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Abstract

The drawbacks of international investment arbitration have gradually been exposed with the rising
number of international investment arbitration cases, and many states have expressed doubts and
dissatisfaction with the existing international investment arbitration mechanism. The error-cor-
rection mechanism, which is supposed to correct international investment arbitral awards, is una-
ble to perform its function because of its limitations, with the result that the problems of interna-
tional investment arbitration have not been effectively resolved. Therefore, in order to break through
the predicament of the existing error-correction mechanism and solve the problems faced by inter-
national investment arbitration, the appellate mechanism has become a key topic of discussion be-
cause of its theoretical superiority. From the position of supporting the introduction of an appellate
mechanism, the scope of review of the appellate mechanism should be expanded, and a precedent-
following system should not be established within the appellate mechanism. Among the different
proposals submitted by various states regarding the model for introducing an appellate mechanism,
a permanent multilateral appellate mechanism should be chosen, and the path for introducing such
a mechanism should be constructed by drawing on the experience of the Convention on Transpar-
ency in Treaty-Based Investor-State Arbitration.
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1. 518

KWt - 418 E 4 i v AL (Investor-State dispute settlement, LR fai#R >4 ISDS) [ %57 LAk, NIE
PR Bt e e AR 1 2R, FLAESE PN 1 [ A5 B3 A B L o B 2 ] o 5 % 4 i 2 o v 45 81 B0y b
MG . (HBEE BRI R HT R e, 1SDS B T 46 2 7 HRBR 2 AL, Horh ik AF EE A — 3
PR HE DU OR A 382 570 PR o SR S DR 7 A e A U R o AR T [ A IR 2 2B S Rl ISDS A
IR & R 0 oy Y P ol o = s I D S i DU R Uik s F W R VA EZ R w1 e o Sk Ao/ €2 il
(annulment of award), HEFHAAAEICIE e (BAE S, T3 Rt as il 2 1 Jm BRI, 845 2438 D7 DL
T I 12 ] B SR Y, X T SR ] B2 VA RORFE A A5 T RE . 9 TBEEIAT 21 B ML ) 1% i i3 17
SIS 1SDS AN & Z AL R, g BB B AP A B VR B 1 % BEAE 1SDS AL e o () B S )
WIH . ASCEREEILE 1SDS 2HESHLEI B FHEIRIE_EVRHLEILE 1SDS A S ML 2o ] R 32 AR AR
o AL SN B URALH] ) B . 4 7R 51 N URATL I AT 75 22 A o 1) 25 22 1a) R 25 A L
o dfa, @A I EVRHLE] BAS RS O L PR, AR SRR SRR TR 2 T R R 2
fith b, S pt T EVRHLEI R 5N BT

2. EFRE ARSI LIFNBILEY
BB 1SDS sk R BT 40 AT, — 2 (O T [ 5O [ 2 (4505 4 3 A 2400 (M

DOI: 10.12677/ds.2026.124097 26 E§ S


https://doi.org/10.12677/ds.2026.124097
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

R

N (BT Z0) )i e R e s R8I RIS PATAME R A L) (LU R
N LI ALY )RR ke ] vk B o B R VA B AN S AT R R[] BRI T [E PR 57 5 v 2
14>(United Nations Commission on International Trade Law, PLFfii#% % UNCITRAL) 1985 4= { [& Fx s 5
o RIEVEY R RUE T AR I R, AR I PR S R YR ) RS B R BT BIE AR ZR T (4
ZYNLY) MR ENEH A BE[2]. PTOL, Toie [ BR s B S i £k A0 (The international Centre for Settle-
ment of Investment Disputes, DA &%y ICSID) {1 #id /2 JE 1CSID i 34525 18 2 B0} 5 i B 247 4 1E.
R T ] B B A B 28 v S P B, T B0 PR B8 i B A7 18 A A0 R A B R Bh Y im) 8, BPFE 1SDS AE
SR R Ve A B B AR (plainly wrong decisions), 2455 7 AR eI I 24 A5 AL AR X Lo 3] X —
e RO T 5 T T BIAT 21 R L ) £ s PR

