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the Republic of Mauritius, in relation to a Project consisting in the establishment of a laboratory 
in Mauritius. The negotiations culminated with Respondent’s approval of the Project in 2014. 
Claimants commenced to implement the Project, which included making various expenditures 
as well as the setting up of three Companies in Mauritius. However, in 2016, after revising an 
updated business plan for the Project, Mauritius terminated it. Claimants brought an action 
against Respondent alleging violations of several provisions under the France-Mauritius BIT 
and invoking the arbitration agreement under Article 9 of Finland-Mauritius BIT, which they 
contended was applicable via the MFN clause contained in Article 8(2) of the France-Mauritius 
BIT. Respondent challenged the Tribunal’s jurisdiction on the basis that Claimants’ Project did 
not constitute a qualifying investment under the France-Mauritius BIT; that Respondent had 
not provided its consent to the arbitration; and that Claimants could not import Respondents’ 
consent from a treaty between Mauritius and a third state via the MFN clause in the France-
Mauritius BIT. The Tribunal agreed with Respondent, held that it did not have jurisdiction over 
the case, and ordered Claimants to pay the costs of the arbitration. 

Main Issues: Whether Claimants made a qualifying investment under the BIT. Whether a host 
state’s consent to arbitrate can be “imported” from a third-state BIT via the MFN clause in the 
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Digest: 

1. Relevant Facts  

Professor Christian Doutremepuich (the “First Claimant”) and Mr Antoine Doutremepuich (the 
“Second Claimant”) (together “Claimants”) are nationals of France. The First Claimant is the 
director and founder of the Laboratoire d’Hématologie Médico-Légale situated in Bordeaux, 
France (the “French Laboratory”) and the Second Claimant is the Manager and Head of 
External Relations of the French Laboratory (¶¶ 1-3). Respondent is the Republic of Mauritius 
(“Mauritius” or “Respondent”) (¶ 5).  

The underlying dispute arose out of Claimants’ establishment of a laboratory in Mauritius for 
genetic and DNA analysis (the “Project” or the “Mauritius Laboratory”) (¶ 10). In early 2009, 
Respondent sought to enhance the forensic capability of Mauritius and, after some preliminary 
conversations with the Mauritian authorities, Claimants undertook to establish the Mauritius 
Laboratory (¶ 10). The establishment of the Mauritius Laboratory followed a process that 
included, among others, the presentation of the Project to the Board of Investment (the “BOI”) 
of the Republic of Mauritius for approval and the approval of the Prime Minister’s Office (the 
“PMO”) through a letter of 14 October 2014 where the PMO stated that there were no 
objections to the Project (the “No-Objection Letter”) (¶¶ 10-12). The process started in 2009 
and culminated with Claimants’ incorporation of three companies (the “Companies”) in 
Mauritius on 9 January, 23 February and 24 September 2015, for the purposes of setting up the 
Mauritius Laboratory (¶ 13). However, on 14 April 2016, after studying an updated business 
plan, the PMO issued a letter where it rejected the Project (the “Rejection Letter”) (¶ 14). 

Claimants filed a claim against Mauritius alleging violations of several provisions under the 
Treaty amounting to approximately EUR 11,600,000 and invoking the arbitration agreement 
in the Article of the Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Finland and the 
Government of the Republic of Mauritius on the Promotion and Protection of Investments (the 
“Finland-Mauritius BIT”), which they sustained was applicable by virtue of the Most Favoured 
Nation (“MFN”) clause contained in Article 8(2) of the Treaty between the Government of the 
Republic of France and the Government of the Republic of Mauritius (the “France-Mauritius 
BIT” or “Treaty”) (¶¶15-18, 65, 67). Respondent argued that it had not provided consent to the 
arbitration under the Treaty and challenged Claimants’ attempt to “import” Respondent’s 
consent to arbitrate the dispute from a Bilateral Investment Treaty (“BIT”) with a third state, 
in this case, the Finland-Mauritius BIT, via the MFN clause in the Treaty (¶¶64, 66, 156-170). 
Respondent also objected to the Tribunal’s jurisdiction on the basis that Claimants’ Project did 
not qualify as an investment under the Treaty (¶¶64, 66, 72-86). 
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2. Procedural History 

