ICLG

The International Comparative Legal Guide to:

Investor-State Arbitration 2019
1st Edition
A practical cross-border insight into investor-state arbitration.
Published by Global Legal Group, in association with CDR, with contributions from:

Allen & Gledhill LLP
Aluko & Oyebode
Arbitration Institute of the Stockholm
Chamber of Commerce
AZB & Partners
Boies Schiller Flexner LLP
Cornerstone Research
Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Dechert LLP
Dentons US LLP
European Federation for Investment
Law and Arbitration
Flor & Hurtado
Foley Hoag LLP
GENI & KEBE

Hannes Snellman Attorneys Ltd
Horváth and Partners DLA Piper
LALIVE
Lilla, Huck, Otranto, Camargo Advogados
Luther Rechtsanwaltsgesellschaft mbH
Morgan & Morgan
Nicole Dolenz LL.M. & Claire Pauly LL.M.
Nishimura & Asahi
Njeri Kariuki Advocate
Oblin Rechtsanwälte GmbH
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP
Tănăsescu, Gavrilă & Asociații
Yoon & Yang LLC
Zhong Lun Law Firm

The International Comparative Legal Guide to: Investor-State Arbitration 2019
General Chapters:

Contributing Editors
Dominic Roughton &
Kenneth Beale
Boies Schiller Flexner
(UK) LLP
Sales Director
Florjan Osmani
Account Director
Oliver Smith
Sales Support Manager
Toni Hayward
Sub Editor
Jane Simmons
Senior Editors
Suzie Levy
Caroline Collingwood
CEO
Dror Levy

1

Third-Party Funding and Investor-State Arbitration – Dominic Roughton & Nathalie Allen Prince,
Boies Schiller Flexner (UK) LLP

2

Arbitration of Corruption Allegations – Arif H. Ali & Eduardo Silva Romero, Dechert LLP

10

3

Substantive Protections in Investment Law – Ulyana Bardyn & Christina Dumitrescu, Dentons US LLP

15

4

Issues in Cross-Border Valuation and the Implications for Damages Assessments in Investor-State
Disputes – Ronnie Barnes, Cornerstone Research

20

5

Investor-State Dispute Settlement Reform – Tafadzwa Pasipanodya & Mélida Hodgson,		
Foley Hoag LLP
26

6

Assignment of Investment Treaty Claims – Stephen Jagusch QC & Odysseas G. Repousis,
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP

7

Investor-State Arbitration Before The SCC Institute – James Hope, Arbitration Institute of the Stockholm
Chamber of Commerce
36

8

The Impact of EU Law on ISDS – Prof. Dr. Nikos Lavranos, European Federation for Investment Law
and Arbitration

1

31

41

Country Question and Answer Chapters:
45

10 Austria

Oblin Rechtsanwälte GmbH: Miloš Ivković

51

11 Brazil

Lilla, Huck, Otranto, Camargo Advogados: Fábio Peixinho Gomes Corrêa & 		
Laura Ghitti
57

12 China

Zhong Lun Law Firm: Huawei Sun

62

13 Ecuador

Flor & Hurtado: Agustín Hurtado-Larrea & Carlos Torres Salinas

68

14 France

Nicole Dolenz LL.M. & Claire Pauly LL.M.

73

GLG Cover Design
F&F Studio Design

15 Germany

Luther Rechtsanwaltsgesellschaft mbH: Dr. Richard Happ & Tim Rauschning

78

GLG Cover Image Source
iStockphoto

16 Hungary

Horváth and Partners DLA Piper: András Nemescsói & David Kohegyi

84

17 India

AZB & Partners: Rajendra Barot & Sonali Mathur

89

18 Japan

Nishimura & Asahi: Lars Markert & Shimpei Ishido

95

19 Kenya

Njeri Kariuki Advocate: Njeri Kariuki

100

20 Korea

Yoon & Yang LLC: Junsang Lee & Sungbum Lee

104

21 Nigeria

Aluko & Oyebode: Babatunde Fagbohunlu, SAN & Hamid Abdulkareem

108

22 Panama

Morgan & Morgan: José D. Carrizo D.

