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Two decades ago, and without significant public debate, an obscure internati-

onal investment agreement entered into force. The Energy Charter Treaty (ECT) gives 

foreign investors in the energy sector sweeping powers to sue states over government 

actions that have supposedly ‘damaged’ their investments. Investors use a parallel 

court system to sue, and the compensation for a win can be in the billions. In recent 

years, the ECT has become increasingly controversial – because of its potential to 

obstruct the transition from climate-wrecking fossil fuels towards renewable energy, 

to lock-in failed energy privatisations, and undermine affordable energy prices. But 

despite the growing controversy many countries, particularly in the global south, are 

in the process of joining the ECT. Lured by the false promise that it will help attract 

investors and solve energy poverty, there is often little consideration by these govern-

ments of the ECT’s severe political, legal, and financial risks to new signatory states. 

This is despite the fact that, if a country accedes to the ECT, it is locked into it for  

26 years – even if subsequent governments want to leave.
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Image 1
Where do the ECT’s investor privileges apply today?

Countries where the ECT applies in full: Afghanistan, Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Macedonia, Malta, Moldova, Mongolia, Montenegro, The Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, United Kingdom, 
Uzbekistan, and Yemen.

Countries in special situations: Belarus (which has not ratified the ECT, but applies it provisionally), Italy (which 
left the ECT in 2016, but can still be sued under certain conditions), and Russia (which never ratified the ECT 
and withdrew its provisional application in 2009, but has still been sued many times).
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Unpacking the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT)
The ECT is a 1994 international agreement for the energy sector, the 
investment rules of which currently apply to 53 countries from Western 
and Eastern Europe, Central, Western and Northern Asia, and Japan, 
Jordan and Yemen,1 as well as the European Union (EU) and the European 
Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) (see Image 1 on page 2).

The ECT includes many rules – including on energy transit and trade – 
but the provisions regarding protections for foreign energy investments 
are its cornerstone. These provisions give sweeping powers to foreign 
investors in the energy sector, including the peculiar privilege to directly 
sue states outside of existing courts, in international tribunals consisting 
of three private lawyers, the arbitrators. In these tribunals, companies 
can claim dizzying sums in compensation for government actions that 
they argue have damaged their investments (see Box 1 on page 6).

Due to its wide geographical reach and its extremely broad and generous 
investor privileges (which were drafted in the 1990s when their risks were not 
yet well known) the ECT is a particularly dangerous investment agreement.

The ECT’s investor-state dispute settlement system – also known as ISDS 
– can be used to challenge any action by a nation state that could affect 
an investment: from laws and regulations from parliaments; to measures 
by governments and their agencies; and even court decisions, no matter 
whether they are taken at the local, regional, or national level. ‘Investment’ 
is interpreted so broadly that even mere shareholders can sue, while 
corporations can claim not just for the money invested, but for loss of 
future anticipated earnings as well. Sometimes the act of filing of a costly 
dispute – or a mere threat to do so – can be enough to freeze government 
action, when policy-makers realise they would have to pay to regulate.

The Energy Charter Treaty offers 
unparalleled opportunities for 
investors in the energy sector to 
protect their foreign investments 
and enforce those protections 
through international arbitration.
Lawyers from investment arbitration law firm 
Skadden Arps Slate Meagher & Flom2

[The] ECT privileges... interests 
of foreign investors over the 
societal and economic interests 
of the host state and national 
stakeholders who have no rights 
under the system.
Yamina Saheb, energy expert and former 
employee at the ECT Secretariat3
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Going global: expanding the ECT into Africa, 
Asia, and Latin America
Since 2012 the ECT’s Secretariat – which is not just an administrative body, 
but the driving force behind drumming up support and new signatories for 
the treaty – has been putting great effort into expanding the geographical 
reach of the agreement to countries in Africa and the Middle East, Asia, 
and Latin America. The Secretariat has downplayed the risks of the ECT 
and exaggerated its benefits (see the sections on ECT accession risks 
and empty promises below). As a result, many countries are in line to sign 
the agreement, with its extreme investor privileges. In signing up, they 
risk shrinking their ability to decide their own energy policy, as well as 
opening themselves up to the potential for costly lawsuits by investors.

