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SUMMARY OF FACTS 

 

LAOC : 

The Republic of Laoc (―Laoc‖) is a small developed state
1
Laoc is a parliamentary 

republic. The Laocan government is elected by the Parliament, which in turn, is 

established via direct elections.
2
 Domestic electricity production in Laoc is dominated by 

coal-fired power plants, which are supplied by locally extracted coal from the more inland 

lying areas.
3
 Laoc expected further growth of its domestic economy and, to remain 

independent from electricity imports and support its local coal industry, it was primarily 

interested in receiving investments in new coal-fired power plants.
4
 

 

MERCURIA: 

Mercuria is a country neighbouring Laoc and also a Contracting Party to the ASNEC 

CHARTER, ASNEC EIT, Seoul Agreement, GNB and MFNB are investors who resides 

in Mercuria 

 

GNB : 

Much like MFNB, GNB is a joint-stock company. All significant shareholders of GNB 

are large institutional investors from Europe and the United States
5
 

 

MFNB : 

In late 2010, Mercurian First National Bank JSC (―MFNB‖), a joint-stock company with 

a generally high-quality business loans, which had a long-standing relationship with 

Mountaintop The Ticadia-1 loan amounted to 10% of the MFNB debt portfolio. Most 

major shareholders of MFNB are large institutional investors from Europe and the United 

States. Given the substantial amount of financing, representatives of MFNB were present 

at all relevant meetings with the Laocan government.
6
 

 

MOUNTAINTOP: 

                                                 
1
 Facts, ¶ 1 

2
 Facts, ¶ 2 

3
 Facts, ¶ 5 

4
 Facts, ¶ 6 

5
 Facts, ¶ 30 

6
 Facts, ¶ 13 



Mountaintop Investments LLC (―Mountaintop‖) is a company incorporated in the 

Republic of Mercuria,
7
 Mountaintop is a investor that specialises in long-term 

investments into conventional power generation installations, . Mountaintop has a good 

reputation in its sector and uses both its own financial resources and external financing 

for its projects.
8
 

 

TICADIA-1 AND TICADIA-1 LLC: 

Ticadia-1LLC is the borrower under the financing agreement, which its assets are 

Ticadia-1 Power Plant, Ticadia-1 supposed lifetime is 40 years, and supposed to caught to 

its break-even as in the financing agreement point circa 20 years 

 

FINANCING AGREEMENT: 

On 1 December 2010, Financing Agreement N° 0940394 (―Financing Agreement‖) was 

concluded between the subsidiary of Mountaintop — Ticadia-1 LLC — and MFNB itself. 

The Financing Agreement is secured by a pledge of the shares in Ticadia-1 LLC as well 

as a pledge of the future power plant building and related assets
9
 

 

ASSIGNMENT AGREEMENT: 

on 1 July 2017, MFNB and Goliath National Bank JSC (―GNB‖) concluded an 

Assignment Agreement according to which the rights under the Financing Agreement 

with Ticadia-1 LLC, all claims against Mountaintop as well as the rights to claim 

compensation from Laoc under the ASNEC Energy Investment Treaty were assigned to 

GNB in exchange for USD 150,000,000 (i.e. 25% of the original amount of the loan 

given by MFNB to Ticadia-1 LLC).
10

 

 

LAW 66/2016: 

After some parliamentary debates and despite a wave of country-wide protests from 

workers in the coal industry and LWM members, on 6 July 2016, the Laocan Parliament 

implements the Coal Directive by enacting Law 66/2016 ―on the Phase-out of Coal 

                                                 
7
 Facts, ¶ 9 

8
 Facts, ¶ 10 

9
 Facts, ¶ 14 

10
 Facts, ¶ 30 



Energy on the Territory of the Republic of Laoc‖ (―Law 66/2016‖) prohibiting coal-fired 

power plants by 31 December 2028
11

 

 

LAW 72/2016: 

After the introduction of the Coal Directive, Laoc finds itself in a difficult situation as its 

domestic electricity generation is dominated by coal-fired power plants. Following the 

adoption of 1515 Law 66/2016, LEU also finds itself in a difficult position. Against that 

background, LEU devises the so-called ―Energy Transition Plan‖, which envisages 

massive investments into renewables sector from the Laocan budget. Using its 

parliamentary majority, on 5 December 2016, LEU adopts Law 72/2016 ―on Energy 

Transition‖
12

 

 

ASNEC EIT: 

ASNEC EIT is a treaty  Treaty Concerning the Encouragement and Reciprocal Protection 

of Investments in the ASNEC Region which have the aim and purposes to the importance 

of sustaining economic growth and development in the ASNEC Region through joint 

efforts in promoting intra-ASNEC investment flows; and the need to encourage and 

create stable, equitable, favourable and transparent conditions for Investors of other 

Contracting Parties to make Investments in the ASNEC Region. 

 

ASNEC CHARTER: 

Asnec Charter is Regional Economic Cooperation between various nations, including 

Laoc, Wellflacon and Mercuria, ASNEC CHARTER serves as a basis or the legal 

framework under ASNEC to implement it legal acts of the association and more.
13

 

 

ASNEC DIRECTIVE: 

Asnec Directive is one of the legal acts under ASNEC CHARTER, the directive itself is 

binding upon states however, the method of implementation is depends on the host state 

itself.
14

 

 

MR. JI YEONG: 

                                                 
11

 Facts, ¶ 23 
12

 Facts, ¶ 24 
13

 Exhibit R-3 
14

 Exhibit C-7 



Mr. Ji Yeong is a regional governor in the laocan government, which have a mandate to 

facilitate and assist the development of the economy and business on the territory of his 

or her municipality and considered to be direct extension of the power of the 1785 Laocan 

Government for the territory of his or her municipality.
15

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
15

 POR 3 ¶ 1 



PART ONE: CHALLENGE OF ARBITRATOR 

 

I. RESPONDENT’S DOUBTS TOWARDS MR. MASON IS UNREASONABLE 

1. Respondent may argue that Mr. Mason hasn‘t disclose his previous cases and that 

raised doubts of his partiality and independence in the present case. However, Claimant 

submits that [1] Mr. Mason doesn't have any duty to disclose, or alternatively, [2] Third 

person test is not fulfiled, thus Mr. Mason is proven to be partial and dependence under 

international arbitration law. 

