind the parties? And what rola, iF ary,
may be played by mnules of international law that fall outside the reguirerments of Article 31231,
includirg because they do not tind all parties tothe treaty? The discussion will consider sinether such
rules may nonethalese informy interpretation throwgh Arbcle 22, including, for exzmple, subseguent
practice invohing some but not sl treaty parties

More proadly, does Arpcle 31[3ic) promobe coherence across international law, or can it become &
gateway for importing obligations that States never agreed to include? And yetagain, isit at all relevant
that the disguting parties may be parties to the Vienna Convention an the Law of Treaties, or that they
may hawve accepied the criterla under Article 21 as custornary rules of interpretation of treaties?
Drawing on 1IC] case law and imvestrment arbitration, the discussion will explore the relationship
b=twean Artiches 31 and 32 and ask whethear systariic integratian s & rmust to uphold the international
rule of law and scheed the dilernma of fragrentation, ar the effective application of such provisson rmay
b= anather saurce of interpretive controversy.
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