Claimants filed a Notice of Arbitration on 30 March 2018 (the “NoA”) (¶ 22). Respondent 
received the NoA on 30 April 2018 and, pursuant to Article 3(2) of the UNCITRAL Arbitration 
Rules, the arbitration was deemed to have commenced on that date (¶ 23). Claimants appointed 
Professor Olivier Caprasse as their party-appointed arbitrator in their NoA (¶ 24). Respondent 
appointed Professor Jan Paulsson as its party-appointed arbitrator on 16 May 2018 (¶ 25). On 
21 June 2018, in accordance with Article 7 of the UNCITRAL Rules, Professor Olivier 
Caprasse and Professor Jan Paulsson appointed Professor Maxi Scherer as the presiding 
arbitrator (¶ 27).  

Between 18 and 30 July 2018, the Parties and the Tribunal signed the Terms of Appointment 
(¶ 30). On 16 August 2018, the Tribunal issued its first procedural order where it made a 
decision on the place and the language of the arbitration (¶ 39). On 14 September 2018, the 
Tribunal issued its second procedural order, which included the procedural rules for the 
arbitration and the timetable for Respondent’s jurisdictional challenge (¶ 43). Respondent 
submitted its memorial on jurisdiction on 23 November 2018 and Claimants submitted their 
counter-memorial on jurisdiction on 1 February 2019 (¶¶ 44, 45). On 5 March 2019, the 
Tribunal issued its third procedural order, which included a decision granting Respondent’s 
request to strike certain documents from the record (¶ 52). Respondent submitted its reply on 
jurisdiction on 29 March 2019, followed by Claimants’ rejoinder on 24 May 2019 (¶¶ 53, 54). 
On 3 June 2019, the Tribunal held a telephone pre-hearing conference with the Parties, which 
was followed by its fourth procedural order dated 5 June 2019 regarding the organization of 
the hearing on jurisdiction (¶¶ 55-57). On 12 and 13 June 2019, the hearing on jurisdiction took 
place at the Peace Palace in The Hague, The Netherlands (¶ 58). Between 24 and 30 of July 
2019, the Parties filed their respective submissions and comments on costs (¶¶ 60-63). 

3. Positions of the Parties    

3.1. Respondent’s position 

Respondent challenged the Tribunal’s jurisdiction on two grounds. First, Respondent submitted 
that the Tribunal lacked jurisdiction ratione materiae because Claimants did not make a 
qualifying investment under the Treaty (¶¶ 64, 66, 72-86).  Second, Respondent argued that the 
Tribunal lacked jurisdiction ratione voluntatis because Mauritius did not provide consent to 
arbitrate under the Treaty, and challenged Claimants’ attempt to import Respondent’s consent 
from the arbitration agreement contained in Article 9 of the Finland-Mauritius BIT via the 
MFN clause in Article 8(2) of the Treaty (¶¶ 64, 66, 156-170). 

3.1.1. The Tribunal lacked jurisdiction ratione materiae because Claimants did not make a 
qualifying investment under the Treaty 

Respondent contended that Claimants’ Project failed to qualify as a protected investment under 
the Treaty (¶¶ 72-86). For Respondent, absent a clear definition of the term “investment” under 
Article 1(1) of the Treaty, the analysis of whether an alleged investment qualifies for protection 
under the Treaty had to be made in light of the criteria established in Salini; namely, capital 
contribution of significant duration to the host State and assumption of risks inherent to that 
contribution, which Respondent contended the Project did not meet (¶¶ 73-77).  
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According to Respondent, Claimants did not contribute to Mauritius through the establishment 
of the Mauritius Laboratory. Respondent maintained that Claimants’ Companies were mere 
shells for future investments that were never capitalized nor had any activity (¶ 78). It added 
that, in fact, the Mauritius Laboratory never materialized due to the failure to obtain the 
required authorizations from the Mauritian authorities, authorizations of which Claimants were 
aware of (¶¶ 72, 82). Respondent further argued that “know-how” can only qualify as an 
investment if it materializes in some tangible value such as intellectual property rights, which 
did not occur in this case (¶ 79). It added that the transfer of EUR 100,000 made by Claimants 
could not be deemed as a sufficient contribution because the Mauritius Investment Promotion 
Act required an annual turnover exceeding 4 million rupees for a company to qualify as an 
investment (¶ 80).  