1. MR MASON DOESN’T HAVE ANY DUTY TO DISCLOSE  

2. It is a fundamental principle in international arbitration that every arbitrator must be, 

and must remain, dependence and partial of the parties and the dispute. ‗Independence‘ is 

generally considered to be concerned with questions arising out of the relationship 

between an arbitrator and one of the parties, whether financial or otherwise. This is 

thought to be susceptible to an objective test, because it has nothing to do with an 

arbitrator‘s (or prospective arbitrator‘s) state of mind. 
16

 

3. Need to be noted, that disclosure does not imply the existence of a conflict of interest; 

nor should it by itself result either in a disqualification of the arbitrator, or in a 

presumption regarding disqualification.
17

  

4. A later challenge based on the fact that an arbitrator did not disclose such facts or 

circumstances should not result automatically in non appointment, later disqualification or 

a successful challenge to any award. Nondisclosure cannot by itself make an arbitrator 

partial or lacking independence: only the facts or circumstances that he or she failed to 

disclose can do so.
18

 

5. By contrast, the concept of ‗impartiality‘ is considered to be connected with actual or 

apparent bias of an arbitrator—either in favour of one of the parties, or in relation to the 

issues in dispute. Impartiality is thus a subjective and more abstract concept than 

independence, in that it involves primarily a state of mind.
19

 The same distinction can be 

                                                 
16

 Redfern 2, p. 254. 
17

 Explanatory notes, p. 18. 
18

 Ibid. 
19

 Ibid. See also: Kluwer. 



found in Black’s Law Dictionary, which defines ―impartial‖
20

 as ―unbiased‖, 

―disinterested‖, and ―independent‖
21

 as ―not subject to the control or influence of another‖. 

6. Claimant therefore submits that Mr. Mason doesn‘t have any duty to disclose for [A] 

Respondent‘s allegations are unfounded and [B] In any event, similarity of cases in 

question is not a subject to disclosure. 

2. RESPONDENT’S ALLEGATIONS ARE UNFOUNDED 

 

7. To determine whether an arbitrator is partial and independence, international 

arbitration law recognize a duty to disclose.
22

 Because of varying considerations with 

respect to disclosure the proper standard for disclosure may be different. A purely 

objective test for disclosure exists in the majority of the jurisdictions analysed (in this 

case, KCAB Rules)
23

 and in the UNCITRAL Model Law.
24

 

8. The obvious risk is that disclosure statements are not being made on the same basis, 

for, in this case, KCAB Rules nor UNCITRAL, doesn‘t define such conditions that needed 

to be disclosed. The IBA decided to tackle this issue ‗head-on‘ in its 2004 Guidelines on 

Conflicts of Interest in International Commercial Arbitration, which proved relatively 

sucessful. The IBA subsequently updated the Guidelines in light of experience in practice 

and, on October 2014, issued its revised Guidelines on Conflicts of Interest in 

International Arbitration (―IBA Guidelines‖) 

9. In the Guidelines, it aimed to establish a common set of principles that would address 

concrete situations and thus avoid the risk of arbitrators from different cultures applying a 

radically different standard of disclosure upon appointment.
25

 

10. VCLT recognize supplementary means of interpretation in order to confirm a treaty‘s 

ordinary meaning.
26

 The word ‗supplementary‘ emphasizes that article 32 does not 

provide for alternative, autonomous, means of interpretation but only for means to aid an 

interpretation governed by the principles contained in article.
27

  

                                                 
20

 Garner, p. 767. 
21

 Ibid., p. 785. 
22

 Explanatory Notes. 
23

 KCAB Rules, Art. 10. 
24

 UNCITRAL Model Law, Art. 12. 
25

 Redfern 1, p. 270. 
26

 VCLT, Art. 32. 
27

 VCLT Commentary. 



11. In the case of hand, Claimant adds IBA Guidelines as a supplementary means to 

identify limitations where such disclosure is needed, for this Guidelines is recognized in 

international arbitration cases
28

 thus reflecting customary international law. 

12. This Guidelines divides a non-exhaustive list of ‗circumstances‘ into four separate 

colour groups, which have also been practiced in SCC when assessing related matters.
29

 

However in the present case, according to Respondent‘s allegation towards Mr. Mason, 

Claimant submits that Mr. Mason‘s previous experiences are not subject to disclosure 

under the ―Orange list‖ of the Guidelines. 

13. The ―Orange list‖ is a non-exhaustive list of specific situations that, depending on the 

facts of a given case, may, in the eyes of the parties, give rise to doubts as to the 

arbitrator‘s impartiality or independence.
30

 Respondent may contest the fact that some 

situations that is mentioned under the ―Orange list‖ also reflected in the present case, 

however, Claimant submits to the contrary. 

14. Firstly, Respondent is contesting the fact of whether the present case is similar with 

Hewer Plants JSC nor C-Energy LLC v. Wellfalcon, case which he is also appointed as an 

arbitrator. However, Claimant submits that Respondent cannot use the aforementioned 

case as the foundation of the respondent allegation, since the award concerning the case is 

not yet published
31

 which left the outcome of the proceedings to Respondent‘s assumption, 

for there is no certainty regarding the deliberation of the Tribunal towards the case in 

question, which cant be applied as a basis to demand such disclosure. 

15. As emphasized in Compania,
32

 that the challenging party must rely on the established 

facts "not on any mere speculation or inference‖. Thus, Respondent first allegation 

towards Mr. Mason is unfounded. 

16. Secondly, Respondent may argue that Mr. Mason has formed a firm opinion on the 

matters at issue in the present case through his statement in social media,
33

 thus it raised 

doubts of his impartiality and independence among Respondent. However, it is Claimant‘s 

submission that Mr. Mason retweeted an article that is a public domain and respondent 

cannot interpret the tweet more than that, since the tweet is not posted for a bad purpose. 

                                                 
28

 Perenco; PLC; Telekom; W LTD; Tampico; etc. 
29

 Havedal, p. 5. 
30

 IBA Guidelines, p. 18. 
31

 Exhibit R-9. 
32

 Compania. 
33

 Exhibit R-10. 



17. Moreover, Tribunal in Perenco
34

 stated, that ―the Guidelines do not provide for 

breach of confidentiality as a ground for disqualification of an arbitrator‖. As in this case, 

it is clear that Mr. Mason did not say anything that revealed confidential information from 

the arbitration.
35

 

18. Lastly, Respondent is bothered by Mr. Mason‘s interview in ―The Arbitration 

Station‖. Respondent argues that Mr. Mason is showing that he ―does not consider 

environmental law arguments relevant and distrusts states in the exercise of their 

regulatory powers‖ through the record.
36

 However, Claimant submits that Respondent 

overinterpreted the interview, thus Mr. Mason‘s statement is exaggerated. 

