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From May to August 2026, a total of 28 CLOUT cases 
(2319-2346) from Australia, Belarus, China, Costa Rica, 
Czechia, Denmark, France, Hungary, India, Republic of 
Korea, Mexico, the Netherlands, the Russian 
Federation, Singapore, Slovenia, Ukraine and the 
United States of America, have been processed by the 
secretariat. 

The new cases relate to the CISG, the ECC, the 
Limitation Convention, the NYC, the MAL, and the MLCBI.

Following the decommissioning
of the CLOUT database, the UNCITRAL 
secretariat has made available the 
CLOUT collection on its official CLOUT 
web page and included a search 
function for users allowing searches by 
jurisdiction, legislative text, article, and 
case title among others. The abstracts 
are accessible in the six languages of the 
United Nations. In the additional 
resources section of each UNCITRAL text 
that has generated CLOUT case law, 
users will also find links to the 
corresponding CLOUT abstracts in a 
table format. In the light of CLOUT 
dissemination efforts, the secretariat 
continues to explore partnerships with 
third-party platforms, and especially 
online platforms, academic and 
professional institutions, and other 
interested relevant entities, to 
disseminate further CLOUT abstracts 
and the system.
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Many thanks to Alan Davidson, Sim Kwan Kiat, 
Young-Seok Kim, Aleksei Korochkin, Joseph Lookofsky, 
Markéta Svobodová (National Correspondents), Dániel 
Dózsa, Dyalá Jiménez, Tjaša Kalin, Won Jun Lee, Yanhua 
Nie, Petra Pataki and Ana Vlahek (Voluntary Contributors) 
for their contributions during this period. Click 

here!

The secretariat would like to sincerely 
thank all CLOUT Network members who 
attended and participated at the annual 
CLOUT Network meeting this year, 
which took place online on 14 July 
2026. The meeting featured a 
presentation on CLOUT performance 
and CLOUT data since early 2025, 
means to improve dissemination of 
CLOUT abstracts via third-party 
platforms, a Meet & Greet segment 

among new CLOUT contributors, updates on the (new) publications in the process of being finalized, namely the Digest of 
case law on the Limitation Convention, the Practice Guide of 2009, and the Digest of case law on the MAL, and a discussion 
regarding UNCITRAL's 60th anniversary celebrations and how the Network could contribute to related events. The Network 
heard recent dissemination initiatives regarding CLOUT abstracts involving the online platforms CISG-Online and Jus 
Mundi, and was provided an opportunity to take stock of future follow-up actions by the secretariat and CLOUT 
contributors.

CLOUT case 2336: ECC 9 / Australia: Federal Circuit and Family Court of Australia (Division 2) / Case No. MLG 186 of 
2024 / Alder v. Climate Future Capital Pty Ltd / 26 February 2025 / Original in English / Published: [2025] 
FedCFamC2G 263 / Available at: https://www.austlii.edu.au/ 

Abstract prepared by Alan Davidson, National Correspondent
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observed that to that date there was “little case law to assist with its 
meaning”. [5] It made reference to the Explanatory Memorandum 
which accompanied the introduction to Commonwealth Parliament of 
the Electronic Transactions Bill, stating that it shed “some light on the 
construction and purpose of s 9(1)(a).” It further noted that Australian 
law permits the use of extrinsic evidence, such as the Explanatory 
Memorandum to legislation, to assist in its interpretation. [6] The Court 
cited the Explanatory Memorandum to the Bill, which describes in 
detail “the readily accessible condition”:  [7]
“The readily accessible requirement ensures that others will be able to 
access and use the information contained in the electronic 
communication and that transactions are not subsequently vitiated by 
a lack of access to the information. Underpinning this requirement is 
the basic idea of information being reproduced or retrieved and read. 
The readily accessible requirement captures this concept and 
expresses it in terms of objective criterion. The notion of readily 
accessible is intended to mean that information contained in the 
electronic communication should be readable and capable of being 
interpreted. Similarly, it is intended that software necessary to allow 
the information to be read should be retained. This may be the version 
of the software used to create the message or subsequent versions of 
the same or different software that is capable of rendering the 
information readable. The concept of useable is intended to cover use 
by both humans and machines. It is intended to deal with the 
useability of information, which is more than just the receipt of the 
electronic communication […] The concept of subsequent reference 
impliedly requires that electronic communications should be capable 
of retention. However, the use of this concept does not mean that 
electronic communications must be retained – it simply means that 
they must be capable of retention.” [8]
The Court applied this description and held that the dual requirements 
of “accessibility and usability” had been satisfied. The Court stated, 
firstly, that there was “no question, as a matter of fact that Alder 
invited communication regarding the termination of his employment 
to his identified email address” and, secondly, that Alder was then able 
to access and use the information that was transmitted by email.  [9]  
Section 9 of the ETA differs from the ECC in that it refers to a 
“reasonable expectation” at the time the information is given that it 
would be readily accessible. The Explanatory Memorandum clarifies 
that this element was inserted to avoid any implication of an ongoing 
obligation to ensure that the information remains accessible despite 
technological change and risk of obsolescence. Specifically, it states 
that the reasonable expectation element was inserted:
“to make clear that a person can fully comply with the law at the time 
of the electronic communication. A person should not be subject to 
any ongoing obligations in relation to the use of an electronic 