In a relentless promotion tour the staff at the ECT Secretariat advertises 
the agreement at conferences and gala dinners around the world, 
meeting heads of states, ministers, ambassadors, and other officials and 
conducting trainings for them.24 The Secretariat also hosts seconded 
experts from potential accession countries at its Brussels office, 
where the Secretariat helps them prepare the reports required for their 
accession.25 The Secretariat’s vision is that by 2021, ECT “membership 
would spread on all continents and would become quasi-universal”.26

The Energy Charter 
Secretariat is in expansion 

mode, wanting to gain access 
to energy resources in Africa 

and Asia for its current – 
mostly developed – country 

members.
Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder, 

International Institute for Sustainable 
Development (IISD)23

Box 1. Some key ECT investor lawsuits against states

Corporations versus environmental protection – 
Vattenfall v. Germany 1 & 2: In 2009 Swedish energy 
company Vattenfall sued Germany, seeking €1.4 billion 
in compensation for environmental restrictions imposed 
on one of its coal-fired power plants. The lawsuit was 
settled in 2011 after the local government agreed to 
relax the restrictions, exacerbating the environmental 
impacts that the plant will have on the Elbe river and 
its wildlife.4 In 2012 Vattenfall sued again, seeking €6.1 
billion (including interest)5 for lost profits related to two 
of its nuclear reactors. This ongoing case challenges the 
decision to speed up Germany’s phase-out of atomic 
energy. By the end of 2019 it had led to €18.6 million in 
legal defence costs for German taxpayers.6

Corporations versus bans on oil drilling – Rockhopper 
v. Italy: In 2017 UK-based oil and gas company 
Rockhopper sued the Italian Government over its refusal 
to grant a concession for oil drilling in the Adriatic Sea. 
The refusal came after the Italian Parliament banned 
new oil and gas operations near the country’s coast 
amid concerns for the environment, earthquake risks, 

and impacts on tourism and fishing.7 Rockhopper is 
demanding up to US$350 million, seven times the 
money that it actually spent on developing the project.8 
Remarkably, the claim was registered 16 months after 
Italy’s exit from the ECT took effect. This is possible 
because the treaty protects existing investments for 
20 more years after a country withdraws from it.9

Corporations versus climate action – Vermilion v. 
France and Uniper v. The Netherlands: In 2017 Canadian 
oil and gas company Vermilion threatened to sue 
France under the ECT over a proposed law to end fossil 
fuel extraction on French territory, including overseas, 
by 2040.10 The lawsuit threat potentially contributed to 
watering down the law, the final version of which allows 
exploitation permits to be renewed after that deadline.11 
German energy company Uniper, too, is using the threat 
of an ECT lawsuit to oppose the transition away from 
dirty energy. In September 2019, Uniper threatened to 
sue the Netherlands over a law to ban the use of coal 
for electricity production by 2030.12 The company might 
claim up to €1 billion in compensation.13
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Box 2. The ECT in figures

 ● No trade and investment agreement anywhere 
in the world has triggered more investor-state 
lawsuits than the ECT. In March 2020 the ECT 
Secretariat listed a total of 129 corporate claims.14 As 
proceedings can be kept secret, the actual number 
is likely to be higher.

 ● In recent years the number of ECT investor lawsuits 
has exploded. While just 19 cases were registered 
in the first 10 years of the agreement (1998-2007), 
102 investor lawsuits are known to have been filed 
during the last decade (2010-2019), representing an 
increase of 437 per cent in the numbers of known 
filed cases.15 This trend is likely to continue.

 ● ECT cases such as Vattenfall’s €6.1 billion challenge 
to Germany over its exit from nuclear power are 
among the most expensive claims in the history of 
investor-state arbitration.