19. Reflecting the record, it is undisputable that Mr. Mason was only giving career advice 

to young practicioners  

20. Falls within the ―Green list‖ of the Guidelines
37

 for Mr. Mason‘s statement and the 

interview‘s topic doesn‘t have any relation with the present case, thus Mr. Mason‘s 

interview in ―The Arbitration Station‖ is not subject to disclosure and Respondent‘s 

allegations are unfounded. 

B. IN ANY EVENT, SIMILARITY OF CASES IN QUESTION IS NOT A SUBJECT TO 

DISCLOSURE  

21. Even if the Tribunal finds that cases in question are similar, Claimant submits that 

similarity in arbitration cases within one field is not a subject to disclosure. 

22. The Guidelines in its Explanatory Notes stated that, ―…if in such fields it is the 

custom and practice for parties to frequently appoint the same arbitrator in different cases, 

no disclosure of this fact is required…‖.
38

 In the present case, it is known that since the 

enactment of ASNEC Directive, there was significant increase in investment arbitration 

related to the coal directive..
39

 Since the substance of the case is very specific and requires 

arbitrator that are an expert in the relevant cases, it has high chance that the cases related 

to the coal directive are adjudicated by the same arbitrator time after time. 

23. Moreover, it is known that Mr mason have a brilliant track record,
40

 making him as 

one of the exceptional arbitrator adjudicating recent distinguished cases. Of all the cases 

he has appointed as an arbitrator, he is known that he has served as an arbitrator in two 

                                                 
34

 Perenco,¶63. 
35

 Exhibit R-8. 
36

 Ibid.  
37

 Explanatory Notes, p. 25 
38

 Ibid., p. 23. 
39

 Exhibit R-9. 
40

 Facts, p. 53. 



cases that have relevant issues, and there was no issue arises from it Thus, in any event, 

Claimant remains at its standing, that is, has no duty to disclose such matters. 

2. ALTERNATIVELY, THIRD PERSON TEST IS NOT FULFILED 

24. Alternatively, UNCITRAL requires a ―third person test‖ as provided under Article 12 

of the Treaty.
41

 The test it particularly available to justify doubts that might arise between 

parties.
42

 For instance, Telekom Malaysia
43

and PLC
44

 emphasized the 2
nd

 standard of the 

Guidelines which stated, that doubts are justifiable, if a reasonable and informed third 

party would reach the conclusion that there was a likelihood that the arbitrator may be 

influenced by factors other than the merits of the case as presented by the parties in 

reaching his or her decision.
45

 

25. It is undisputabe that in the present case, there has been absence of the third person‘s 

objectivity, thus the test is not fulfilled and Respondent‘s doubts are unreasonable. 

26. It is need to be noted that, replacement of arbitrator shall be taken as a last resort, as 

stated in Urbaser,
46

 that for such a challenge to succeed, there must be a showing that such 

opinion or position is supported by factors related to and supporting a party to the 

arbitration (or a party closely related to such party), by a direct or indirect interest of the 

arbitrator in the outcome of the dispute, or by a relationship with any other individual 

involved, such as a witness or fellow arbitrator. 

27. For there has been no mentioned conditions above arised in the present case, thus 

Claimant submits that Mr. Mason doesn‘t have to be replaced and Respondent‘s challenge 

towards Mr. Mason is unsuccessful. 

  

                                                 
41

 UNCITRAL, Art. 12. 
42

 Explanatory Notes, p. 5. 
43

 Telekom. 
44

 PLC. 
45

 IBA Guidelines, 2
nd

 Standard. 
46

 Urbaser, ¶45. 



PART TWO: JURISDICTION  

 

I. CLAIMANT IS ENTITLED TO BRING CLAIMS OVER THE TRIBUNAL 

1. International investment law is becoming densely-populated with rules and 

standards.
47

 Since the 1990s, there has been a veritable explosion of international 

investment agreements (IIA), leading to the increasing ―treatification‖ of this field of law.
48

 

However, the growing number of IIA-related cases is also tremendous,
49

 as faced by both 

parties in the present case. 

2. An arbitral tribunal may only validly resolve those disputes that the parties have 

agreed that it should resolve. This rule is an inevitable and proper consequence of the 

voluntary nature of arbitration. In consensual arbitration, the authority or competence of the 

arbitral tribunal comes from the agreement of the parties; indeed, there is no other source 

from which it can come.
50

 

3. Claimant submits that the Tribunal has jurisdiction to hear Claimant‘s claims for [1] 

Assignment of rights under Assignment Agreement is lawful, thus [2] Claimant has a 

protected investment within Laoc. 

1. ASSIGNMENT OF RIGHTS UNDER ASSIGNMENT AGREEMENT IS LAWFUL 

 

4. To answer the question of whether Claimant has right to bring claims against 

Respondent under EIT, the Tribunal asserted In Azurix,
51

 that adjudicating a treaty dispute 

is entitled to consider the contractual aspects of the dispute without challenging the 

characterization of a claim from treatybased to contract-base, to the extent of such issues 

that involve the interpretation or analysis of facts related to performance under the 

Concession Agreement are relevant to a breach of the obligations of the Respondent under 

the Treaty. 

5. Claimant submits that where a contractual right to receive payment has been validly 

assigned to a third party, other rights deriving from the original contract are automatically 
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transferred with the assigned right.
52

 This rule is commonly referred to as the ‗automatic 

transfer rule‘.
53

 

6. As stated in the treaty claim SG,
54

 which decided under UNCITRAL Arbitration 

Rules, the tribunal concluded that this has become a normal feature of a global economy 

and the transfers are not as such disqualified from treaty protection. 