Latest CLOUT News
The CLOUT collection has been 
updated with the first-ever cases from 
Belarus, Mexico and the Republic of 
Korea on the Limitation Convention 
(CLOUT case 2330 (pending translation 
in the six official languages); CLOUT 
case 2325; CLOUT case 2332 (pending 
translation in the six official 
languages)).

Costa Rica has been added to the suite 
of jurisdictions covered in the CLOUT 
system (as at August 2026, 92 
jurisdictions are covered in CLOUT) 
with a case on the MAL (CLOUT case 
2346 (pending translation in the six 
official languages)).

The CLOUT collection continues to 
include and support cases from 
underrepresetned jurisdictions and 
during the period, a case from Czechia 
on the CISG has been also included 
(CLOUT case 2333 (pending translation 
in the six official languages)). 

Stay tuned as the secretariat is 
currently producing the French 
versions of the CLOUT videos available 
here: 
https://youtu.be/UlQvsMRh-x8?si=sjX1b
Pt3qgezpTlD (What is CLOUT) - 
https://youtu.be/dcCDuhA73A0?si=-Sdj
SSR-_TzPBL7d (How to prepare CLOUT 
abstracts). More languages are in the 
pipeline!

Your view matters! A revised version of 
the CLOUT Guide has been circulated 
to the CLOUT Network for comments 
per email. Take a few minutes and let us 
know what you think!

This case deals with the issue of functional equivalence of writing under section 9 of the Electronic Transactions Act of 
1999 (Cth) (ETA) [1]  based on article 9(2) of the ECC. [2] The case considers the meaning and application of 
“accessibility” and “usability” as contained in the ETA and ECC expressions “accessible so as to be useable for 
subsequent reference”.  [3]
Alder had been employed by Climate Future Capital Pty Ltd (“Climate”). However, Alder’s position became redundant 
due to the termination of a particular project.  Following a conversation with Climate, Alder emailed Climate, stating 
that an official notification was required to be sent to Alder from Climate to provide formal notice of the redundancy. 
On the same day, Climate responded by email with the subject line “Confirming redundancy today for country carbon 
role” and stating in the body of the email “Just confirming the discussion that the role is terminated…”. Alder later 
claimed that the employment was continuing as the required “written notice” was not received.
The Court considered that the email by Climate “was effective in bringing the (admitted) employment relationship 
between Mr. Alder and Country Carbon to an end”, [4] and noted that Section 117 of the Fair Work Act 2009 (Cth) 
identifies the requirements for notice of termination or payment in lieu that apply in respect of national system 
employees. The Court considered that section 9 ETA applied to the communications between Alder and Climate, and 

https://uncitral.un.org/en/search-clout-cases-jurisdiction?combine=&field_uw_topic_target_id=95&uw_location_target_id=111
https://youtu.be/UlQvsMRh-x8?si=sjX1bPt3qgezpTlD
https://youtu.be/dcCDuhA73A0?si=-SdjSSR-_TzPBL7d