 ● Under the ECT governments have been ordered or have 
agreed to pay more than US$52 billion in damages from  
 

the public purse16 – more than the annual investment 
needed to provide access to energy for all those people 
in the world who currently lack it.17

 ● Outstanding ECT claims where this information is 
available (only 36 out of 61 cases) have a collective 
value of US$32 billion18 – far more than the 
estimated annual cost for the African continent to 
adapt to climate change.19

 ● Legal costs average US$4.9 million for sued states 
and US$6 million for claimant investors in ISDS 
disputes,20 but can be much higher. In the cases 
over the dismantling of the now-defunct former oil 
giant Yukos, they reached the huge sum of US$124 
million, of which Russia was ordered to pay nearly 
US$103 million.21

 ● 97 per cent of investors who sued via the ECT by the 
end of 2012 were fossil fuel companies or otherwise 
involved in dirty energy projects.22

The slippery slope of ECT accession
In order to pull more countries into the orbit of the ECT, the Secretariat 
uses a political declaration known as the International Energy Charter, 
which it gets states to sign up to. This charter has neither legally binding 
force nor financial implications, but maps out general principles for global 
cooperation in the energy field. It was originally signed by more than 70 
countries in 2015; by 2019, its signatories had grown to 91 countries and 
regional groupings from all continents.27

Although it has no binding conditions, signing the International Energy 
Charter is considered “a first step towards accession to the legally binding 
Energy Charter Treaty”.28 Several countries have indeed been pulled into 
the ECT accession process via the “slippery slope”29 of the international 
declaration (see Image 2 on pages 8-9). Some seem to be on an ultra-fast 
track: shortly after The Gambia signed the international charter in 2017, 
for example, it was already preparing its ECT accession reports. Many 
more countries have been approached by the Secretariat (for example, 
South Africa, Botswana, South Sudan, Lebanon, and Oman,30 as well as 
Algeria, Egypt, Tunisia, Bhutan, Ecuador, Zambia,31 and the Philippines32). 
Africa seems to be the top target of this recruitment effort, followed by 
the Middle East, Asia, and Latin America.
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A country informs the ECT 
Secretariat that it wants to 
accede to the ECT.

By signing this legally non-binding political 
declaration states and regional economic 
integration organisations become observers. 
They can then attend meetings of the Energy 
Charter Conference, the ECT’s highest decisi-
on-making body (without voting rights).

Burkina Faso
Guyana
Kenya
Mali
Rwanda
Sierra Leone
Tanzania
G5 Sahel
East African Community (EAC)
Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS)
Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)34

Approving  
reports  
internally
Bangladesh
Chad
China
Morocco
Niger
Serbia

Working  
on reports 

Benin 
Cambodia 
Colombia 

The Gambia 
Guatemala 

Nigeria 
Panama 
Senegal 

Signing the 2015 International 
Energy Charter

Expression  
of interest

The reports show that a candidate country’s 
laws and regulations are in line with the ECT. 
The reports are written with support of the 
Secretariat (who hosts seconded officials in 
its Brussels office) and are then approved 
by the government, sometimes following 
stakeholder consultations.

Image 2. The many countries and country groupings on their way to acceding to the ECT 33

Preparation of  
accession reports

South Korea
Vietnam

Chile

Iran
Iraq

Palestine
United Arab Emirates

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Box 3. Don’t be fooled, ECT expansion has not been halted

The December 2019 Energy Charter Conference – the 
ECT’s highest decision-making body – was supposed 
to invite Uganda as the next country to accede to the 
ECT. But amidst quarrels over the mis-functioning 
of the ECT Secretariat39 and the Africa focus of the 
expansion – which, according to insiders, does not 
satisfy members who prefer a focus on Asia – Uganda’s 
invite was “put on hold”.40 According to a German 
Government statement from February 2020, ECT 
“accession for further contracting states is currently 
suspended”.41