114

23 Romania

Tănăsescu, Gavrilă & Asociații: Dr. Victor Tănăsescu & Cristian Gavrilă

117

24 Senegal

GENI & KEBE: Mouhamed Kebe & Jocelyn Ismaël Itoua Ongagna

124

25 Singapore

Allen & Gledhill LLP: Chua Kee Loon

129

26 Sweden

Hannes Snellman Attorneys Ltd: Pontus Ewerlöf & Andreas Johard

135

27 Switzerland

LALIVE: Matthias Scherer & Lorraine de Germiny

139

28 United Kingdom

Boies Schiller Flexner (UK) LLP: Dominic Roughton & David Turner

143

29 USA

Boies Schiller Flexner LLP: Kenneth Beale & Alicia Fitch

149

Publisher
Rory Smith
Published by
Global Legal Group Ltd.
59 Tanner Street
London SE1 3PL, UK
Tel: +44 20 7367 0720
Fax: +44 20 7407 5255
Email: info@glgroup.co.uk
URL: www.glgroup.co.uk

Printed by
Stephens & George
Print Group
November 2018
Copyright © 2018
Global Legal Group Ltd.
All rights reserved
No photocopying
ISBN 978-1-912509-41-6
ISSN 2631-6307
Strategic Partners

PEFC Certified
This product is
from sustainably
managed forests and
controlled sources
PEFC/16-33-254

www.pefc.org

9

Australia

Corrs Chambers Westgarth: Lee Carroll & Frances Williams

Group Consulting Editor
Alan Falach

Further copies of this book and others in the series can be ordered from the publisher. Please call +44 20 7367 0720
Disclaimer
This publication is for general information purposes only. It does not purport to provide comprehensive full legal or other advice.
Global Legal Group Ltd. and the contributors accept no responsibility for losses that may arise from reliance upon information contained in this publication.
This publication is intended to give an indication of legal issues upon which you may need advice. Full legal advice should be taken from a qualified
professional when dealing with specific situations.

WWW.ICLG.COM

Chapter 7

Investor-State Arbitration
Before The SCC Institute
Arbitration Institute of the Stockholm
Chamber of Commerce (SCC)

Introduction
The Arbitration Institute of the Stockholm Chamber of Commerce
(the SCC) is well known in investment arbitration circles. Whilst
of course ICSID and UNCITRAL account for many more InvestorState dispute settlement (ISDS) cases overall, the SCC comes a
clear third in the list of ISDS institutions, having hosted 5% of all
known ISDS cases filed from 1987 up to 31 July 2017.1
Sweden and the SCC are listed as a forum for disputes between
investors and States in at least 120 Bilateral Investment Treaties
(BITs), as well as in the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT). Of these
120 BITs, 61 agreements stipulate that the SCC Arbitration Rules
shall apply to disputes arising out of the agreement. The remaining
60 BITs stipulate that the SCC shall act as Appointing Authority
under the UNCITRAL Arbitration Rules or that Sweden shall be the
legal seat of the dispute.
A detailed report of ISDS disputes before the SCC, “Investor-state
disputes at the SCC” written by SCC legal counsel Celeste E.
Salinas Quero in 2017, can be found on the SCC website.2 In this
short chapter, I propose to summarise some key points from that
report, and to highlight some important recent changes to the SCC
arbitration rules concerning ISDS cases.