7. Nevertheless, according to the same Tribunal, it stated that "a claimant must have the 

nationalty of the relevant Contracting Part at the time of the breach ... unless a different rule 

is expressed, and it will apply whether the claim is introduced direcdy by the individual or 

company concerned or by the State of nationalty on its behalf.‖
55

 

8. Moreover, as discussed in Vivendi, even if in dictum, set a limit to the application of 

investment treaties to these transactions. One such limit is that the transaction in question 

must be a bona fide transaction and not devised to allow a national of a State not qualifying 

for protection under a treaty to obtain an inappropriate jurisdictional advantage otherwise 

unavailable by transferring its rights after-the-fact to a qualifying national, as occurred in 

Mihaly and Banro.
56

 

9. This is reflecting the case at hand, for treaty claims weigh heavily to the question of 

nationality, both MFNB and GNB resides in Mercuria which is a contracting party under 

EIT.
57

 

10. The assignment agreement between MFNB and GNB was done in purpose for 

avoiding insolvency
58

 and not done for illegitimate purposes such as gaining inappropriate 

jursidictional advantage, therefore the claimant indeed have the rights to file for arbitration 

under the EIT. 

11. In the extent of Assignment Agreement that governed under the Laws of the Republic 

of Mercuria,
59

 where MFNB thereby assigns and tranfers all its rights and claims arising 

from the Financing Agreement to Claimant, including any potential claims against 

Mountaintop and Laoc.
60

  

12. According to Financing Agreement, MFNB may assign all rights under the 

Agreement to any third party at any point in time after the Agreement executed. It also 
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stated that MFNB does not need any consent from Ticadia-1 LLC nor Mountaintop for such 

assignment.
61

  

13. Reviewing AMCO vs Indonesia
62

 with regard to the question of transfer or assignment 

of rights, it stated that: "The right to avail oneself of arbitration is tied to the investment and 

can therefore be transferred at the same time as the shares, provided that the host State 

approved the transfer of the shares" – to which some decisions have added: provided it did 

not oppose the assignment. 

14. MFNB rights to file for arbitration under EIT is tied to its investment, which later 

transferred by MFNB to GNB through the assignment agreement.
63

 As a result, GNB is now 

the custodian of the rights to claim repayment of the loan under the financing agreement as 

well the potential claims entailed by those rights. 

15. Recognizing that Financing Agreement is governed under the Laws of the 

Respondent,
64

 and the legal validity of Financing Agreement is undisputable,
65

 

Respondent‘s arguments regarding invalidity of assignment of claims by Claimant‘s 

predecessor is unfounded, for Respondent has explicitly gave consent to it. 

16. Claimant is therefore have every right to file for arbitration under EIT, for Claimant is 

the legal successor of MFNB and its former rights under the financing agreement including 

its pledges and potential claims has been lawfully assigned. 

2. CLAIMANT HAS A PROTECTED INVESTMENT WITHIN LAOC 

 

17. According to VCLT, a treaty shall be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the 

ordinary meaning of the treaty.
66

 Therefore, to identify Claimant‘s standing in the present 

case, Claimant submits that [A] Claimant is a protected investor and [B] has made an 

investment as interpreted with the ordinary meaning of Article I EIT. 

A. CLAIMANT IS A PROTECTED INVESTOR UNDER EIT 

18. To determine whether an investor enjoys investment treaty protection, an applicable 

treaty between the State where the investment was made and the home State of the investor 

must be identified. An issue may arise as to whether investment prior to the date on which 
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the Investment Treaty (―IT‖) came into effect are eligible for protection under the IT.
67

 

However, it is not the case at hand, for EIT clearly stated that the Treaty shall also apply to 

investments made prior to its entry into force.
68

 

19. In cases such as Saluka
69

 and Chevron,
70

 the Tribunal emphasize that a Tribunal can 

only define the meaning of ―investor‖ based on definition on the applicable Investment 

Agreement. In this case, Article I (4) (b) of EIT defined investor of a contracting party as 

―company or other organisation organised in accordance with the law applicable in that 

Contracting Party‖.
71

 

20. To define ―organised‖, Claimant refers to Black’s Law Dictionary, where it means 

―To operate in an efficient or methodical manner‖.
72

 In the present case, Claimant is a 

company organised in accordance with the law applicable in Mercuria,
73

 for it has registered 

its office within the territory of Mercuria.
74

 Thus, Claimant is a protected investor under 

EIT.  

B. Claimant Has Made An Investment Within Laoc 

21. Under Article I (1) of EIT, investment means ―every kind of asset owned or 

controlled by Investors of a Contracting Party, either directly or indirectly, outside that 

Contracting Party‘s area but within the Area in terms of Article I (6) (b)‖.
75

  The term 

―Area‖ is defined as ―…the Areas of the Member States of such Organisation,…‖
76

 where 

in the case at hand, Laoc.  

22. In particular, investments also include ―claims to money and claims to performance 

pursuant to contract having an economic value and associated with an investment‖,
77

 where 

an investment refers to ―any investment associated with an Economic Activity in the Energy 

Sector‖.
78
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23. Moreover, Economic Activity in the Energy Sector defined as ―economic activity 

concerning the exploration, extraction, or sale of any energy resources (including natural 

resources), materials, installations and products.‖, where in the present case, T-1.
79

 

24. To identify Claimant‘s standing over T-1, it has to be known that under Financing 

Agreement, MFNB is identified as the Lender, which it granted financing in the amount of 

USD 600,000,000.00 to T-1 LLC for the construction of the 850 MW coal-fired power plant 

T-1 Power Plant in Ticadia, Laoc.
80

 

25. The Agreement also asserted that if, at any point in time, the value of assets of 

Ticadia-1 LLC drops by more than 25%, the Lender shall be entitled to ask for additional 

security to be provided within 30 days. If Ticadia 1-LLC or the Guarantor (Mountaintop) 

provides no such additional security, the Lender shall have the right to demand immediate 

repayment of the Loan Amount.
81

 

26. Moreover, it is stated by the Tribunal in CSOB
82

, that a loan may constitute an 

investment if it contributes substantially to the economic development of a State. It is 

undisputable that the loan given by MFNB contributes substantially to the economic 

development of Laoc, for experts say that the median electricity bill in Laoc will 

immediately decrease by 15% once T-1 starts operating.
83

 It is showing a substantial effect 

of MFNB‘s investment.  

27. Thus, Claimant submits that hereby defined as an investor and have made an 

investment under Article I of EIT, for MFNB have assigned all of its rights to Claimant 

through Assignment Agreement.  