21 (HEBRWMAL) FREHHIERRRYE

CHERRIAZT) 55 52 K FTHLE IR I 2 /& 1CSID AP ML A 2255 775 T R R A LI I —
Rt igtt. 1CSID HOLHE I FEAE A B o EARIL TXRE R A L3k, AR N L ALR ER B 5
FEFF DRAFARN AL O RFAE[4], LB 4122 N2 A BEAE 248 35 RCR MR R Al B0 4 307 SR (AR X 2 IE R 21
HLil . [EEEH 1CSID fhE SR AFRAEET:, U ) B Al A b B 1 1 2 i R

2.1.1. BEASFRHEERHKITAIYNIER

BEAE LR R, M7 5 a3 ICSID #k R M f2 7 B B = 2 =, — ik b B SRR
(Manifest Excess of Power); 4™ 5 15 2 L A2 /7 #L (Serious Departure from a Fundamental Rule of Pro-
cedure); = &3k PR MEIR BT A (1) 34 Hi (Failure to State Reasons) [5]. 7E&BME ML T, HIiE 7 = 4 [F 4%
G bR = i DA A B AP i e ) A — AR R L T PR B SRR R R AR B R T R
M, FEARGE TR — TN TR v b o Rt s B BB 3 — B b 7E SRS 72y wh o 20
MFEEE 6], RE (BRBEAL)Y M (ALAL) M (EEREFEMERIEE) —F, EREEET
FVFIEBE AR AN FNPAT PPk, 1B (AL ALY 0 (E PR FAP R e B9 BE AT LUIE 467K
NG HAT PP AL 5 T LR 2S5 E T “ kel 1), H2ARMEH “BIE” (manifst)ix — R
[7]. T ICSID & 1Z& RSB IFRIER T “WR” —id, 7EX “BIR” MEM L, ARE IR RS2
EAES, — PO “BRE” B 202 W21 &) U (self-evident), THAEFS QRN 25 53—,
F R S EE N 2 A R R 7 B 4 (seriousness of the excess), TIANAE “HHIE” 3 I 1
(clarity)®. Soufraki Z2 i) 17123 D3 22K P RO s 4T 32, DA O™ B SEBRRRL "7E SCA B 2 BH {2 () (textually obvious),
PESL R b & 7™ 5 ¥ (substantively serious)?.

JOE X — W RONJE R TR At “ FATEH R R 25 DA% R0 7™ 5 AT A L B e
(R e BRUES , (RLE R ORI SE b, 020 L 1122 A 2 8ot “ B AL AR T ANG B A E » il
£ AMCO FH, 12 B2\ N #E B4R A B8 1EH3E BN RE JE P8 0 AR Sy s, DRl IHe A 368 e A0 el
SRR 5o AERHAP A EE XA AN IE i I FH R AR AN Re A6 (5] TP BB B AL, & T, AMCO %1% R
S e B 2 2 e, BAh, 7E ENRON Zrf, L1 R il v i T R B IR A IE FH v,

1Duke Energy Int’l Peru Inv. No. 1 Ltd. v. Republic of Peru (2011) ICSID Case No. ARB/03/28, P 91. 1 March.
A\Wena Hotels Ltd. v. Arab Republic of Egypt (2002) ICSID Case No. ARB/98/4, Decision on Annulment, P 25, 5 February. ICSID Reports,
6, 67.

3Compaiiia de Aguas del Aconquija S.A. and Vivendi Universal v. Argentine Republic (2002) ICSID Case No. ARB/97/3, Decision on An-

nulment, P 115, 3 July.
“Soufraki v. United Arab Emirates (2007) ICSID Case No. ARB/02/7, Decision on Annulment, P 40, 5 June.
SAmco Asia Corporation and others v. Republic of Indonesia (1984) ICSID Case No. ARB/81/1, Award, P 201.
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DRl B A7 AE B AT Oy O AR, fE ERREMT, LTIRA SR T “HIRMR” 17 A% ER
B S 100 2 WL ™= Ak (R AT, LU R A AR TR B RO X — B