The SCC Secretariat and The SCC Board
The SCC was founded in 1917. The institute, which is part of the
Stockholm Chamber of Commerce, administers both international
and domestic arbitration as well as mediation, and plays an active part
in promoting dispute resolution both in Sweden and around the world.
The SCC is made up of an active Secretariat, presided over by the
Secretary General Annette Magnusson, and a Board of 15 lawyers,
presided over by the Chairperson: Kaj Hobér. The current Board
includes lawyers from China, Finland, Germany, Italy, Russia,
Sweden, the UK and the USA, and the Board members play an
active part in the monthly meetings of the Board.
The Secretariat’s primary task is to administer the SCC’s caseload,
and the legal counsel and administrators of the Secretariat are onhand to provide assistance to the parties and to the arbitrators.
The Board takes decisions, when required, regarding prima facie
jurisdiction, appointment of arbitrators in the absence of party
appointment or agreement, the number of arbitrators, challenges to
arbitrators, the seat of arbitration, the amount of advance on costs,
and also consolidation and joinder.
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ISDS Cases Before The SCC
A total of 92 ISDS cases were registered at the SCC between 1993
and 2016: 67 cases under the SCC Rules and 25 cases in which the SCC
was requested to act as appointing authority under the UNCITRAL
Rules. Eight more ISDS cases were registered with the SCC in 2017.
Energy disputes form a significant part of the SCC’s overall
caseload, and it is therefore not surprising to see that there have been
several cases under the ECT, all of which have been administered
under the SCC Rules.3
Most ISDS cases before the SCC between 1993 and 2016 involved
investors and States from Europe and Central Asia (88% and 96%,
respectively). Parties from other regions of the world have only
rarely been involved in ISDS cases before the SCC.
Intra-EU disputes account for a significant number of these cases,
53% of cases registered between 2012 and 2016.

Arbitrators in ISDS Cases Before The SCC
Given the importance and value of ISDS cases, it is also not
surprising that the majority of such cases before the SCC have been
decided by three-member tribunals, with only 8% of such cases
being decided by a sole arbitrator.4
Parties generally prefer to make their own appointments, if possible.
Accordingly, the parties or the co-arbitrators made 70% of the
appointments in ISDS cases before the SCC between 1993 and 2016.
The remaining 30% of appointments were made by the SCC, with
92% of SCC appointments being appointments of the chairperson.
Between 1993 and 2016, the arbitrators appointed in SCC ISDS
cases have been of 29 different nationalities. Sweden, the UK,
Germany, the USA, France and Switzerland are the most frequently
appointed nationalities, in that order, with the remainder coming
mostly from other European and Central Asian countries.
It should be noted in this context that, while the majority of ISDS
cases before the SCC are conducted in the English language, that
is not always the case. In particular, some recent cases have taken
place in Spanish.5
When making appointments, the SCC takes considerable care
to appoint arbitrators who are suitable for the particular dispute
at hand. The Board considers, inter alia, the nationality of the
parties, the subject matter of the dispute, the languages involved,
the arbitrators already appointed, the counsel involved in the case,
and other relevant circumstances. The international members of
the Board are often particularly active when it comes to making
appointments in ISDS cases.
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The Seat of Arbitration in ISDS Cases
Before The SCC
Although parties in commercial arbitration cases generally stipulate
the seat of arbitration in their arbitration agreement, in ISDS cases
the seat is generally not specified in advance and it is therefore
rather common that the parties disagree over this issue.
The SCC Board is frequently asked to determine the seat of
arbitration in ISDS cases, and this issue is sometimes the subject
of lengthy correspondence between the parties and the SCC. In
determining the seat, the SCC Board again considers all relevant
circumstances, bearing in mind that each case is different. In some
cases, it can be a determining factor that the parties chose to arbitrate
before the SCC, which can suggest a default position in favour of
Stockholm as the seat of arbitration. In other cases, however, there
may be reasons for choosing a seat other than Stockholm.
One particular factor in this regard is the impact of the Achmea case,6
which has created considerable concern and uncertainty for parties
involved in intra-EU ISDS disputes. Arguably, choice of a seat of
arbitration within the EU allows parties to argue that the concerns
expressed by the CJEU in Achmea should not apply, since there is
then the possibility of a review of the arbitral award by a court of a
Member State based on EU law, together with an opportunity to make
a request for a preliminary ruling.7 On the other hand, choice of a seat
of arbitration outside the EU would enable the arbitration to proceed
outside the scope of the CJEU’s jurisdiction. The SCC continues to
monitor developments carefully in light of the Achmea case.

