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I. THIS TRIBUNAL HAS JURISDICTION OVER THE DISPUTE 

1. Claimant is a Bonoori investor via acquiring 85% of Caeli’s shares as a covered investment 

that is the commitment of capital or other resources, the expectation of gain or profit in 

Mekar’s territory under the CEPTA [Mondev v. United States]. 

II. Claimant submitted for dispute settlement under Article 2 of the ICSID AF:  

a. This dispute arises directly out of an investment that Claimant had invested in the 

context of Mekar’s privatization program in the aviation industry.  

b. Claimant is an enterprise with the nationality of Bonooru which has business and 

investment activities as an independent legal entity. At the time of application 

Claimant is still a private enterprise [CSOB v. Slovak Republic]. 

II. THE ARBITRATION COURT SHOULD GRANT LEAVE TO CBFI’S AMICI  

1. Amici was submitted to arbitration by the CBFI in accordance with the procedures and 

rules.  

a. Investors (“CBFI”) reflect valuable perspectives that merit the Tribunal's attention. 

b. Claimant is a member of CBFI. CBFI represents Bonooru investors of vastly 

different sizes that play different roles in the Mekari economy. 

2. The Mekar government does not guarantee a stable legal framework and balance 

environmental investment for investors as in the bilateral agreement and international 

law. It is the main cause of the disputes between Bonoori investor and Respondent. 

III. RESPONDENT VIOLATES FAIR AND EQUITABLE TREATMENT UNDER 

ARTICLE 9.9 OF CEPTA 

1. Competitive investigations by the Respondent’s administrative bodies, namely CCM, 

breach of fundamental administrative proceedings: 

a. CCM did not meet the significant conditions to open an investigation [Annex V]. 

b. CCM had no official investigation result about Claimant 's anti-competitive act and 

no evidence that Claimant had exclusive rights to flight routes at Phenac 

International.  

c. CCM imposed unreasonable behavior remedies on Claimant's business activities 

[Article 4(d) Chapter III Annex V]. 
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2. Respondent’s courts breach of fundamental process in judicial proceedings:  

a. Respondent’s court denial appellation of Claimant about interim measures by its 

organs.  

b. Respondent’s court recognized and enforced an annulled foreign award: 

i. Respondent did not meet conditions to refuse a foreign award [Article 

V(1)(e) of the New York Conventions]. 

ii. Contrary of Mekar's public policies is not a ground to refuse a foreign award 

[Federal Court of Australia/ Traxys Europe SA v. Balaji Coke Industry Pvt 

Ltd]. 

3. Respondent engaged in discriminatory actions against Claimant:  

a. Claimant is the only exception private enterprise that was expelled by Respondent. 

b. Respondent refused subsidies on discriminatory grounds even though Claimant was 

directly affected by the crisis. 

c. The Makeri government has a prejudice against the Vemma and Bonooru 

relationship. 

4. Respondent did not implement “full protection & security” and legitimate expectation 

on investment and investors. 

IV. REQUIRES FOR COMPENSATION 

1. Claimant requests 700M USD in compensation corresponding to the “fair market 

value” plus interest for all its losses when investing in Respondent, equally with other 

investors, such as Arrakis investor in compensation [Santa Elena v. Costa Rica]. 
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