So has the geographical expansion of the ECT been 
stopped? Not really. What has been put on hold is the 
formal invitation of countries which have completed 
their accession reports (step 5 in the accession 
process, see image 2 on page 9), until the expansion 
process has been assessed. In 2020, ECT members 
might agree to extend this pause until negotiations 

to modernise the ECT are concluded (see “empty 
promise 3” section below).42

But other than that, the expansion push seems to be 
going ahead at full steam, particularly with regards to 
the countries far advanced in the process: Pakistan, 
Burundi, Eswatini (formerly Swaziland), and Mauritania 
(which are all ratifying the ECT, a process which the 
Secretariat wants to support in 2020), Uganda (which 
would be the next invitee), as well as Bangladesh, 
Chad, China, Gambia, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Panama, 
Senegal, and Serbia (which the Secretariat wants to 
support in completing and approving their accession 
reports). And the expansion drive does not end there. 
In its 2020 work programme, the Secretariat also 
envisions outreach activities towards Kenya, Iran, 
and the Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS), and is keen to target even more countries, 
“particularly from the ASEAN region”.43
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Pakistan  
(already in 2006)

Burundi
Eswatini 

 (former Swaziland)
Mauritania

Uganda

Waiting for the  
invitation to accede

Invitation to accede  
to the ECT

National  
ratification

The candidate country ratifies the 
ECT according to its internal rules. 
According to the ECT’s former chief 
lawyer “that’s the step that often 
takes the longest because most 
would-be ECT member states... only 
then start to think about the risks 
and costs” of the treaty.35

The Energy Charter Confer-
ence unanimously approves 
the accession reports and 
invites the candidate country 
to accede to the ECT.

Ninety days later the treaty 
enters into force for the  
respective country.

Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 

Targeting energy ministries
The ECT Secretariat seems to target primarily the energy ministries 
of its potential new member states. On the other hand, officials with 
experience in negotiating investment treaties and defending investor-
state arbitrations (ie those with long experience of the risks these kinds 
of treaties present), appear largely absent from the accession process. 
Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder from the International Institute for 
Sustainable Development (IISD) explains why this can be a problem: “It 
is a common practice for countries to designate their energy ministries 
as the competent agencies to decide whether or not to join the Energy 
Charter. Since these ministries are typically not involved in the negotiation 
of investment treaties, the legal implications of the 1994 Energy Charter 
Treaty may not always be adequately understood.”36

This might explain the alarming lack of awareness about the ECT’s political and 
financial risks in some accession countries. While many have had disastrous 
experiences with corporate lawsuits under other investment agreements 
and contracts,37 reports written by national experts who have temporarily 
been seconded to the Brussels-based ECT Secretariat, for example, are full 
of unproven claims about how the ECT “can positively impact” a country or 
region “with regard to attracting the needed energy investments”38 – but say 
nothing of the risks of the ECT’s vast investor privileges.

And yet, the risks of joining the ECT are substantial.

The country  
can now  

be sued under  
the ECT.

$

Submission of rele-
vant documents to 
the ECT depository
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An avalanche of expensive  
lawsuits – for decades

Today no other trade and investment agreement has triggered more 
investor-state lawsuits than the ECT. By March 2020 a total of 129 ECT 
investor lawsuits were listed on the website of the ECT Secretariat.44 Both 
the number of cases and the amount of money at stake for public budgets 
and taxpayers is on the rise (see Box 2 on page 7).

Many countries on the ECT accession road have few if any effective 
investment treaties. Eswatini (formerly Swaziland) and Niger, for example, 
are party to only two active bilateral investment treaties, while Chad is 
a party to three agreements, The Gambia to five, and Uganda to six.46 
Yet these countries are a long way into the ECT accession process (see 
Image 2 on pages 8-9), which would significantly increase their risk of 
being sued by foreign investors if they regulate their energy sectors. This 
is particularly relevant as there are controversial energy projects in many 
accession countries. The ECT could impede regulations to minimise the 
social and environmental costs of these projects while maximising their 
benefits to the local community (see Box 4 on page 11).