Procedure in ISDS Cases Before The SCC
ISDS cases before the SCC take place pursuant to the SCC
Arbitration Rules, where those rules have been chosen by the
parties. Alternatively, if the SCC has been called upon to act as
appointing authority under the UNCITRAL Rules or to administer
cases under the UNCITRAL Rules, the SCC acts according to its
established practices as set out in its UNCITRAL Procedures.8
Cases under the SCC Arbitration Rules proceed, in general terms,
as follows:
■

Cases are commenced by the Claimant submitting the Request
for Arbitration to the SCC by email to arbitration@chamber.se.

■

Upon receipt of the Request for Arbitration, the SCC sends
the Request to the Respondent and sets a time period for
submission of the Respondent’s Answer.

■

Following receipt of the Answer, and possible additional
preliminary submissions, the case is then referred to the
SCC Board in order for decisions to be taken on prima facie
jurisdiction,9 appointment of arbitrators in the absence of
agreement, the choice of the seat of arbitration, the amount of
the advance on costs, and other possible procedural issues.

■

The case is referred to the arbitral tribunal once the advance
on costs has been paid.

■

The arbitral tribunal’s first task is to establish the timetable for
the arbitration, in conjunction with the parties. Although Article
43 of the 2017 SCC Rules provides that the final award should be
made within six months of the referral of the case to the arbitral
tribunal, in practice, the timetable is almost always considerably
longer in ISDS cases.10 In fact, the average duration of cases
decided by three-member tribunals up to 1 January 2016 was 36
months, with a median duration of 32 months.11

■

Thereafter, it is up to the arbitral tribunal to determine the
procedure, subject to any agreement between the parties and
the general principles of efficiency and due process.12
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■

Article 42(1) of the 2017 SCC Rules requires that the arbitral
tribunal must state the reasons upon which its award is based,
unless otherwise agreed by the parties. In practice, all SCC
awards contain reasons, and in most cases the arbitral tribunal
gives very detailed reasons for its award.

■

The SCC does not provide for any scrutiny of awards. The
arbitral tribunal issues its award to the parties once it is
finalised, and the final award includes a decision regarding
the costs of the arbitration.13

The Amounts in Dispute in ISDS Cases
Before The SCC
In the course of 20 years, the SCC has seen a wide range of ISDS
arbitrations, from small disputes brought by natural persons to
large-scale arbitrations brought by multinational companies.
Whereas the average amount in dispute for the cases decided by
sole arbitrator is only just over EUR 400,000, the average amount
in dispute for the cases decided by a three-member tribunal is over
EUR 340 million – although this figure is inflated by three casesworth over EUR 1 billion.

Emergency Arbitration in ISDS Cases
Before The SCC
One particular feature of the SCC Rules, which is not found in the
ICSID or UNCITRAL Rules, is that claimants have an opportunity
to seek emergency interim measures under the Emergency
Arbitrator provisions in Appendix II to the SCC Rules. The
purpose of such an emergency arbitration is to enable claimants to
seek and obtain emergency interim relief before the arbitral tribunal
has been constituted.
Emergency Arbitrations under Appendix II to the SCC Rules are
designed to proceed under a very fast timetable. The application
is made by email to the Secretariat14 together with payment of the
applicable costs,15 whereupon the SCC Board seeks to appoint an
emergency arbitrator within 24 hours of receipt of the application.
The application is then referred to the emergency arbitrator as
soon as possible, and the emergency arbitrator is asked to make a
decision on the application for interim measures no later than five
days thereafter.
The SCC has developed considerable experience of emergency
arbitrations, having been 30 such cases between 2010 and 2017.
The initial 24-hour deadline has been met in all but one case,16 and
the subsequent five-day deadline has been met in many cases, with
the vast majority of emergency decisions having been issued within
eight days.17 It should be noted that, even though the timetable for
such decisions is very short, most cases involve carefully reasoned
written submissions by the parties, and fully reasoned decisions by
the emergency arbitrator. It is also quite common for telephone
hearings to be held between counsel and the emergency arbitrator.
The SCC has seen a number of Emergency Arbitrations in relation
to ISDS cases in recent years. These include the following:18
■