28. For all the aforementioned reasons, Claimant respectfully asks the Tribunal to dismiss 

Respondent‘s objections, assert its jurisdiction and adjudicate upon the claims of the 

dispute. 
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PART THREE: ATTRIBUTION 

I. LOSS SUFFERED BY CLAIMANT IS NOT ATTRIBUTABLE TO ASNEC  

29. Respondent may argue that the act enacted by Laoc is attributed to ASNEC, however 

Claimant submits that [1] ASNEC is not responsible for Respondent‘s actions and in any 

event, [2] Ji Yeong is attributable to Laoc.  

1. ASNEC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR RESPONDENT’S ACTIONS 

30. Respondent might argue that Laoc imposed obligation under Article 1 of Law 72 for 

ASNEC independently setting its NDC to cut emissions by at least 50% below 2012 levels 

by 2030 within its Directive.
84

 However, ASNEC within its Charter has given options for 

its Directive implementation to its Member States respectfully.
85

 

31. Respondent may rely its argument to Article 115 (3), where stated that a directive 

shall be binding as to the result to be achieved, upon each Member State to which it is 

addressed, however, Respondent may not deny the fact that in the same Article ASNEC 

gives authority to States independently, as we quote ―..but shall leave to the national 

authorities the choice of form and methods.‖.
86

 

32. In the present case, Respondent chose to impose Law 72, and the imposement of this 

law impairs Claimant‘s rights as an investor which will be addressed further below.
87

 

Thus, the attribution lies solely to Laoc, for ASNEC has given authority for States 

independently to chose its own form and methods to comply with the Directive. 

2. IN ANY EVENT, JI YEONG IS ATTRIBUTABLE TO LAOC 

 

33. Respondent may argue that ASNEC has violated Claimant‘s legitimate expectation 

for ASNEC is also a party to EIT. However, Claimant submits that the attribution lies 

solely on Respondent for the legitimate expectation described below
88

 was created by Ji 

Yeong, which is attributed to Respondent and not ASNEC. 

34. The attribution rules of the ILC Articles, being part of the customary international 

law,
89

 constitute general rules of attribution under which both wrongful and non-wrongful 
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acts can be attributed to States.
90

 To acknowledge Ji Yeong‘s conducts, Claimant refers to 

Article 4 of the ILC which states the first principle of attribution for the purposes of State 

responsibility in international law—that the conduct of an organ of the State is attributable 

to that State. The reference to a ―State organ‖ covers all the individual or collective entities 

which make up the organization of the State and act on its behalf. It includes an organ of 

any territorial governmental entity within the State on the same basis as the central 

governmental organs of that State: this is made clear by the final phrase.
91

 

35. The reference to a State organ in article 4 is intended in the most general sense. It is 

not limited to the organs of the central government, to officials at a high level or to persons 

with responsibility for the external relations of the State. It extends to organs of 

government of whatever kind or classification, exercising whatever functions, and at 

whatever level in the hierarchy, including those at provincial or even local level. No 

distinction is made for this purpose between legislative, executive or judicial organs.
92

 

36. No doubt lower-level officials may have a more restricted scope of activity and they 

may not be able to make final decisions. But conduct carried out by them in their official 

capacity is nonetheless attributable to the State for the purposes of article 4.
93

 

37. In the present case, Ji Yeong, governor of Ticadia received mandate to facilitate and 

assist the development of the economy and business on the territory of his municipality.
94

 

Moreover each Ticadian Governor is also directly responsible for supervising the activities 

of the Laocan authorities within his jurisdiction.
95

 

38. Ji Yeong was actively looking for investors
96

 and strived to convince countries 

neighbouring Laoc that the operation of T1 would benefit the interest of the nation
97

 and 

would bear fundamental importance for the economic development of the region
98

 

39. By the fact it is clear that Ji Yeong created claimants legitimate expectations under the 

power of its government and not ASNEC as an organisation. 

40. Therefore Claimant submits, that ASNEC is not attributable for Laoc‘s conducts and 

the attribution lies solely on the Respondent. 

 

                                                 
90

 Newcombe, p. 461; Wälde, p. 218; Kardassopoulos, ¶274–80. 
91

 ILC 1, p. 40. 
92

 Salvador, p. 477. See also: Chattin; Treaty of Peace. 
93

 ILC 1, p. 41. 
94

 PO 3, ¶ 1 
95

 Ibid 
96

 Ibid 
97

 Exhibit C-5 
98

 Ibid 



PART FOUR 

MERITS 

 

1. Having assumed to jurisdiction, Claimant invites the Tribunal to find that the 

promulgation of Law 66/2016 violated Respondent obligations to treat Claimant fairly 

and equitably (FET), as provided in Article II (1) ASNEC EIT. 

 

I. RESPONDENT FAILED TO ACCORD CLAIMANT FAIR AND 

EQUITABLE TREATMENT 

 

2. The FET clause contained in Article 2.1 of the ASNEC EIT provides in so many words: 

 

 ―Each Contracting Party shall accord at all times to Investments of Investors of other 

Contracting Parties fair and equitable treatment[...]required by international law” 

 

3. The concept of fair and equitable treatment (―FET‖) based on international law has been a 

long-standing doctrinal debate
99

 but it is a truism that customary international law is able 

to evolve
100

 through state practices,
101

 implying the terms ―fair and equitable treatment‖ 

envisage conduct which goes far beyond the conventional minimum standard and afford 

protection to a greater extent and according to a much more objective standard than any 

previously employed form of words.
102

 

4. It is however widely recognized that the principle of good faith underlies FET.
103

 The 

general principle of customary international law that States must act in good faith is thus a 

useful measurement for FET standard. While its precise ambit is not easily articulated, a 

number of categories of frequent application may be observed from past cases.
104

 These 

include such notions as compliance with contractual obligations, 105
 protection of 

legitimate expectations,
106

 and freedom from discriminatory and arbitrary measures.
107
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Claimant asserts that Laoc has violated the generally recognised ―strands‖ of the fair and 

equitable treatment. 