Once a country joins the treaty it is vulnerable to ECT lawsuits for at least 
26 years – even if subsequent governments want to leave. While any state 
can withdraw five years after ECT accession and withdrawal takes effect a 
year later, it can then still be sued for 20 more years for investments made 
before the withdrawal.47 This has happened to Italy: all but one of the 11 
known ECT cases against the country were filed after it had announced 
they were leaving the treaty.48 This is an extreme provision that gives un-
due power to investors: indeed, only around 15 per cent of all the world’s 
investment agreements include this type of post-withdrawal investment 
protection for 20 years.49

 
Undoing reform with an  
old treaty that bites

The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) 
has warned about ECT-like “old generation” investment treaties, which 
“are not ‘harmless’ political declarations, but do ‘bite’”. Their “broad and 
vague formulations... have enabled investors to challenge core domestic 
policy decisions – for instance, in environmental, financial, energy and 
health policies”, which is why they should be reformed, replaced, or 
even terminated or withdrawn from. UNCTAD points out the ECT is a 
treaty with distinctly serious consequences as it “has been used more 
frequently than any other international investment agreement to bring 
investor-state dispute settlement cases”.61 The EU, too, has recently 
stated that while the ECT “is the most litigated investment agreement in 
the world”, its “outdated provisions are no longer sustainable or adequate 
for the current challenges”.62

The Energy Charter Treaty 
is by far the most frequently 

invoked international 
investment agreement.

United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD)45

There are several problems 
with the treaty as it stands.

Carlo Pettinato, Head of Investment 
Policy at the European Commission’s 

trade unit63
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Remarkably, several countries which are terminating or reforming their 
existing investment treaties over concerns about being able to maintain 
their policy space, still seem ready to undermine these reforms by signing 
up to the ECT’s outdated and extreme investor rights from the 1990s. 
Tanzania (a signatory to the International Energy Charter) and Uganda 
(which has already approved its ECT accession reports internally), for 
example, have both started terminating old investment treaties such as with 
the Netherlands that had been criticised as “biased”.64 Two other examples 
are Nigeria (working on its accession reports) and Morocco (validating its 
accession reports internally). In 2016 both countries signed an investment 
treaty with each other which differs significantly from the ECT. For example, 

Box 4. A bulwark for polluters and human rights violations?
Examples of harmful energy projects in ECT accession countries

There are several controversial energy projects in ECT 
accession countries. Should governments respond to 
community resistance by strictly regulating or even 
halting them, they could face expensive ECT-lawsuits 
by foreign investors behind the projects.

“This pipeline can only... increase [the] extraction 
and consumption of fossil resources”.50 The proposed 
Trans-African gas pipeline would span an enormous 
5,000km to take Nigerian fossil gas along the West 
African coast up to Morocco and eventually Europe. 
Existing gas projects in the region have been criticised 
for displacing communities, environmental pollution, 
severe health impacts, the loss of livelihoods, and for 
fuelling violent resource conflicts.51 The proposed new 
pipeline has been rejected by environmentalists and 
other civil society groups as “bad for the region, our 
peoples and the Planet”.52 Five countries on the pipeline 
route are quite far into the ECT accession (Mauritania, 
Morocco, Gambia, Nigeria, and Senegal). All others 
(Benin, Togo, Ghana, Côte d’Ivoire, Liberia, Sierra 
Leone, Guinea, and Guinea-Bissau) have taken the first 
step by signing the International Energy Charter (some 
only as members of the Economic Community of West 
African States, ECOWAS). The ECT would significantly 
boost the power of foreign investors in all countries on 
the route and make it harder for any of the relevant 
governments to cancel the project.

“The... black snake... is displacing us from our ancestral 
land”.53 In Pakistan’s Thar desert Chinese and Pakistani 
investors are digging up dirty lignite coal to fuel new power 
plants. The local community is fighting to prevent the 
acquisition of its ancestral land, fearing that the mines 
will pollute the air, deplete groundwater in the drought-
ravaged region, and destroy livelihoods.54 The plants 
will spew billions of tonnes of carbon dioxide into the 
atmosphere, exacerbating climate change. If Pakistan 
and China join the ECT Chinese investors could claim 
billions if a future Pakistani government decided to fulfil 
its climate commitments and keep coal in the ground.55 
The country’s Supreme Court is already considering a 
complaint which argues that the mines deprive future 
generations of the right to a healthy life.56