An ISDS case concerning the oil and gas industry, in which
the investors sought to restrain the respondent State from
taking measures to restrict the claimants’ ability to sell gas.
The request for interim measures was granted.19

■

An ISDS case concerning a claim by an investor who owned
shares in a bank that had been the subject of measures taken
by decree of the national bank of the respondent State. The
investor sought an emergency decision declaring that the decree
at issue should be stayed or suspended pending final resolution
of the dispute. The request for interim measures was denied.20
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An ISDS case concerning a claim by an investor who owned
shares in a bank that had been the subject of measures taken
by decree of the national bank of the respondent State. The
investor sought an emergency decision declaring that the
respondent should be ordered to refrain from enforcing or
implementing the decree, and should refrain from interfering
with the claimant’s shareholding in the bank pending final
resolution of the dispute. The request for interim measures
was granted.21

It can be noted that, in all the above cases, the emergency arbitrator
found that he or she had prima facie jurisdiction to award interim
measures.

Appendix III to The 2017 SCC Rules
The SCC Rules are designed to apply to both commercial cases and
ISDS cases. Nevertheless, the SCC recognises that there are some
particular features of ISDS cases that call for particular regulation.
Accordingly, the 2017 SCC Rules introduced a new Appendix III,
which applies specifically to ISDS cases.22
The particular features of Appendix III can be summarised as follows:
■

Article 1(2) of Appendix III provides the rules on joinder,
multiple contracts and consolidation apply mutatis mutandis
to ISDS cases. In practice, this gives the SCC Board some
flexibility to adapt these rules for ISDS cases.

■

Article 2 of Appendix III provides that, for ISDS cases,
the default number of arbitrators shall be three. This is an
exception to the general rule that, where the parties have not
agreed upon the number of arbitrators, the SCC Board has
discretion to choose the number of arbitrators.

■

Article 3 of Appendix III sets out special rules which allow a
third person23 to apply to the arbitral tribunal for permission
to make a written submission in the arbitration.

■

Article 4 of Appendix III sets out special rules which allow a
non-disputing treaty party to apply to the arbitral tribunal for
permission to make a written submission in the arbitration.

Thus, Articles 3 and 4 of Appendix III recognise that there is often,
although not always, a special need for transparency in ISDS cases.24

The Outcome of ISDS Cases Before The
SCC
Of the 92 ISDS cases that were registered at the SCC between
1993 and 2016, most awards have been rendered in favour of
respondent States:25
■

21% of the arbitral tribunals have declined jurisdiction;

■

37% of the arbitral tribunals denied all of the investor’s claims;

■

in 78% of cases where the investor’s claims were denied in
full, the respondent State was not found in breach, and in
22% the investor failed to prove any damages, despite the
respondent State being found in breach; and

■

the arbitral tribunals upheld the investor’s claims in part or in
full in 42% of cases.

Costs
When considering the costs of an arbitration, it is useful to
distinguish between arbitration costs (i.e. the fees and costs of the
arbitrators and of the SCC) and party costs (i.e. the fees and costs
for legal representation and other costs incurred by each party).26
Party costs typically account for more than 80% of the overall costs
of the arbitration.27
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If so requested by one or more of the parties, the arbitral tribunal
has the power to apportion both the arbitration costs and the party
costs as between the parties in its final award.28 The standard to be
applied in both cases is that the arbitral tribunal shall have regard to
“the outcome of the case, each party’s contribution to the efficiency
and expeditiousness of the arbitration and any other relevant
circumstances”.29
In practice, it appears that SCC tribunals tend to regard the outcome
of the case as the primary factor to be taken into account. However,
there are different views on what should be considered to be the
outcome of the case. Some tribunals look at the success of a party
in relation to the quantum of the claims awarded, while others define
the outcome of the case on the basis of the relevance of the issues
decided, and which party succeeded in a specific issue, and some
tribunals combine both approaches.30