2.12. WHREGES—B

AL ICSID FHUEH il FE IR S B IR, B VR T AR R 23 N =AR[8], X =AU thoE I T & 1128
AT ICSID U F B B D AETEZE e, IOFR 7 R E R o A — B E R . AR
U YeE BL Klockner ZA1 AMCO FNARF, AR MU % 1128 51 2 R i FE kAT 1 o T 96 02 i) 3L
WPFO g A A B 7R S EURRIRIR [9]. WIRTPTIE, AMCO FEI N RE & VA AN 24 1)
PR SBAR, 17 Kldckner ZE 5 LB AL, Klockner Z& 15 112 51 23 I\ A 30 E A 3 FH 3 24 (1)
P, B BB AE S R S R A, R R TP AR A DGR AR SR, EUR A R X 2 5
TR AEAE BEAT SEBRUE B, 28T e, L 11R RSN EMBE R 7. £ 11& A EREX T 1t
FPH BRI B E R DA SZ I, DR AR 2 T 8 2R e U A5 B T IR I B 8. 2%, L)
72 51 4% LAY S R BOR AR il R 3 8k e MR A0 1 B pl D AR, R T s . AR YU R T 2 R
Wi, JRETET 1712 22 B O JE e T SRR ol AT, 1 S Pk AR H T 1CSID JCY B
B A [ [10]

ARG H AR R v R 128 S BN TR S AR bl o S8 AR o S R 1
4 MINE (Maritime International Nominees Establishment) %, 7EAZEH, JLA I R & fE3E FHIE 24
P, DA R B A B R R 112 L SR U O (HARR R ITR AU, MEBELEEFE
R IR R R R E BN, N 2 DR B B R e, B E VRIS AR B AN
THLRERAL 0 7R S AURE e 5 MINE SBUNMEAL, 7E Wena Hotels 2811 Vivendi &, WZEM L]

RS R VERS B, AN SRR 77 DU AR IR PRy B RO B o i oK, 8 G T o R ek A7 S

PR AT 1L,

BRI, SRS B 1CSID 48 e s 0 B 2 bl s FAS R AR IR, R A M R A 9 e 5 = AR
P S5, 1CSID N I sk 7 — 5 P [11], (3% 1128 A 26U 21 th 16 22 AL BT R T %, 384
BRI g 5 7R 28 T8 — AU Y IR R 12, LD T 1ICSID S il B PR AN — 3k

2.1.3. WEBEZRIBIAMESLFEIR

M T2 Gl AR o AR R R 0 SE I e > B 2 e, A RAE S B RO R 1 1&R R
e - R AR A i B AXERE Y, 1CSID HURA ] FE BT RN 2R A B OGTE TR R, BAX
AT EVRIF SRR AP RCR . (HANRE RIS A, T 1R S/ Rk B B B A RCER ) T A2 R 1), K
RN, R ICSID i 24 35 AR T SR AT SRR IR Mg ok N 22 Rept FBOAT &, 3805 g
ARAR XA A IER R TR f S, RO (R A Z) 55 53 2K MIRARLE 1 49807 AN R IR

®Enron Creditors Recovery Corporation and Ponderosa Assets, L.P. v. Argentine Republic (2010) ICSID Case No. ARB/01/3, Decision on
Annulment, P 219, 30 July.

"Klockner Industrie-Anlagen GmbH and others v. United Republic of Cameroon and Société Camerounaise des Engrais (1983) ICSID Case
No. ARB/81/2, Award, 21 October. ICSID Reports, 2, 3.

8Klockner Industrie-Anlagen GmbH and others v. United Republic of Cameroon and Société Camerounaise des Engrais (1985) ICSID Case
No. ARB/81/2, Decision on Annulment, P 176, 3 May. ICSID Reports, 2, 161.

®Maritime International Nominees Establishment (MINE) v. Republic of Guinea (1989) ICSID Case No. ARB/84/4, Decision on Annulment,
PP 2.05, 6.38. ICSID Reports, 4, 95.