Latest 
Press Releases
18/08/2026 Mauritius ratifies the 
Singapore Convention on Mediation
13/07/2026 UNCITRAL advances dispute 
settlement and digital trade work at its 
59th session
07/07/2026 UNCITRAL adopts key texts 
to facilitate use of arbitral awards and 
notices of arbitration in electronic form
03/07/2026 Significant investor-State 
dispute settlement reforms agreed by 
UNCITRAL
22/06/2026 European Union has 
approved the Beijing Convention on the 
Judicial Sale of Ships

communication. This allows a person to satisfy the elements of this requirement immediately where it is reasonable to 
expect that the information would be readily accessible. There is no continuing requirement to, for example, ensure that 
the electronic communication is continually updated to take account of the latest changes in technology.” [10]  
In the present case the Court concluded that the requirement contained in section 9(1)(a) ETA was satisfied at the time that 
the email was sent because the sender of the email “could reasonably have expected Mr Alder to be able to access and use 
the information that it communicated because he had less than 12 hours earlier, instructed (Climate) to send information 
concerning his redundancy to him using his email address.” [11] The Court noted that the instruction was sent from the 
same email address implicitly nominated by Alder.
-
[1] Section 9(1)(a) of the ETA (“Writing”) reads as follows: “If, under a law of this jurisdiction, a person is permitted to give information in writing, the 
person may give the information by means of an electronic communication, where—(a) at the time the information was given, it was reasonable to expect 
that the information would be readily accessible so as to be useable for subsequent reference (emphasis added)”. 
[2] Article 9(2) ECC (“Form requirements”) reads as follows: “Where the law requires that a communication or a contract should be in writing, or provides 
consequences for the absence of a writing, that requirement is met by an electronic communication if the information contained therein is accessible so as 
to be usable for subsequent reference (emphasis added)”. [3] Alder v. Climate Future Capital Pty Ltd [2025] FedCFamC2G 263, paragraph 18.

[4] Ibid., paragraph 56.
[5] Ibid., paragraph 62.
[6] Acts Interpretation Act 1901 (Cth), s15AB(2)(e).
[7] Alder v. Climate Future Capital Pty Ltd [2025] FedCFamC2G 263, paragraph 62.
[8] Ibid.
[9] Ibid., paragraph 63.
[10] Revised Explanatory Memorandum to the Electronic Transactions Bill 1999, p. 23-24.
[11] Alder v. Climate Future Capital Pty Ltd [2025] FedCFamC2G 263, paragraph 64.

CLOUT case 2339: Limitation Convention (unamended) 1(1); 2(a); 3(1); 8; 
10(1); 20 / Ukraine: Commercial Court of Kyiv Oblast / Case No. 
911/2899/21 / 30 January 2024 / Original in Ukrainian / Available at: 
https://reyestr.court.gov.ua/ 

The dispute arose out of an international contract for the supply of 
equipment concluded between a seller with a place of business in 
Romania and a buyer with a place of business in Ukraine. The contract 
provided for payment in instalments. The seller filed a lawsuit before the 
court of first instance against the buyer for two unpaid instalments, 
claiming EUR 389,704.38, consisting of EUR 357,500 in unpaid purchase 
price and EUR 32,204.38 in annual interest. The buyer filed a 
counterclaim for UAH 15,547,164.10, alleging late delivery of the goods 
and claiming penalties, a contractual fine and damages. Both parties 