Respondent also contended that Claimants’ alleged contribution was not of sufficient duration 
and did not expose Claimants to any risk (¶¶ 81-85). It maintained that Claimants owned non-
operating companies and only made pre-investment expenditures, none of which entailed risk 
(¶ 81). For Respondent, the fact that Claimants were always in control of the funds transferred 
into the Companies’ bank accounts, and that they recovered those funds as soon as the 
Mauritian authorities informed them that the proposed investment was terminated was proof 
thereof (¶¶ 78, 83). Respondent added that, absent the existence of capital contribution, the 
alleged investment had, by definition, no duration (¶ 84). Respondent also objected to 
Claimants’ argument that prospective investors also deserve protection under the Treaty. It 
contended that the Treaty only protects realised investments and noted that customary 
international law does not afford foreign investors rights of admission in the host State, quite 
the contrary, it reserves host States’ discretion to admit foreign investors in their territory (¶¶ 
85, 86). 

3.1.2. The Tribunal lacked jurisdiction ratione voluntatis because Respondent did not provide 
consent to the arbitration and Claimants cannot import Mauritius’ consent from the arbitration 
agreement in a third-state BIT via the MFN clause in the Treaty 

Respondent argued that the Tribunal lacked jurisdiction because the Treaty did not provide 
Mauritius’ consent to the arbitration (¶ 156). It contended that consent must be clear and 
unequivocal and it is therefore subject to a strict standard of proof which Claimants had failed 
to meet (¶ 156). In Respondent’s view, the Treaty only contained an arbitration agreement for 
State-to-State disputes and, in relation to investor-State disputes, it did not contain an 
arbitration agreement, but only an indication that any investment contract between a national 
of a contracting State and the other contracting State should contain an arbitration clause 
(¶ 157). For Respondent, the MFN clause in Article 8(2) of the Treaty could only be used to 
seek a more favourable treatment from a third-State BIT once consent has been established but 
it cannot be used to import consent when the main BIT does not provide for it (¶¶ 159, 160, 
161).  

Respondent also contended that an interpretation of the MFN clause in Article 8(2) of the 
Treaty in light of the relevant principles of international leaves no doubt that the MFN clause 
does not apply to consent to treaty-based investor-State dispute resolution (¶¶ 162-170). It 
submitted that a reading of the language of the MFN clause under Article 31 of the Vienna 
Convention on the Law of Treaties makes clear that its application is limited to the “subject 
matters” (“matières”) regulated in the Treaty (¶ 163). For Respondent, since investor-State 
arbitration was not a “subject matter” regulated in the Treaty, the MFN clause could not extend 
to it (¶ 163). In Respondent’s view, a different approach would contradict the ejusdem generis 
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principle, as it would bind the parties to provisions to which they never consented or intended 
to be bound to (¶¶ 168-169).  

Respondent further contended that arbitration agreements are severable from the main 
agreement and, therefore, falls outside the scope of application of an MFN clause, unless the 
MFN clause clearly indicates otherwise (¶ 166). It submitted that arbitral tribunals have 
generally held that MFN clauses do not apply to procedural provisions (¶ 167). For Respondent, 
Claimants could not use to the effet utile principle to artificially create jurisdiction when there 
was no consent under the Treaty (¶ 170). 

3.2. Claimants’ position 

Claimants argued that the Tribunal had jurisdiction to hear the case for several reasons. First, 
Claimants contended that they made a qualifying investment under the Treaty (¶¶ 65, 67, 87-
108). Second, Claimants argued that the MFN clause in Article 8(2) of the Treaty allowed them 
to submit the dispute to arbitration through the application of the arbitration clause contained 
in Article 9 of the Finland-Mauritius BIT (¶¶ 65, 67, 171-187).   

3.2.1. The Tribunal has jurisdiction ratione materiae to hear the dispute because Claimants 
made a qualifying investment under the Treaty 

Claimants sustained that the Tribunal had jurisdiction over the case because Claimants’ Project 
qualified as a protected investment under the Treaty (¶¶ 65, 67, 87-108). Claimants conceded 
that the definition of investment in Article 1(1) of the Treaty had to be interpreted in accordance 
with the three criteria under the Salini test, i.e., contribution, risk and duration and that the 
Project met those criteria (¶¶ 91-92).  