°Maritime International Nominees Establishment (MINE) v. Republic of Guinea (1989) ICSID Case No. ARB/84/4, Decision on Annulment,
PP 6.38-6.43. ICSID Reports, 4, 95-96.

“Compaiiia de Aguas del Aconquija S.A. and Vivendi Universal v. Argentine Republic (2002) ICSID Case No. ARB/97/3, Decision on
Annulment, P 115. ICSID Reports, 6, 371.

A 2 RINAE S AR Ve 2 J5 0 1128 U R R B AT S M B . LA 3, weiES, 5B 129 UL
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i1l £ LA He A Rosf i 12 12,

L1122 i o o A Va R SZ IR ) JAE CMIS 34581 1 B, fEARZ T, LR RaWfhAIN 7 “ R
JRE (R HE B /A AR BE1R 7 (the faulty legal reasoning of the original tribunal), 1B &3] (ALY 45 52
FAURT T RIEDSHRIVERER, L11RRSAR L E S B AR IR A R (B AR, Rt
LR IEA TR HRE Yo I W, fE5 ]2 R IRRE A B RSO T, ANEERR PRI
EEAEL 25 A SR 1) RV 1% (1 3 TO TR A TR 1Y), RS R 7 R TSR AR RORE, A SF IE TR R AN
{EHE P AL -4 80 T T

2.2. 4E ICSID i REREFERY B’

4F ICSID fii#th /& B e B A e B ZEAL AR 7, ASF T ICSID ot (HRARA L)) ShRrigs
fIHEF, A 1ICSID M e Rt g OGRSk, RIER T DA Bt B AT Rl ik & . w3
AT NI, — NP EIEBE R A H A 1ICSID Bk RO o 2 — AR E B A
IE ICSID ik AN SPAT & [12]. IUTBL  (E PR S BomJii5) A S R i U i & O
Zeuvr 2 E S E AP EGE TS, JRE M B2 IE[13]. (HEEE M ORI BT, 3R ICSID #ik
AP APt B T IR 5E

— 5T, VEBEAE F I A R RO BB SR QAT R AIE R bk . FESRZNET, A R LR
BUR AR 24 0 25 20 24 5577 G 2k LB [ B 8 0 ] e ) LR DA 22 S5 ) ) PR L R (R DR [14]
{E 2 it ] 5 3 e PR R BAT e [ O AR P B8 2R 0 i L RIS, L e ox 45 0 2% 20 A AR 55 AU SRR
TIE A EGEN (AL ALY FEHAME PR EEL, FFAERRFRARIR, RGN RE %R
U NFREBL B SR A B R B T35 3N R ide 2 R0 “ it 15, (R E i I ASRERM L 1%
BEfIE . PR fh R . Bk B PAT HUAE AR 3 A R T A AR 6 I AR MR, IR A SR e St U
R 7 2 o 2 OT B AT VR 0, s JCiE R — 2, FE AR R e 1O, TR T AR I E
BRI 2 R TR AFAE AT NI 77 o T DAL BR SR 2 e & o R s e s AT e 5@
MR T AU, AR THULE,  HEM R R)VA T ARG R & FR R AR LI IE 4.

Ty 5T, RGO R A R SR BB Sk L AT AR ATIE B~ IR o 0 FE SN T RO T T
B 58 A AN T T Rl ARk, A HH SCHF A BB I o 2 ks, DASEEINS FA BRI B SO R I
f£ BG EH, KEEALEE PR RS LRIUT “SCRR R BOR, BEmRemg 1 S5EE ik b i =ik
AR Vo BEAh, i E R AT M R R B SR L R4 2 [ R T REAFAE S & . {E SwenBalt
Zh, B SGEBO B ST AT RO R U HEAT T RNA A, MAEARZR S, B S VR IR
HREE 18, AL, R AR A b N 2 S R Ay BN, e U e DA ARAE 5 4 P L,
FEREA RS WA S5, 5 DL O 7] 3% & A 2 IRV