raised the exception of the limitation period as regards the respective claims.
The court held that the dispute involved a contract for the international sale of goods and acknowledged that both the CISG 
and the Limitation Convention applied. With respect to the Limitation Convention, it  specifically referred to articles 1(1) 
and 2(a) of the Convention and noted that both Romania and Ukraine were Contracting States pursuant to its article 3(1). 
Noting articles 8, 10(1), 12(2), 20, 24, 25(1) and 27 of the Limitation Convention, the court held that the four-year limitation 
period for the seller’s claim against the buyer had not expired. As the payment of one instalment should have been made by 
the buyer until 31 August 2017, the claim arising from that breach of contract accrued on 1 September 2017, i.e., the date on 
which the breach occurred pursuant to article 10(1) of the Limitation Convention. As regards the other instalment, the court 
similarly found that it should have been paid by the buyer on 15 June 2017 and that the claim arising from that breach of 
contract accrued on 16 June 2017 (art. 10(1) Limitation Convention). Since the buyer made a partial payment on 31 October 
2017 without attributing it to a specific instalment—either the one whose breach accrued on 1 September 2017 or the one 
whose breach accrued on 16 June 2017—, the court held that a new limitation period recommenced on 1 November 2017 in 
accordance with article 20 of the Convention in respect of both instalments as the buyer’s partial performance of its 
obligation was considered as acknowledgement of debt concerning both payments. It further stated that the sequence of 
crediting by the seller under the initial claim on account of a repayment of a debt on a payment that was due earlier, did not 
affect the circumstances of the recommencement of the limitation period. The court noted that the relevant crediting was 
conducted as a result of the payment made by the buyer and was not connected to the buyer’s behaviour concerning its 
acts acknowledging the debt. 
Since the four-year limitation period for the seller’s claim would have expired on 1 November 2021 and as the claim was 
filed on 1 October 2021, the court held that the limitation period for the seller’s claim had not expired. In addition, the court 
dismissed the buyer’s counterclaim related to late delivery of the goods as unfounded, holding that the buyer had not 
proven that the seller had breached its obligations.
The court ordered the buyer to pay EUR 357,500, EUR 32,204.38 in annual interest and EUR 5,845.57 in court fees. 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fun.mdrtor.com%2Ftrack%2Flink%2Fkey%2F114014-1747-54717-1-7483-10426%2Fsignature%2Fc54149e1ec98ab3504046fb7e93e9f98%2Fuserid%2F960eebdabba3bfad85b2e729aa0add10&data=05%7C02%7Cnikola.kovacikova%40un.org%7C1d97da45e0034151f20b08defd2f3536%7C0f9e35db544f4f60bdcc5ea416e6dc70%7C0%7C0%7C639226576393289737%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ju2kteKvPias5KXzxTuTiQp7WBk1DL2cMjHX6RCBGYA%3D&reserved=0
https://unis.unvienna.org/unis/en/pressrels/2026/unisl400.html
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https://unis.unvienna.org/unis/en/pressrels/2026/unisl397.html
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fun.mdrtor.com%2Ftrack%2Flink%2Fkey%2F114014-1634-52557-1-7483-10426%2Fsignature%2F20428ebf518053cc8c0ed2fe4d699752%2Fuserid%2F960eebdabba3bfad85b2e729aa0add10&data=05%7C02%7Cnikola.kovacikova%40un.org%7C72425a309fd1471406bb08ded8f3cc2a%7C0f9e35db544f4f60bdcc5ea416e6dc70%7C0%7C0%7C639186738815695393%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=IgH6XyzEY6rLIKc%2BW2UZkStY8TpCpVmDscTV6B4lbZ0%3D&reserved=0
https://unis.unvienna.org/unis/en/pressrels/2026/unisl399.html


Copyright of CLOUT 
abstracts

 Following the Secretary's letter sent to 
current and former Network contributors 
in early 2026 regarding the assignment 
of copyright in CLOUT abstracts to the 
United Nations, the secretariat wishes to 
express its sincere appreciation to all 
contributors who have already 
submitted their signed forms. 
Contributors who have not yet done so 
are kindly reminded to return the form 
as soon as possible. For any questions or 
concerns, please contact the secretariat.

CLOUT Case 2346: MAL 4; 11(5); 18; 24; 34(2)(a)(ii); 34(2)(a)(iii); 34(2)(a)(iv) / Costa Rica: Sala Primera de la Corte Suprema 
de Justicia (First Chamber of the Costa Rican Supreme Court) / Case No. 01392 – 2022 / Condor Editores de Costa Rica S.A. v. 
Comercio y Exportaciones S.R.L. / 16 June 2022 / Original in Spanish / Available at: https://nexuspj.poder-judicial.go.cr/ 

Abstract prepared by Dyalá Jiménez

[Keywords: arbitral tribunal; due process; setting aside; waiver]