5. Therefore Under the article 2.1 ASNEC EIT the Respondent had the obligation to first 

Treat the investment fairly and equitably, second to ensure constant protection and 

security, third Laoc must ensure no unreasonable or discriminatory measures impaired 

Claimants disposal of their investments 

6. Claimant submits that the  restriction on coal-fired power plants  by Laoc has (1) frustrated 

Claimants legal expectations,(2) failed to ensure protection and security; and (3) done so 

in a discriminatory and unreasonable manner, which constitutes a breach under Asnec EIT 

1. ADOPTION OF LAW 66 FRUSTRATED CLAIMANTS EXPECTATIONS OF A STABLE 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

7. Respondent had been encouraging Claimants legitimate expectation by promising 

Claimant a stable legal framework (A) only to demolish them by abruptly altering the 

regulatory framework with the sudden promulgation of Law 66/2016 (B) 

A. CLAIMANT EXPECTED A STABLE LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

8. Claimant basic expectations of a predictable framework concerning investment climate 

can be traced to the representations of the state
108

. In the light of investors‘ legitimate 

expectation, International arbitral tribunals have identified the protection of investors‘ 

legitimate expectations as the ‗dominant element‘.
109

 Judge Wälde also stressed the role of 

legitimate expectations as an important part of the fair and equitable treatment (FET)
110

 

Claimant relied on the findings of Tecmed Tribunal that investors basic expectation 

includes the host state to act in  ―in a consistent manner and free from ambiguity.
111

 

Especially in cases of long term investment, such as the one Claimant made on the 

territory of Laoc in 2010.
112

 Failure to ensure consistency to upheld commitments made by 

the host state, are breaches to FET Standard. 

9. As explained by the tribunal in LG&E the investor‘s fair expectations are based on the 

conditions offered by the host State at the the time the investment were made,
113

 the state 

provides certain core promises to foreign investors in the form of contract or license, 

which motivate the decision to invest  
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10. In the dispute at hand Claimants legal expectations were built when the Laocan 

government made several representations to its neighbouring country until finally induced 

Claimant to invest in its territory
114

, counted on the promise and representations by the 

Laocan government, Claimant initiated its investment, committing substantially amounts 

of capita in the construction of T1
115

 

11. Thus Having the support of the local Laocan Government, through its representations, 

Claimant legitimately expected that the investment will be treated favourably, thereby 

entered into financing agreement with mountaintop , and loaned 600.000 USD for the 

construction of T1 in 2010
116

 Obtained the relevant legal documents and started the 

construction on the same year. Finished the construction of T1, No environmental 

concerns were raised or discussed at this stage.
117

 

12. Claimant admitted that the promotion of renewable energy emerges along with the 

ASNEC CHARTER, but on the other hand Respondent still issued the operating license 

for T1
118

, futhermore heightened Claimants expectations of a stable legal framework 

13. Claimant submits for license are assurance to the investor, therefore encapsulated 

commitment of a state towards its investors
119

 strengthened by arbitral jurisprudence
120

 

that legitimate expectations are fortified via governmental assurances. 

14. In any event had the tribunal decides that the legitimate expectations aforementioned were 

bound for MFNB, Claimant submitted that through the assignment agreement, Claimant 

acquired all rights pursuant in the financing agreement, including potential claims against 

Mountaintop and Laoc 

15.  Claimant submits that an  investment is indeed a complex process including various 

arrangements,
121

 Claimants purchase of the rights to T1 under the assignment agreement 

dated 1 July 2017
122

 have a separate legal existence but nonetheless must be treated as an 

integrated whole.
123
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A.  ADOPTION OF LAW 66 DEMOLISHED CLAIMANTS EXPECTATIONS OF A STABLE 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

16. It is Claimants submissions that through its actions Respondent has breached Claimants 

expectation of a stable legal framework, since the alteration of regulatory had done in an 

(i) abrupt manner  and fundamentally changed the legal framework under which the 

investment had been made.(ii) Claimant can‘t in any way predict the change in the Laocan 

parliament. 

i. Sudden change in legal framework demolished any basic expectations of a stable 

legal framework 

17. Taking into account that the Enron and BG tribunal concluded that abruptly impairing 

licensed investment are a violation to FET standard
124

 Respondent abruptly altered its 

legal framework, and effectively impaired investments made in the energy sector, this 

sudden alteration did not only have irreversible damages, but also impaired its activity in 

the energy sector 

18. In our case Claimants investment were supposed to reach its break-even point circa 20 

years of operations
125

, but the promulgation of Law 66 reduced the supposed lifetime of 

T1 to only 14 years of operation
126

, not only impaired its economic use but through its 

actions Respondent made T1 unable to repay the loan and became an economic burden to 

its owners, 

19. Thus, through its actions Respondent obliterated Claimants legitimate expectations by 

adopting Law 66/2016, substantially deprived Claimants investment value, and destroyed 

Claimants investment purpose, therefore Respondent acted unfairly and inequitably. 

20. In essence Claimant have no intentions to propose that the Respondent States‘ legal 

framework to be frozen in time, yet by entering bilateral investment treaties, such as EIT, 

Respondent should be aware that its right at adjusting domestic regulatory framework 

should have its boundaries and not unlimited, therefore Respondent were bound to honor 

legal certainty which entitled to Claimant under (Art 2(1)) ASNEC EIT therein must be 

honored rather than be ignored 
127
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i.  Claimant cannot anticipate the change in regulatory powers in Laoc 

21. It is one thing to say that an investor shall conduct its business in compliance with the host 

State‘s domestic laws and regulations. It is quite another to imply that the investor must 

also be ready to accept whatever the host State decides to do to with it,
128

 and free from 

ambiguity, totally transparently in its relations with the foreign investor, so that it may 

know beforehand any and all rules and regulations that will govern its investments.
129

 

22. As already stated in Tecmed Tribunal the investor‘s expectations must be legitimate and 

reasonable at the time when the investor makes the investment
130

 the Duke Tribunal 

explained furthermore, The assessment of the reasonableness or legitimacy must take into 

account all circumstances, including not only the facts surrounding the investment, but 

also the political, socioeconomic, cultural and historical conditions prevailing in the host 

State.
131

 

23. In the present dispute Claimant underlines that at the time the investment was made, 

Claimant was clearly encouraged by the coal-oriented economy which endorsed by 

Laocan government
132

, thus Claimants legitimate expectations are indeed legitimate and 

Claimant can‘t in any way predict the change in the Laocan parliament. 