Claimants contended that, by establishing the Mauritius Laboratory, they contributed to 
Mauritius’ economy (¶ 93-99). They stated that, in 2015, Claimants transferred EUR 100,000 
to each of the Companies, which totalled EUR 300,000. In Claimants’ view, even though that 
amount seems small, it should not have an impact on the analysis of whether the Project 
contributed to Mauritius because the Treaty does not establish a numerical threshold to that 
effect (¶¶ 93-94). Claimants submitted that, in fact, they would have invested further but for 
the termination of the Project by the PMO (¶ 95). In Claimants’ view, contribution also had to 
be understood in terms of know-how, such as the specialized equipment, personnel and the 
laboratory’s specificities that the Project would have necessitated (¶ 96). They contested 
Respondent’s argument regarding the repatriation of funds and stated that the repatriation 
should not affect the analysis of the contribution element of the test because it was a mere 
consequence of the termination of the Project by the PMO (¶ 97). For the Claimants, contrary 
to Respondent’s assertions, the fact that the Companies entered into negotiations with the 
University of Mauritius and received invoices, among other things, was proof that they were 
operational (¶ 98). Finally, Claimants noted that the Project’s anticipated turnover was 
significantly higher than the 4 million rupees turnover required under the Mauritius Investment 
Promotion Act (¶ 99).  

According to Claimants, the Project’s contribution was of sufficient duration and entailed risks 
(¶¶ 100-108). Claimants argued that, as its business plan showed, the Project was subject to 
technical, economic, regulatory and political risks, as well as those derived from the market 
share of paternity tests (¶ 100). For Claimants, the fact that they invested their personal funds 
in the Project was also proof of the risk undertaken (¶ 100). In Claimants’ view, the Project 
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was under the Treaty’s protection since the date of the No-Objection Letter of 14 October 2014, 
which constituted an unconditional approval of the Project (¶¶ 102, 105). Claimants contended 
that the Project was intended to run in the long term and, since the termination of the Project 
was not attributable to them, it would be wrong to determine the duration of their contribution 
on the basis of an unjustified termination by Respondent (¶¶102, 105-107). Claimants 
concluded that, since the Project was protected under Treaty from the date of its approval, the 
expenses laid out by them since then were not “pre-investment,” as Respondent argued, but 
rather, “arbitrable” (¶¶ 105-108). 

3.2.2. The Tribunal has jurisdiction ratione voluntatis because the MFN clause under Article 
8(2) of the Treaty allows Claimants to resolve the dispute through arbitration via the 
application of Article 9 of the France-Mauritius BIT 

Claimants sustained that they could benefit from the arbitration clause contained in Article 9 
of the Finland-Mauritius BIT through the MFN clause under Article 8(2) of the Treaty to settle 
their dispute with Respondent (¶¶ 171, 185). According to Claimants, there is consensus in 
international arbitration that MFN clauses apply to dispute resolution provisions (¶ 172). 
Besides, the MFN clause under Article 8(2) of the Treaty was drafted in a very broad manner 
and an interpretation of its language in accordance with international law principles leads to 
the conclusion that it can apply to investor-State arbitration (¶¶ 173-180).  

In Claimants’ view, Article 9 of the Treaty lays down the conditions under which Respondent 
and French investors are to settle disputes (¶ 175). In consequence, investor-State dispute 
settlement is one of the “subject matters” (“matières”) governed by the Treaty (¶ 175). For 
Claimants, it is not necessary that the Treaty deals specifically with investor-State “treaty” 
dispute resolution and it suffices if the Treaty refers to investor-State dispute resolution (¶ 175). 
In Claimants’ view, the fact that the MFN clause contained in Article 8(2) of the Treaty does 
not expressly address investor-State dispute settlement, as it does with tax matters, is further 
proof that the clause contemplated its application to investor-State dispute settlement (¶ 176). 
Claimants also contended that their interpretation is in line with the ejusdem generis principle 
because it proves that the “subject matters” in Article 8(2) of the Treaty and Article 9 of the 
Finland-Mauritius BIT are the same (¶ 183). 

According to Claimants, the term “equally benefited” (“beneficient egalement”) in the MFN 
clause of Article 8(2) of the Treaty shows that the Contracting States wanted to give an 
automatic and unconditional effect to the MFN clause (¶ 179). For the Claimants, this leads to 
the conclusion that the application of the MFN does not require the establishment of other pre-
conditions, such as the Tribunal’s jurisdiction (¶¶ 179, 185). Claimants also submitted that they 
were protected under the Treaty because Article 9 of the Treaty provides the right to arbitration 
to French nationals who have an agreement relating to investments in Respondent’s territory, 
and the PMO’s No-Objection Letter approving the Project constitutes such agreement for 
Claimants, which, in turn, gives them the right to arbitrate against Respondent (¶ 186).  