2.3. _EIFRBIRERIL UM

NFEEDIA 1SDS M A LI A L, 570 B R ITRE FE WL 1ISDS ik EYRHLAI[15]. {H LRl
HIRI SIS LR 1ISDS AR A DIRIESF Y« — 32 )m” JRNGE Rt i, % T EURHLE] I ARAFAE T 52 B

B (ERWALY) 5553 M. BRI ARG AW ST AFHEATAEAT_EIRBCRIUR A A LR 58 SMITEAT AR AR o BRI B
ANV RINE T UMF IERAT BB LLAN, R — 7 By FBAT ER R E . 7

14CMS Gas Transmission Company v. Argentine Republic (2007) ICSID Case No. ARB/01/8, Decision on Annulment, P 136, 25 September.
ICSID Reports, 14, 275-276.

Sanum Investments Ltd v Government of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (2016) SGCA 57, Judgment, para. 38.

16 (IR [ [ B 57 512 R 2 PN (2010 4E1BT) 58 18 %%«

Brief of Amicus Curiae The American Arbitration Association in Support of Petitioner in BG Group PLC v. Republic of Argentina, 18-26.
8Svea Court of Appeal (2002) Judgment given in Stockholm on 29 October 2002, Case No. 07192-01.
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H, AT EURHLRR S R AER R AR FEIRIUB IR HE AR B R E

2.3.1. EiRVBIBEITFiRES PRI RO —H1E

PETH A8 A I AR 538 0 — S0 2 o B RMLAR S N 3 A AT B e EURMLERIZE K
Wi v 2% L R 0 ] P v A 2 b R P A IE W R R I DDA, FE 93632 3 [ K 1) [ VAR & rp U v] DAY I
BRI R At ke B0 G0 B AR o BRI, 78 B VA R v VRBILAAS OO RT DU Rt T4 B e 4 1) 48,
AT CLIE R AR T S 050 T R 5 A O S A B b Ry A AR RS R B S E T - I AE E PRk AR R,
VRN B ORI ) SE R . 1 5B 5 4 43(World trade organizition, LR R A WTO) BRI 32
FIBLF VT (0 )5 R R e At L B 57 5 4 i e o LA S0 s R T T o A Tk, — S8 E SN B YRILEI AT
DA JoF %o 49 i 3 R AT 7 SR R AR SR A T IE S, R T O A IR A BRI — R IR,
T S S8 5t ] B 43 % ol 8 — S5k 5 m AL 20,

2.3.2. EIRHSIABITFRAMhEERER M

HERA RN — Bk 2 (B A7 AE RIBAE AN 8 R A8 R o R e m e B I W A A B A B e 2, JF
Hapk— BUE R SEIU AL SRR B RS R, DDy ok LA — 20k R RE U W 7 24 AT B B g3t B b 3k
ABURAE 8 03 17 R T B 1 R (HAZ TR I L, o EVRHLII Bk i B R T2 rT UL, R
HH VR A B B R BR > H 2 i 4 5 Ak w7 S B, i B RRE e T VR R O A R A
FIAR[16]. ALARIE, AL EVRHLEILE — R R LT DL E D e 0 i iR 5@, e T FE e e
PP TN A A 2 AT A2 fedE s BAR—EUEAGRERPE IS A6, (R S B
FERERPE SR, VRHLAR T R BRI RAT B TR T SRR (e ok 5 R [17].

3. SIALIFRHBITEEMRAYE < E)RE

NS R AR ERHILARGS [ B £ 5 b B S AL R 2 R ACR, 78 51N EVRFLIIHT 5 Z23he L
WORHE L, 73 3o L VRBLHI Ao AV EVRMLE AR L] 2 8 ) ¢ 28 DL R B RALERI R 75 8 24 R
ARSNGB