The case deals with an application to set aside an international arbitral award in an arbitration administered by the Cámara 
de Arbitraje y Mediación del Colegio de Abogados y Abogadas de Costa Rica (“CAM”). The dispute arose from a contract for 
editing services related to educational textbooks for a Honduran public tender. The arbitral tribunal found in favour of the 
claimant, Condor Editores de Costa Rica S.A., declaring that the respondent, Comex, had breached the contract and 
ordering it to pay the outstanding balance of USD 100,000 plus interest, while dismissing Comex’s counterclaim for 
damages.
The respondent sought the setting aside of the award under Article 34 of 
the then applicable International Commercial Arbitration Act Law 8937 of 
Costa Rica, raising multiple procedural complaints. It mainly argued that: 
(a) the arbitration was initially and improperly administered under 
domestic rules rather than international; (b) the tribunal was improperly 
composed because the president shared the claimant’s Costa Rican 
nationality; (c) its right to be heard was violated due to the alleged 
omission to consider a key expert report; and (d) the award was 
incongruent and insufficiently reasoned.
The Supreme Court (the “Court”) rejected all arguments. Regarding the 
alleged procedural missteps, it found that they were corrected early and 
caused no prejudice to the applicant. In relation to the tribunal’s 
composition, the Court emphasized that under Article 4 of Law 8937, a 
party who does not timely object is deemed to have waived its right to do 
so. It reasoned that since Comex was given the opportunity to object to 
the appointment of the presiding arbitrator and failed to do so, it waived 
its right to challenge the award on that basis. Further, the Court 
reaffirmed that the setting aside proceedings under Article 34 are not a 
mechanism for reviewing the merits of an arbitral award. It distinguished 
between a forbidden review of the tribunal’s factual and legal 
conclusions and its own proper role of safeguarding procedural integrity. 
Accordingly, the Court held that the respondent’s complaints were either untimely, concerned matters of substance beyond 
the court’s purview, or did not constitute grounds for setting aside under the restrictive list of Article 34. The setting aside 
request was dismissed and the award was upheld. 

Economic Hardship as an “Impediment” under CISG Article 79: Toward a Uniform Theory for Responding to 
External Changes
Won Jun Lee
CLOUT Network Voluntary Contributor
Senior Foreign Counsel, Joowon Law Firm

I. The Problem: External Shocks and the Temptation of the Homeward Trend
Cross-border sales contracts are increasingly stress-tested by externalities that neither party caused and neither can 
control: tariffs, economic sanctions, export controls, supply disruptions, and volatile freight and commodity markets. 
When such a shock renders performance unexpectedly more onerous — though not physically impossible — the 
disadvantaged party’s counsel faces a recurring question: does this contract, and the law governing it, offer any basis for 
relief, and on what theory? In other words, does this contract provide a basis for a hardship claim?
The instinctive response is to reach for familiar domestic doctrines — force majeure, imprévision, Wegfall der 
Geschäftsgrundlage, frustration, impossibility, or impracticability. However, that instinct is precisely what Article 7(1) of 
the Convention cautions against. The CISG must be interpreted with regard “to its international character and to the 
need to promote uniformity in its application and the observance of good faith in international trade.” A hardship theory 
built on domestic doctrines invites the homeward trend and fragments the uniform law. The appropriate approach is to 

https://nexuspj.poder-judicial.go.cr/


develop hardship theories from within the Convention’s own text and structure, especially where provisions such as 
Article 79 supply specifically articulated standards that may operate without resort to domestic doctrines.

