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Thank you, Chair. 

We would like to comment on a few of the points mentioned under Section D, many of which 

in our view do not refer to “mere perceptions” but often to well substantiated facts, and raise a 

couple of additional issues: 

 

First, we note that the raison d’être and merits of the investment treaty regime are alluded to in 

this section of the Working Paper and we would like to highlight three points in this respect. 

  

1. Attracting FDI 

The reason given most frequently for concluding investment agreements which was also 

mentioned during this session is to attract foreign direct investment.  

In this context we would like to point to a study by the OECD, which is the most recent 

and comprehensive review of the evidence that I am aware of. It states that: 

“the several dozen econometric studies that have tested whether there is a correlation 

between the existence of IIAs and FDI inflows to developing countries show diverse and at 

time contradicting results. Some studies found positive correlation, at least in certain 

configurations, some found a very weak, no, or even negative correlation with IIAs and 

some studies found correlation between IIAs and greater inflows, but not necessarily from 

the States with which a treaty has been concluded.” (1) 

Furthermore new research by the US consumer organisation Public Citizen shows no 

decrease and in many cases even an increase in FDI, after countries decided to terminate 

their BITs. 

  

2. Depolicisation 

WP 142 points to depoliticisation as one of the merits of the current system.  

We would like to highlight a new study, the first one of its kind that we are aware of, that 

tries to find empirical evidence for the claim that investment treaties depoliticise 

investment disputes. Due to the available evidence, it was limited to disputes where the 



 

claimant was from the United States. I quote: 

“We find no evidence for the de-politicization hypothesis: diplomatic engagement remains 

important for investor-state dispute settlement, and the US government is just as likely to 

intervene in developing countries that have ratified investment treaties with the US as 

those that have not.” (2) 

 

3. Protection of foreign investors against discrimination, especially in jurisdictions with a 

weak rule of law. 

Again, available research does not point to systematic problems that would justify the 

existence of such a powerful mechanism like ISDS. A study found that: 

“foreign firms’ experiences at the hands of host governments tend to be as good, or better, 

than those reported by their domestic counterparts. Even when foreign firms are exposed to 

significant political risks in the developing world, domestic firms remain even worse off on 

average.” (3) 

 

In our view, the lack of evidence that justifies the existence of the investment treaty regime 

makes it look like a solution in search of a problem and contributes significantly and 

rightfully to the high levels of public concerns we are witnessing.  

We sincerely hope that the Working Group will consider these fundamental questions and 

concerns that should, in our view, form the basis for considerations of a reform of ISDS 

and the investment treaty regime. 

 

Secondly, we wanted to refer to an issues that has not been mentioned in WP 142: regulatory 

chill.  

As an organisation that works on many pressing environmental issues whose solution often 

requires far reaching changes to the regulatory environment, the effects of regulatory chill are 

of particular concern for us. 

While evidence can be very difficult to come by, we would like to point to a recent testimony 

given by a high level official in the US Congress, in which he said: 

“we've had situations where real regulation which should be in place which is bipartisan, in 

everybody's interest, has not been put in place because of fears of ISDS.” (4) 

We are deeply concerned that if the United States, arguably the world’s most powerful regulator 

and certainly a country capable of defending itself in an ISDS tribunal, refrained from 



 

undertaking regulatory actions in the public interest because of the threat of ISDS claims, the 

practice may be much more wide-spread than it is currently known and affect other countries 

even more seriously. 

 

Lastly, we would like to highlight another element that has contributed significantly to the 

public concern around ISDS and is noted in paragraph 46: ISDS is only available to foreign 

investors. Victims of human rights violations, whether committed by states or non-state actors, 

do not have recourse to international courts unless domestic remedies have been exhausted. 

As our organisations has experienced, it can be extremely difficult to hold internationally 

operating companies accountable for human rights violations or environmental pollution, while 

those same actors enjoy the far reaching rights granted by investment treaties. Rights without 

responsibilities for some of the world’s most powerful actors is something that we think is 

deeply unfair. 

As the G77 and China have noted, “any dispute settlement regime should appropriately address 

the rights and responsibilities of foreign investors.” (5) We sincerely hope that the latter part 

will not be forgotten and would like to highlight the importance and urgency of the work of the 

open ended inter-governmental Working Group for the elaboration of a legally binding treaty 

on transnational corporations and other business enterprises with respect to human rights that is 

taking place at the UN Human Rights Council. The success of these negotiations will show if 

there is a serious commitment to address investor responsibilities. 

 

As before we would be happy to make the sources used available to the Secretariat and any 

interested delegations. 

 

Thank you very much. 
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