Stockholm Treaty Lab
The SCC seeks to be modern and forward-thinking in its approach
to dispute resolution, and nowhere can this approach be seen more
clearly than in the SCC’s Stockholm Treaty Lab.
The Stockholm Treaty Lab31 is a crowdsourcing platform through
which the SCC invited teams from around the world to submit ideas
for international law with the aim of promoting green investment
and solving climate change problems.
In total, 43 teams registered to compete in this challenge,
representing some 270 innovators from four continents, and more
than 25 countries and 22 teams submitted entries.
The Stockholm Treaty Lab Jury announced its decision on 20 July
2018, and two teams were selected as winners:
■

“the creative disrupters” who proposed a treaty on sustainable
investment for climate change mitigation and adaptation; and

■

“team innovate” who proposed a protocol for the
encouragement, promotion, facilitation and protection of
investments in climate change mitigation and adaptation.

The prize is broad exposure – including exposure at the United
Nations in New York in September 2018 and in Davos in January
2019 – and an opportunity for the winners to engage in this important
question on a global level.32

Conclusion
The SCC regards ISDS cases to be a key part of its work. The SCC
will continue to work hard to promote ISDS cases, and to ensure
that the cases before it are administered and run as well as possible.
At a time when others question or even threaten the existence of
ISDS arbitration, such work is as important as ever.
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Arbitration Institute of the Stockholm Chamber of Commerce (SCC).
He is a dual-qualified Swedish Advokat and English Solicitor-Advocate,
and is well placed to compare common law and civil law practices and
procedures.
He has acted as counsel or arbitrator in more than 80 international
arbitration cases, ranging from small cases worth around USD
100,000 to highly complex cases worth more than USD 50 billion. He
has particular experience of energy disputes.
James has sat as arbitrator in international arbitrations under the
ICC, SCC, Danish Institute of Arbitration, UNCITRAL and the Finnish
Chamber of Commerce arbitration rules, in Stockholm, London, Paris,
Copenhagen and Helsinki, under Swedish, English, Danish, Russian,
Ukrainian and Finnish substantive laws, as well as under CISG. He is
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and lecturer for the Master’s Programme in International Commercial
Arbitration Law at Stockholm University, and a guest lecturer at
Edinburgh University and at Uppsala University. He is the author of
a number of articles on dispute resolution issues, and is a frequent
speaker at conferences.
James is fluent in English and Swedish.

The Arbitration Institute of the Stockholm Chamber of Commerce (SCC) was established in 1917 and is part of the Stockholm Chamber of Commerce.
The SCC has developed into one of the world’s leading forums for efficient dispute resolution for both Swedish and international parties.
The high number of international cases proves that the SCC is a preferred venue for dispute resolution among the international business community:
every year parties from as many as 30–40 countries use the services of the SCC, and today, the SCC is the world’s second largest institution for
investment disputes worldwide.
The SCC was recognised in the 1970s as a neutral centre for the resolution of East-West trade disputes, and has since expanded its services
in international commercial arbitration and emerged as one of the most important and frequently used arbitration institutions. In 2017, the SCC
launched its new Arbitration Rules.
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■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Insurance & Reinsurance
International Arbitration
Investor-State Arbitration
Lending & Secured Finance
Litigation & Dispute Resolution
Merger Control
Mergers & Acquisitions
Mining Law
Oil & Gas Regulation
Outsourcing
Patents
Pharmaceutical Advertising
Private Client
Private Equity
Product Liability
Project Finance
Public Investment Funds
Public Procurement
Real Estate
Securitisation
Shipping Law
Telecoms, Media & Internet
Trade Marks
Vertical Agreements and Dominant Firms

59 Tanner Street, London SE1 3PL, United Kingdom
Tel: +44 20 7367 0720 / Fax: +44 20 7407 5255
Email: info@glgroup.co.uk
www.iclg.com