4. Tribunal’s Analysis 

The Tribunal found that it did not have jurisdiction to hear the dispute (¶ 236, 252). It concluded 
that Claimants’ Project did not qualify as an investment under the Treaty (¶ 155). It also held 
that the Treaty did not provide Respondent’s consent to arbitrate and that Claimants could not 
invoke the arbitration agreement under Article 9 of the Finland-Mauritius BIT via the MFN 
clause in Article 8(2) of the Treaty (¶ 236).  
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4.1. Whether Claimants’ Project constituted a qualifying investment under the Treaty 

The Tribunal held that the Mauritius Investment Promotion Act was irrelevant to the 
determination of the meaning of “investment” under the Treaty (¶ 110). Noting the absence of 
a substantive definition of “investment” under the Treaty, and the Parties’ agreement on the 
point, the Tribunal held that the definition of investment had to be made in accordance with the 
criteria established under Salini (¶¶ 110-120). The Tribunal concluded that Claimants’ Project 
did not meet the investment definition under Salini because it did not contribute to Mauritius’ 
economy; its alleged contribution was not of a sufficient duration; and it did not entail risk (¶¶ 
121-148).  

The Tribunal determined that Claimants’ Project did not contribute to Mauritius’ economy in 
a way that could constitute an investment under the Treaty (¶ 127, 135). It accepted Claimants’ 
argument that a transfer of EUR 300,000 should not automatically be categorized as too small 
of a contribution to be an investment (¶ 132). However, it held that those transfers were never 
committed to any economic objective in Mauritius. In its reasoning, the Tribunal noted that the 
transfers were made between bank accounts entirely controlled by Claimants and that 
Claimants never lost control nor the capacity to spend, transfer or repatriate the monies therein 
as they wished (¶¶ 133-135). It added that the fact that the monies were used to pay bills and 
expenses also was not sufficient for the purposes of the “investment” definition under the Salini 
test (¶¶ 136-137). The Tribunal also found that Claimants could not be deemed to have 
contributed to Mauritius through their know-how as they were not able to prove that their 
know-how ever went beyond the planning stage and actually materialized (¶ 139-140). 

The Tribunal held that Claimants’ alleged contribution through the Project was not of a 
sufficient duration and that did not entail sufficient risk to qualify as an investment (¶¶ 141-
148). The Tribunal ruled that financial contributions in the form of payments of bills and 
invoices were not financial commitments of discernible duration, but rather one-off payments 
incurred in the preparation of the Project (¶ 143). In the Tribunal’s view, the time during which 
the transfer of EUR 300,000 was deposited at the Companies’ bank accounts (nine to eleven 
months) was too short for the purposes of the duration element under Salini (¶ 144). With 
regard to the risk element, the Tribunal held that investment risk had to be distinguished from 
the “ordinary commercial or business risk assumed by all those who enter into a contractual 
relationship” (¶ 145). It concluded that the transfer of funds and the payment of bills and 
invoices by Claimants entailed no risk, and that the other risks presented by Claimants in 
relation with the Project were mere expenses related to a planned future activity that never 
came to fruition (¶¶ 146-147).  

Finally, the Tribunal decided that the question on whether the No-Objection Letter constituted 
an approval of the Project was irrelevant because, even if it was, the Claimants still needed to 
prove that, at the time of the termination of the Project, they had made a qualifying investment 
under the Treaty (¶¶ 149-150). On similar grounds, the Tribunal determined that Claimants’ 
request that their planned future investments, not made due to the PMO’s termination, deserved 
protection under the Treaty had no basis because Claimants were simply not able to prove that, 
by the time the Project was terminated, a qualified investment had materialized (¶¶ 151-155). 
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4.2. Whether Respondent consented to investor-State arbitration under the Treaty and whether 
Claimants could invoke the arbitration agreement under Article 9 of the Finland-Mauritius 
BIT via the MFN clause contained in Article 8(2) of the Treaty  

The Tribunal decided that the Treaty did not provide Respondent’s consent to arbitration, and 
that such consent could not be derived from importing the arbitration agreement under Article 
9 of the Finland-Mauritius BIT via the MFN clause contained in Article 8(2) of the Treaty (¶¶ 
189-236).  