31 EIRNBIRSEESSE: AARFINEEHEE

“ YRR ORI R P B LS AR PR ) TR I P ), B B R ) R
WAERFR WA, 7 & EURHLE S AR R RO . 255 A E bR EURHLG S,
WTO 9 _EFALAL) - oA B i X6 470 B d 3 () AL ) o A 24, (BT S Sl i A U S e M I, 1 %2 [ B %
F AL T LB R B EE ) T S e A R SRS S ) e A AR HE BRI [18] - A EE UNCITRAL
= TR R & B 58 B URHLEI o Va8, KRBT R A PRI . 55— Rl A B 35k k
YRHLE ) o 2 VG A A R PR TV S AR R B8 RO s 0 S 5K AE HF A VA AE R R AR b, BRI
o A SN E AR 1 B AR SRR R R 22,

ASCONEE MR AT L, W1 WTO YRR R X 02 A R 5 = SR R (B0 IR AN Rk
YRHUA SR AE TS S A A B A 1], R URATLRG) B 2 e 52 7 o 7 S S ) R AN [19] o DR 9 7 SE2 B 2160 FH
A FESA BRI AE— BIOIARE, RATBe BN R X E S, Mo DUE T % 3 SR, 7w

®Morocco (2019) Submission of Morocco to UNCITRAL Working Group I11. UN Doc. No. A/CN.9/WG.I1I/WP.161, 1 March.

2sardinha, E. (2017) The Impetus for the Creation of an Appellate Mechanism. ICSID Review, 32(3).

ZWorld Trade Organization (1994) Understanding on Rules and Procedures Governing the Settlement of Disputes, Annex 2 of the Marrakesh
Agreement Establishing the World Trade Organization, Art. 17(6).

ZUNCITRAL Working Group 111 (2019) Possible Reform of Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS): Appellate and Multilateral Court
Mechanisms. UN Doc. A/CN.9/WG.111/WP.185, 4.
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N CAVE A IE F AR 0 B B RS L VRIS, RN G o A s i R0 B, Al S ) A 2
FPAERRNE, TR A BRI A TE TSR 52 BURE I, 33017 U A% 8] B3 8 sl ok Ry e A PR D — S50, 508
FBET_ YR A 3 E RN B R v 5 — Bt AR, )R 24 ARG o 1 S R 18] 1
SCRERRZ T LR XS S8 A U AR, A7 22 B A 4 S S ) 5 8 2 i DA B 7 Bl
H”PBREIA A 20 AT 2t BB 052 ) J o A A AT PR, RIEAT A A PR A ) 4 T
AT . BTIE CHBTRGIM AT S A, FRAER T R URHUAKT ) AT e R 1 BT R, M2 B R
HUAE) S U] 1= AT LA T Ao e A v e s Il R DA B v i 5 S S e A8 G i R, (AN [ 0
3 S [R5 0 B B bR HLRT S, STV MR . ARG H . BRI E KR AR SR e
EURHUR RLEEAT 700 H A X TS E W, MTE R P AR AR K H AR B A A
N 0T UESE PP« SR R R AT L 5 LI R 6 v M o R A G R R R T T, b
VRHLA R U b R LR RE T ], B AEAR G Ik BB B AN G FE . IR DGR B Bl 3 B e IR R A TE
FERE

A BT R A% O ANTE T AU X sk di 5 s ey, 7E T8I o0 2 o S bn e m 2 i 5 2% . B
Gt FVRFET A N SE A TR, SO G DR F S S i) 4 I ok R A T o K SR IR O VR IR AR R . T
U, ASCETK EURHUR SR RIS H A S A BA R A HE A R A 1
=R,