24. LEU are a political party that resides in Laoc, whom main political agenda were the 

promotion renewable energy in the energy
133

, which later manifested the Promulgation of 

Law 66/2016, which constitutes a breach of fair and equitable treatment treaty obligations 

under article II EIT where Claimant weighs its legitimate expectations,  

25. ADC tribunal observed that treaty obligations, provides such boundaries. Therefore, when 

a State enters into a bilateral investment treaty like the one in this case, it becomes bound 

by it and the investment-protection obligations it undertook therein must be honored rather 

than be ignored by a later argument of the State‘s right to regulate. Recent arbitral 

decisions suggest that this weighing should take into account political circumstances
134

 

due to the change of regime, Claimant notes that Respondent bears responsibility of its 

own political risk, and for not honoring its treaty obligations under article II ASNEC EIT, 

where Claimant weighs its legitimate expectations. 
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1. RESPONDENT FAILED TO PROVIDE FULL PROTECTION AND SECURITY TO CLAIMANTS 

INVESTMENT 

26. Measures adopted through Law 66/2016 by the Respondent has withdrawn the protection 

and security previously granted to Claimants investment. 

27. The full protection and security can be found in several BIT‘s, in several wording 

formulas nevertheless express the same concept
135

, for example Article 1 of the European 

BIT template, the Abs-Shawcross Draft Convention
136

 states the notion as ―the most 

constant protection and security‖. Similar wording is included in Article 10 of the Energy 

Charter Treaty (―ECT‖)
137

 

28. In the present BIT (exhibit), fair and equitable standard and full protection and security 

may appear as a single standard, Claimant shared the view of the Azurix tribunal, having 

held that the Respondent failed to provide fair and equitable treatment to the investment, 

finds that the Respondent also breached the standard of full protection and security under 

the BIT.
138

 

29. Whilst the standard of security and protection has been mainly applied  in situations of 

physical protection of investments, it has been held that withdrawal of an authorization 

vital to the operation of the investment amounts to  a breach of full protection and 

security
139

.several tribunals viewed that alteration in legal framework resulted the 

investment unable to continue its contractual arrangements underlying the investment can 

constitute a breach in BIT‘s full protection and security provision
140

 

30. In the present dispute, promulgation of Law 66/2016 had altered the legal framework 

underpinning the investment, the reduced operational lifetime of T1 leads to devaluation 

of the investment value and inability of the investment continue its contractual 

arrangements. 

31. Respondent abrupt reversal of its energy policy were influenced by political powers in the 

host state, which later manifested the adoption of Law 66/2016, shattering Claimants 

rights to protection and security of its investments 

32. the Energy Charter Treaty, which promises ‗most constant protection and security
141

 This 

obligation would not only be breached by active and abusive exercise of State powers but 
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also by the omission of the State to intervene where it had the power and duty to do so to 

protect the normal ability of the investor‘s business to function… a duty, enforceable by 

investment arbitration, to use the powers of government to ensure the foreign investment 

can function properly on a level playing field, unhindered and not harassed by the political 

and economic domestic powers that be.
142

 

33. In the present dispute, Claimant investment was made at the time LWM seized majority 

control in the Laocan parliament.
143

 2 years after operation of T1, LEU acquired the 

majority in the Laocan parliament
144

, which in the shortest of time fundamentally changed 

the legal framework underpinning the investment, furthermore adopted law 72/2016 

impaired Claimant competitive capabilities in its economic activities in the energy sector 

34. Moreover knowing the possible shifting regime of the Laocan government Respondent 

created a chance through ticadia‘s operating license to create a legal situation where Laoc 

can one-sidedly terminate T1 operating license. 

35. in the CME Tribunal a regulatory authority had created a legal situation that enabled the 

investor‘s local partner to terminate the contract on which the investment depended, the 

tribunal stated: 

―The host State is obligated to ensure that neither by amendment of its 

laws nor by actions of its administrative bodies is the agreed and 

approved security and protection of the foreign investor‘s investment 

withdrawn or (p. 8) devalued. This is not the case. The Respondent 

therefore is in breach of this obligation.‖ 

36. the substance of the CME case are exactly same in the present dispute. By including 

sepecial conditions provision in the T1 operating license
145

 Respondent can unilaterally 

terminate T1 operating license at any given time, therefore ruined the investment 

economic use. 

37. Not only measures adopted by the Respondent exercised its regulatory powers abusively 

and actively motivated by political reasons, the Respondent failed to provide protection of 

Claimant‘s investment where it had the power to do so. 
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1. THE PROMULGATION OF LAW 66 WAS UNREASONABLE AND DISCRIMINATORY 

38. Through its actions Respondent has impaired Claimant investment use, enjoyment or 

disposal, with measures (A) unreasonable and (B) Discriminatory. Therefore violated 

article 2.1 of the EIT 

A. THE MEASURES WERE UNREASONABLE 

39. The guarantees given in the EIT designed in consideration that investment must be 

accorded full protection and security
146

, yet the measures adopted by Laoc were 

unreasonable because they dismantled the entire Laocan economy in the coal-fired energy 

sector 

40. Whether the state‘s conduct is reasonable requires the analysis of two elements: ―the 

existence of a rational policy; and the reasonableness of the act of the state in relation to 

the policy‖ 
147

As noted by the AES tribunal, a policy is rational when the state adopts it 

―following a logical explanation and with the aim of addressing a public interest matter‖ it 

is also necessary that, in the implementation of that policy, the state‘s acts have been 

appropriately tailored to the pursuit of that rational policy with due regard for the 

consequences imposed on investors.
148

 

41. The restriction of the operational lifetime of the coal-fired power plants rationally 

connected to Laoc‘s valid policy goal of protecting its citizens
149

, but nonetheless 

Claimant asserts that the promulgation of Law 66 is not followed by adequate and efficient 

support scheme by the Respondent as it necessary to regard the consequences imposed on 

investors 

42. Another example, in the El Paso case
150

, the tribunal concluded that measures taken by 

Argentina had to be consistent with the aim pursued, had the desired result, and therefore 

were not tainted by arbitrariness 
151

 however in the present dispute this is not the case. 

43. The fact that Respondent measures on restricting the coal-fired power plants has impaired 

Claimant‘s investment value
152

, furthermore Respondents measure in adopting law 72 was 

not an effective and adequate support scheme to support Law 66, furthermore impaired 

Claimants investment as it created competitive disadvantage between investment 
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associated with an economic activity in the energy sector. Conveyed that measure adopted 

did not yield desired results. 