4.2.1. Whether Respondent consented to investor-State arbitration under the Treaty 

The Tribunal found that Article 9 of the Treaty did not contain an arbitration agreement for 
investor-State disputes but that it only contained an obligation for Contracting Parties to include 
arbitration agreements in any possible investment contract (¶¶ 189-194). The Tribunal also 
decided that the PMO’s No-Objection Letter did not constitute an investment contract under 
the terms of Article 9 of the Treaty and held that it was a mere letter indicating that there was 
“no objection to the [P]roject” (¶¶ 192, 193). In consequence, it concluded that Respondent did 
not consent to the arbitration and the Tribunal lacked jurisdiction over the dispute (¶ 194). 

4.2.2. Whether Claimants could invoke the arbitration agreement under Article 9 of the 
Finland-Mauritius BIT via the MFN clause in Article 8(2) of the Treaty 

The Tribunal concluded that there is no general rule in arbitration that governs whether MFN 
clauses always or never apply to dispute resolution (¶¶ 196-197). It held that, as a consequence, 
the question at stake required an assessment of the Parties’ intent at the time of contracting, 
which in turn required an interpretation of the language and scope of the MFN provision, taking 
into account the relevant principles of international law (¶¶ 199-202). Finding that consent to 
arbitrate must be clear and unequivocal, the Tribunal held that an MFN clause may only extend 
to the procedural right to arbitrate if it contains clear or express language to that effect (¶¶ 203-
204).  

The Tribunal determined that the MFN clause in Article 8(2) of the Treaty was broadly drafted 
(¶ 207). However, it found that assessing whether the MFN clause could apply to investor-State 
arbitration required an analysis of whether investor-State arbitration was a “subject matter” 
“governed” (“régies”) rather than just “contemplated” under the Treaty (¶¶ 210-212). The 
Tribunal held that the Treaty did not provide a procedural right to resolve disputes through 
investor-State arbitration but that it merely contained an obligation for the contracting States 
to include an arbitration agreement in an investment contract (¶ 212-214). Therefore, in the 
Tribunal’s view, investor-State arbitration was a “subject matter” “contemplated,” but not 
“governed” under the Treaty (¶ 214-215). In consequence, the MFN clause in Article 8(2) of 
the Treaty was not meant to extend to investor-State arbitration matters and was therefore not 
a sufficient basis for establishing Respondent’s consent to investor-State arbitration and, hence, 
to the dispute (¶¶ 215).  

The Tribunal held that its interpretation was in line with the ejusdem generis principle, which 
prohibits the use of an MFN clause to extend the contracting parties’ obligations to matters that 
they did not consent to nor contemplated under their BIT (¶¶ 216-217). Applying the 
“substantial identity” test under the ejusdem generis principle, the Tribunal also found that, 
when compared, the provisions in Article 8(2) of the France-Mauritius BIT and Article 9 of the 
Finland-Mauritius BIT were not the same (¶ 218). Whereas the Finland-Mauritius BIT allowed 
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Finnish investors to bring arbitral proceedings against Mauritius on the basis of the direct 
consent given under that BIT, the French-Mauritius BIT did not include consent to investor-
State disputes and only provided that option in case Respondent chose to include an arbitration 
clause in an investment contract (¶¶ 218-219). The Tribunal concluded that, where the Treaty 
does not contain consent to arbitrate investor-State disputes at all, the ejusdem generis principle 
would never be met because the subject matter of the provision to be imported from the third-
State BIT containing consent will always be different from that of the main BIT containing no 
consent (¶ 229). Finally, the Tribunal found that Respondent’s consent to investor-State 
arbitration in subsequent treaties with France or in treaties with third States was also irrelevant 
(¶¶ 230-236). 

5. Costs 

The Tribunal ordered Claimants to bear the costs of the arbitration and pay to Respondent its 
share of EUR 195,846.00 within 60 days of the Award. The Tribunal set an interest rate of six-
month EUR LIBOR + 2% per year, compounded bi-annually in the case of non-payment by 
Claimants within the time established. The Tribunal ordered each Party to bear its own costs 
of legal representation.  
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