32. SINEIRNBIEREREEESS: DIFBRTNREAEHNS

A 561 (Stare Decisis) W] X 70 AP G 0L, — 4R 51 BEAE IR se B A e ], IFAER 51 FE sk
B e 22 96 1) 73 A S5y, 3 I8 BEVE AR B0 FH 1 — bk s — RAEAN IR T BRAE AR 5 0t L
FERBEAT R ECGER], B RS AK R d EF R ESERY, &M eIEIEEIE20]. &
R G S AN 2 PR B A EVRMLAR, L VR ISR 5B 01 2070 HF L) R A S8 o B SR ABL S A R b e
g b, RS0 MNAT BY Tt D3R T E PR BE s — bk, (EAE [ PR B A e L URHL SO AR
KT EYRHLEI GG 2 75 7 LG e 01X — MR 2B 3R, LR AN 2 B
Sl 1, FLAUNIN 4 2 75 B A 1] 5o [ AT] B b R AR 2 A T o UL R SCREE ORI
ZUEE UL R AT S SRIR L, O BRSSO T Z (M BAR I Gy o 20 S
HIEsRI, W PR TR RGNS S ACRRE, R A e Dy [ BRI B i R R G K
JERARF AR [21]. 55 SR INN, EVRERN S B 5e %07, CMET ARt i m s — Bk
AR ISR N, AR SRS B S B AL R T 24307 B 2B N BARER N, DR [ B 35 58 i e e
S b T P AER A e R AL, R D3R TR [ BRI R R R R K DA, N AT IE R S
(2 3k [l B B3 ik st R JE 1 3L 55 [22]

AR A SRR W R, RIVSORE [ B 50 B A ke _E ML AR mh i 37 BAT I 3 o 77 R R S 1 i 2
HIZIFAS R T\ L VRE o i — B B e . AR, L URBLRESAT 5K AN RT3 G b 2 —
“HRIEIEBIRERL” 5 SR EE S BRI BAE G EARZ B A BR AN AR, HAERIERR . &
AT B WA B RIS T, T3t T2 e A _Ersik[23].

HAZRIN, “ARIEIGEH” 5 “YER—BUE” Z AR NAETK . 25 il BRI IE R ),
YU i SR SR AT R (B B N, — BRIt R B MR AE BB S i BE AR, T A IR AT MIE R
B s (IR IR ZCHI A Ay, U ST B A i R RS AR B A, T 4 2% 20 R B DT IO TR, A [ B

BUNCITRAL Working Group 111 (2020) Appellate Mechanism and Enforcement Issues [EB/OL]. UN Doc. A/CN.9/WG.I1I/WP.202. UN-
CITRAL.
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BEEREHE A FLICAER BZERIILT, ol T — 1 XU [24] .

B, OB BT ARAE S TE el 5 TR R LB T, TR Y
X EARSRAMATIR T, W — B IFLANURIRTI A — Bk H—, R EURHUMAE i B R E 37
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TEZRET, G205 AT DK TS 58 5e HE B Ya itk B URHLEI IR 9 28 JL 3R 2 Qb 1 iz R 4 4 W
PRI G LA, AR KRS E EURMLEI RN 1SDS F LA A SR o, AR AL B B R

2CETA, Art. 8.28(2). EU-Singapore IPA, Art. 3.19(1). EU-Vietnam IPA, Art. 3.54(1). TTIP textual proposal, Art. 29(1).

ZComprehensive Economic and Trade Agre ement betwe en the European Union and Canada (signed on 30 October 2016, entered into force
provisionaly on 21September 2017) (CETA); EU-Singapore Investment Protection Agrement (signed on 19 October 2018, not yet entered into
force) (EU-Singapore IPA); EU-Vietnam Investment Protection Agrement (signed on 30 June 2019, not yet entered into force) (EU-Vietnam
IPA); New EU-Mexico Agrement in Principle (announced on 21 April 2018, not yet signed) (EU-Mexico Agrement in Principle).

BCETA, Art. 8.18(1) & Art. 8.28(1).
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Z'UNCITRAL Working Group 11 (2019) Possible Reform of Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS): Appellate and Multilateral Court
Mechanisms. UN Doc. A/CN.9/WG.111/WP.185, 8-9.

BUNCITRAL. Possible Reform of Investor-State Dispute Settlement [EB/OL]. 2019-07-18.

BCETA, Art. 8.27(2).
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%®United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL) (2016) UNCITRAL Secretariat Guide on the Convention on the
Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards (New York, 1958).

$Morocco (2019) Submission from the Government of Morocco to UNCITRAL Working Group I11. UN Doc. A/CN.9/WG.III/WP.161, 1
March. UNCITRAL Working Group II1.
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