II. Article 79 as a Self-Sufficient Framework
Article 79(1) exempts a party from damages for non-performance where the failure was due to “an impediment beyond his 
control” that the party could not reasonably have been expected to take into account at the time of the conclusion of the 
contract, or to have avoided or overcome. The provision thus establishes three cumulative elements: (i) an impediment 
beyond the party’s control; (ii) that the party could not reasonably be expected to have taken the impediment into 
account at the time of the conclusion of the contract; and (iii) that the party could not reasonably be expected to have 
avoided or overcome it or its consequences.
A decisive interpretive question for hardship cases is the first element: can a cost explosion or price collapse constitute an 
“impediment,” or is that term confined to events rendering performance impossible?
The text itself does not say “impossibility” or name other domestic doctrines. The drafters chose the neutral term 
“impediment,” and nothing in Article 79 confines it to the narrower categories of domestic doctrines such as impossibility. 
A modern view, reflected in the case law synthesized in the UNCITRAL Digest of Case Law on the CISG (2016 ed., Art. 79) 
and endorsed by the CISG Advisory Council in its Opinion No. 20 (Hardship under the CISG, 2020), is that an economic 
hardship of sufficient gravity may qualify as an impediment under Article 79(1).
Article 79’s own elements arguably give a wider, contract- and context-driven window for hardship claims, but the 
threshold is demanding: the change must exceed the sacrifice reasonably allocated to the promisor under the contract’s 
risk structure. Ordinary market fluctuation is generally the very risk merchants are paid to bear, absent a contrary 
contractual allocation or justifiable expectations.
Under this reading, “impediment” is read as written, neither narrowed to domestic doctrines nor diluted into a general 
fairness override. The analysis proceeds under Article 79’s own elements rather than through a renvoi to domestic 
hardship doctrines via Article 7(2), which would produce divergent outcomes by forum, thereby preserving uniformity. 
This also honors the good faith principle of Article 7(1) without converting it into a freestanding source of relief.

III. Building the Invocation: Practical Architecture for Practitioners
For the practitioner advising a party struck by a tariff shock or comparable externality, a disciplined Article 79 theory has 
several components.
Risk Allocation. The threshold inquiry is contractual, not doctrinal. Fixed-price terms, currency clauses, duration, and the 
parties’ course of dealing all speak to which party assumed (or did not assume) the risk of the relevant fluctuation. A 
hardship theory that ignores the bargain’s own risk architecture will — and should — fail. Conversely, where the shock lies 
outside the allocation the parties may have made, the “impediment” characterization may become tenable, subject to the 
following interconnected components.
Foreseeability at Formation. The relevant question is not whether tariffs or sanctions exist in the abstract — they always 
do — but whether a shock of such nature and magnitude was one the promisor could reasonably have been expected to 
take into account when the contract was concluded. Timing, trajectory of the regulatory environment, and industry 
expectations at formation are the evidentiary battleground.
Avoidance and Mitigation. Article 79 demands that the impediment’s consequences could not reasonably be avoided or 
overcome. Counsel should document efforts to secure alternative sources, reroute logistics, or absorb partial cost 
increases. The exemption protects the party who exhausted reasonable responses, not the party who stood still.
Notice under Article 79(4). The non-performing party must give notice of the impediment and its effects within a 
reasonable time, on pain of liability for damages resulting from non-receipt. In practice, contemporaneous, 
well-documented notice is both a condition of the exemption and the foundation of the evidentiary record.
Remedial Scope and Renegotiation. Article 79(5) preserves remedies other than damages, and the exemption endures 
only while the impediment persists (Article 79(3)). Where the parties seek adaptation rather than exemption, CISG-AC 
Opinion No. 20 observes that the Convention itself provides no judicial power to adapt the contract; renegotiation is a 
matter for the parties, and the safest course remains an express hardship clause drafted into the contract at the outset. 
The Convention’s framework and thoughtful drafting are complements, not substitutes.

IV. Conclusion: Uniformity
Tribunals should analyze economic dislocation claims within Article 79’s own terms rather than through domestic 
surrogates. That is the uniform law working as intended — and precisely the development the CLOUT system exists to 
document. For practitioners, the lesson is symmetrical: invoke Article 79 through its text and elements, and draft against 
its limits. For the Convention, each disciplined, jurisdiction-neutral application of Article 79 to external shocks strengthens 
the uniformity that Article 7(1) commands.

The views are the author’s own.



UNCITRAL Days 2026

The UNCITRAL Days are flagship annual 
series of regional events that the 
UNCITRAL secretariat co-hosts with 
universities and institutions of higher 
learning, discussing issues arising from 
UNCITRAL’s work. The series is held 
across the Asia-Pacific region, Africa, the 
Arab States, Latin America and the 
Caribbean, and the Transdanubian and 
Eastern European region. As already 
announced, this year, universities and 
institutions are invited to submit 
expressions of interest to co-organize 
UNCITRAL Days 2026 events under the 
theme “UNCITRAL@60” using the 
following link.