A. RESPONDENT ACTIONS WERE DISCRIMINATORY 

44. Investment made under the EIT are entitled to non-discriminatory measures their 

management, maintenance, use , enjoyment, or disposal.
153

 

45. A measure is considered discriminatory if (a) ‗the intent of the measure is to discriminate‘, 

or (b) ‗if the measure has a discriminatory effect‘.
154

  

46. In Marion Unglaube and Reinhard Unglaube v Republic of Costa Rica, Award 

Most investment treaties impose an obligation upon the host state not to impair the 

management or operation of the investment by arbitrary or discriminatory measures
155

 For 

instance, Article II(3)(b) of the United States–Ecuador BIT232
156

 provides: ‗Neither Party 

shall in any way impair by arbitrary or discriminatory measures the management, 

operation, maintenance, use, enjoyment, acquisition, expansion, or disposal of investments 

. . .‘ 

47. It has been held that, in general, a measure is discriminatory in effect if it results in a 

treatment of an investor that is different from that accorded to other investors in a similar 

or comparable situation,
157

 ( that State conduct is discriminatory, If (i) similar cases are (ii) 

treated differently (iii) and without reasonable justification‘). 

48. As in the present dispute T1 is not the only investment associated with an Ecomomic 

Activity in the energy sector
158

, although the energy production in Laoc is dominated by 

coal-fired power plants, However, other types of power plants, e.g. nuclear reactors or 

plants fuelled with natural gas, are also  present on the territory of Laoc.
159

 

49.  The fact that Respondent actions are intended to cap the greenhouse emissions in order to 

battle climate change, Claimant‘s investment are not the only one emitting greenhouse 

emissions, power plants fuelled with natural gas also generates greenhouse emissions. Yet 

Laocs phase out measure are heavy handedly targeted to investment in the coal-fired 

power plants 
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50. As a result Respondent measure treated Claimants investment differently from that 

accorded to other investments associated with an economic activity in the energy sector 

1. THE RESPONDENT CANNOT INVOKE THE DEFENSE OF NECESSITY 

51. Claimant underlines that the Respondent has failed to accord Claimant FET, but also 

invokes necessity to justify its wrongdoings 

52. For its own acts, had the Respondent resorted to Article 25 ILC, which codifies the state of 

necessity under customary international law
160

.Necessity defense sets a high threshold for 

its invocation
161

 thus for the article to apply its prerequisites should be met cumulatively
162

 

since the dispute in hand did not constitute (a) grave imminent peril and (b)Respondent 

substantially contributed to the supposed predicament  

 

a. THERE WAS NO SCIENTIFIC DATA REGARDING THE EFFECT OF GREENHOUSE 

EMISSIONS IN LAOC TO THE FLOODING TO CONSTITUTE GRAVE AND IMMINENT PERIL 

53. Claimant states that the situation in Laoc does not qualify as ―a grave and imminent peril‖ 

under Article 25 ILC. For the purposes of this Article, the peril must be ―objectively 

established and not merely apprehended as possible.‖
163

 In the present dispute, Laoc based 

its measures on a probability connection between the greenhouse emissions and flooding 

in Laoc 

54. On 2010 Laocan after the task force published its report
164

, Laocan government still issued 

the operating license for T1,
165

 this clearly states that Laoc did not have any concerns 

regarding the floods, furthermore a small group in the Laocan government, submitted draft 

laws in support of transition into green energy, since the initiative was blocked by 

influential Laocan politicians at the time,
166

 the Respondent clearly does not deem it as 

grave and imminent. Soon after, a speaker representing Laocan parliament stated that he 

‖sees no reason to fix something that is clearly not broken and regularly contributes to our 

economy‖
167

 

Thus it is evident that the alleged peril was far from reaching the high threshold set by 

Article 25. This is what is reasonably deducted from the government‘s reaction. 
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55. Therefore the high threshold set for establishment of ―grave and imminent peril‖ is not 

fulfilled according from the governments reactions, and clearly lack and insufficient 

empirical data regarding the connection between the floods occurring in Laoc and the 

greenhouse emissions emitted by coal-fired power plants in Laoc. 

B.  RESPONDENT CONDUCT CONTRIBUTED TO ITS OWN PREDICAMENT 

56. Reviewing Article 25, ILC‘s Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally 

Wrongful Acts necessity may not be invoked by a State as a ground for precluding 

wrongfulness if The State has contributed to the situation of necessity,
168

 historically 

Respondent have always induced foreign investor to invest on its own territory promising 

a stable investment climate, and have done so in 2009 where Respondent approached 

Claimant to invest on its own territory promising a stable legal framework,
169

 Claimant 

appoints that Respondent through its own conducts contributed to the dependency of 

Laocan economy in the coal-oriented sector 

57. Furthermore change in the Laocan parliament in 2015
170

 cannot serve as grounds 

exempting Respondents responsibility, failed to assess its own political situation is not 

Claimants responsibility, moreover from the wordings in the special conditions in T1 

operating license
171

 indicated the Laocan government at the time already foreseen the 

probability of the shifting in its legislative powers 

58. Conclusively, it becomes apparent that Respondent does fulfill the criteria set out in 

Article 25 ILC. In particular, Laoc did not face such a severe danger, and was the sole 

actor of its own tragedy 

C. THEREFORE, THE RESPONDENT SHALL COMPENSATE THE CLAIMANT 

59. Therefore Laoc must compensate Claimant for the damages resulting from the adoption of 

Law 66, if the tribunal finds Laoc treated Claimants investment unfairly and inequitably 

and violated ASNEC EIT Article 3.1, Then Laoc must award compensation to Claimant 

amounting no less than 450.000 plus interest as the date of violation 

60. In any event should the tribunal accepts that Respondent was acting under a state of 

necessity, Claimant is still eligible for compensation under article 27 ILC, which stated 

compensation is not excluded even in cases of successful invocation of the necessity 
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defense
172

 When the injured Party has played no part in the emergence of the problematic 

situation, it is entitled to compensation, despite the state of defense.
173
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 

61. CLAIMANT RESPECTFULLY REQUESTS THIS TRIBUNAL TO FIND THAT: 

(1) MR MASON IS PARTIAL AND INDEPENDENT  

(2) DECLARE that Respondent treated the investment unfairly and inequitably and, 

thereby, breached Article II of the ASNEC Energy Investment Treaty; 

(3) ORDER Respondent to pay to Claimant compensation amounting to no less than USD 

450,000,000 (four hundred fifty million dollars) plus interest as of the date of the 

violation; 

(4) ORDER Respondent to compensate Claimant for all of their costs in this Arbitration 

and to bear alone the costs of the Tribunal and of KCAB International. 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2020 

BY 

TEAM MOSLER G 

ON BEHALF OF CLAIMANT 

 