Expressions of interest

Celebrating sixty years of 
international trade law 
harmonization together 
with CLOUT
As mentioned during the annual CLOUT 
Network meeting, everyone interested is 
warmly invited to join us in hosting or 
supporting commemorative activities, 
ideally between 59th and 60th sessions of 
UNCITRAL (i.e., from July 2026 to July 
2027), to highlight the impact of UNCITRAL 
texts across different jurisdictions and to 
reflect on UNCITRAL’s role in the evolving 
landscape of international trade and its 
potential future contributions. Such events 
are welcome to include also a CLOUT 
component showcasing the link between 
the 60th anniversary celebrations and the 
contributions of the CLOUT system on a 
national, regional and/or global level. For 
further information, please refer to the 
official web page dedicated to 
UNCITRAL@60.

From Foundations to 
Frontiers: UNCITRAL’s 
Role in Shaping 
Tomorrow’s Trade Law

As part of the 60th anniversary, the 
UNCITRAL secretariat has launched a 
global essay competition to engage 
new perspectives and fresh voices in 
shaping the future of international 
trade law. This essay competition 
offers researchers from all disciplines 
an opportunity to analyse the social 
and economic impact of UNCITRAL 
texts and/or to contribute innovative 
thinking to UNCITRAL’s next decades of 
work. For further information, please 
refer to the call for submission 
available here: 
https://uncitral.un.org/sites/default/fil
es/2026-03/call_for_submission_-_unc
itral_60_-_global_essay_competition.p
df and to the FAQ flyer here 
https://uncitral.un.org/sites/default/fil
es/2026-04/uncitral_60_global_essay_
competition_faq_flyer_24_april_2026.
pdf

CLOUT Network meeting 
follow-up actions and 
conclusions

Preparation of CLOUT 
abstracts and support to 
CLOUT contributors 

(a) The secretariat will 
continue to include cases from 
underrepresented jurisdictions, 
developing States and from 
jurisdictions that are not 
present in the system, supported 
also by the two ongoing projects 
on the Digest of Case Law on the 
Limitation Convention and on the 
updates to the Digest of Case Law 
on the MAL;
(b) Upon request by a 
contributor, the secretariat may 
provide request letters for 
seeking access to decisions and 
arbitral wards in jurisdictions 
where access is restricted due to 
private database limitations or 
other reasons;
(c) The secretariat will 

CLOUT outreach and 
dissemination to third-party 
platforms

(a) The secretariat welcomes 
any CLOUT Network contributor 
who would like to make short 
contributions to the Newsletter 
with, for instance, articles, 
commentaries and information 
on the interpretation and 
application of UNCITRAL texts in 
their own countries;
(b) The secretariat will 
continue to explore collaboration 
opportunities with external 
online platforms intended to 
enhance dissemination of CLOUT 
abstracts;
(c) CLOUT Network 
members may wish to continue 

finalize the revisions and updates 
to the CLOUT User Guide and 
continue to support contributors 
through online trainings, 
introductory meetings and online 
guidance materials for the 
preparation of high-quality 
abstracts;
(d) As related to (c), the 
secretariat will aim at producing 
the newly released CLOUT videos 
on the introduction to CLOUT and 
on abstract drafting in at least two 
additional official United Nations 
languages by the end of 2026; and
(e) CLOUT Network members 
may wish to provide brief 
overviews of their legal systems, 
and in particular of the authorities 
that issue the decisions and their 
judicial hierarchy, with a view to 
transmitting such information to 
the Network for the purpose of 
determining whether a particular 
decision is final or whether it may 
still be subject to further review or 
appeal.

https://forms.cloud.microsoft/pages/responsepage.aspx?id=2zWeD09UYE-9zF6kFubccLfo56rtujFMpUGqeKnbIo5URUM2Wk5IUjNSQTFIOUU4VkxZMEtZRlVWUC4u&route=shorturl
https://uncitral.un.org/en/content/celebrating-sixty-years-of-UNCITRAL
https://uncitral.un.org/sites/default/files/2026-04/uncitral_60_global_essay_competition_faq_flyer_24_april_2026.pdf
https://uncitral.un.org/sites/default/files/2026-03/call_for_submission_-_uncitral_60_-_global_essay_competition.pdf
https://uncitral.un.org/sites/default/files/2026-03/call_for_submission_-_uncitral_60_-_global_essay_competition.pdf
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to suggest: (i) legal online 
platforms that could host CLOUT 
abstracts; and (ii) universities 
and other education and 
training centres that could help 
disseminate CLOUT abstracts 
with a view to potential 
partnerships with the UNCITRAL 
secretariat; and
(d) The secretariat will 
continue to enhance CLOUT’s 
social media outreach.

Contributions to UNCITRAL’s 
60th anniversary 
(UNCITRAL@60) and other 
events

(a) In the context of 
UNCITRAL’s 60th anniversary, 
CLOUT contributors may wish to 
propose hosting, co-hosting or 
supporting CLOUT-related events 
in areas relevant to UNCITRAL’s 
work, ideally between the 
fifty-ninth and sixtieth sessions of 
UNCITRAL (i.e., from July 2026 to 
July 2027), to highlight the 
impact of UNCITRAL texts across 
different jurisdictions and to 
reflect on UNCITRAL’s role in the 
evolving landscape of 
international trade and its 
potential future contributions; 
and
(b) CLOUT contributors may 
wish to propose building 
partnerships with CLOUT-like 
local initiatives that support 
activities, programmes and 
trainings for students and young 
professionals aimed at enhancing 
the CLOUT system and increasing 
its visibility. Initiatives under 
items (a) and (b) may be also 
proposed in the context of 
UNCITRAL Days.

Additional actions and 
suggestions

(a) The CLOUT Network may 
wish to propose strategies to 
enhance communication and 
collaboration within the CLOUT 
Network. In particular, some 
suggestions that were proposed 
during the 2024 CLOUT Network 
meeting referred to regional 
CLOUT Network meetings or 
informal communication 
channels;
(b) The CLOUT Network may 
wish to suggest ways and means 
to expand the CLOUT collection 
(e.g. to include Legislative Guides 
and other texts);
(c) The CLOUT Network 
members are welcome to share 
cases interpreting and applying 
the Limitation Convention, 
relating to the COVID-19 and 
International Trade Law 
Instruments,  or addressing the 
legal relationship between 
platform operators and 
platform users;  and 
(d) As relevant to the 
upcoming 40th anniversary of 
CLOUT in 2028, the CLOUT 
Network may wish to make 
suggestions, such as organizing, 
hosting or co-hosting conferences 
or events, including in the context 
of UNCITRAL Days events, to raise 
awareness about CLOUT and 
expand its outreach globally.
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UNCITRAL@60 anniversary events

After a number of successful events 
hosted by Japan and India on the 60th 
anniversary celebrations, UNCITRAL is 
pleased to announce new exciting events 
that are expected to take place starting in 
September this year, celebrating 
UNCITRAL's anniversary with a number of 
States and stakeholders joining in hosting 
the celebrations. Monitor our social media 
as well as the official web page 
dedicated to UNCITRAL@60 for further 
information! Don't forget to check our 
calendar of events!

Reflecting on UNCITRAL in Korea and the 
Asia-Pacific: A conference with the 
Supreme Court of Korea, the Ministry of 
Justice and KCAB International

UNCITRAL’s Contribution to the 
International Transport of Goods in the 
Digital Economy – A Celebration of 
UNCITRAL@60 at Hong Kong Legal Week

Events

mailto:uncitral@un.org
https://uncitral.un.org/
https://www.legalweek.hk/en//
https://uncitral.un.org/en/events/reflecting-uncitral-korea-and-asia-pacific-conference-supreme-court-korea-ministry-justice
https://uncitral.un.org/en/content/celebrating-sixty-years-of-UNCITRAL
https://uncitral.un.org/en/content/celebrating-sixty-years-of-UNCITRAL
https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7488176760161832960
https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7487812987215421440
https://twitter.com/i/flow/login?redirect_after_login=%2Fannajoubinbret
https://www.youtube.com/@uncitralunitednationscommi2175/featured
https://www.linkedin.com/company/uncitral