“Four people were killed and at least 470 injured.”57 
Uganda’s Bujagali dam has come under fire for its poor 
human and labour rights track record, for contributing 
to a dramatic drop of Lake Victoria’s water levels (the 
lake supports extensive biodiversity and livelihoods 
for millions of people in Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania) 
and the expensive energy it generates, unaffordable to 
many Ugandans.58 The dam could become even more 
costly for them if its foreign financiers sued Uganda 
in a private arbitration tribunal, for example, over 
withdrawn corporate tax exemptions or orders to pay 
outstanding wages and compensation to workers who 
were injured during the construction.59 Uganda has 
already approved its ECT accession reports and has 
just six bilateral investment treaties in force.60
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Box 5. Examples of how the ECT contradicts today’s investment protection reform agenda 

Problematic issue Examples of recent reforms66 ECT

ISDS: Foreign investors can sue 
states in international arbitration 
tribunals – without exhausting local 
remedies, so bypassing domestic 
legal systems.

Exclusion of ISDS (as in Brazil’s 
recent investment treaties); requi-
rement to pursue local remedies, at 
least initially (as with India’s recent 
treaties and the Morocco-Nigeria 
investment treaty).

Pretty much unlimited access to 
ISDS (ECT article 26 (3)). For over 
half of the signatories, the ECT even 
allows parallel suits in domestic 
courts and private arbitration (Annex 
ID lists just 24 countries which do 
not automatically accept arbitration 
when the dispute has already been 
taken to domestic courts).

Broad – and often open-ended – 
definitions of ‘investments’ and 
‘investors’ are protected under 
treaties, which can allow firms that 
have made no real investments – 
including mere mailbox companies 
– to file claims.

More limited definitions of what 
‘investment’ entails, eg excluding 
speculative portfolio investment 
(as in the recent Morocco-Nigeria 
investment treaty) or excluding 
mailbox companies from claims 
(as in the EU’s recent treaties, and 
the new Dutch model investment 
treaty).

Extraordinarily broad definitions of 
‘investments’ and ‘investors’, which 
expose states to unpredictable risk 
and allow ECT-lawsuits to be filed by 
all kinds of dubious shell companies 
(ECT articles 1(6) and (7)).

Guarantee to give an investor “fair 
and equitable treatment”, a catch-
all clause that has been used most 
often and successfully by investors 
when attacking public interest 
measures.

Exclusion of the controversial “fair 
and equitable treatment” clause 
(for example, in the Pan-African 
Investment Code).67

Broad “fair and equitable treatment” 
clause (article 10(1)), which some 
arbitrators have interpreted in a way 
that de facto requires countries to 
pay compensation when they change 
the law.68

No investor obligations. Investor obligations relating to 
human rights, corporate social re-
sponsibility, use of natural resources, 
and land-grabbing (for example, as 
seen in the Morocco-Nigeria treaty 
and the Pan-African Investment 
Code).69

No investor obligations.
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it has a more limited definition of investments protected under the treaty 
(excluding speculative portfolio investment), and it imposes obligations 
on investors and requires them to take a dispute to a country’s domestic 
courts first (instead of going straight to private international arbitration).65 
They do not appear to be extending this caution over extremely broad rights 
for foreign investors, however, to their ECT accession.

So, while many countries are seeing the dangers inherent in an over-
empowered investors’ rights regime and rolling back commitments from 
past investment treaties, the dangers of the ECT do not yet appear to 
be on their radar. As a result, we may yet see more countries – perhaps 
unwittingly – signing up to an outdated treaty with significant political, 
financial, and legal risks.

  
Driving the climate crisis by  
locking-in fossil fuels

Climate scientists agree that three quarters of the world’s remaining fossil 
fuels need to stay in the ground if we do not want to cause dangerous, 
runaway global heating.70 If we dig up more coal, oil, and gas and burn 
them we stand no chance of implementing the Paris Agreement and 
staying below a global temperature increase of 2°C, let alone 1.5°C, the 
red line which science and governments have drawn.

But governments which halt dirty power plants or drilling rigs could be 
held liable for millions if not billions of damages under the ECT. The treaty 
could also be used to put significant pressure on governments to allow 
new projects which would accelerate climate change and further lock-
in fossil fuel dependence. This danger is illustrated by several existing 
cases, such as Rockhopper’s ongoing legal challenge to Italy’s ban on new 
off-shore oil drilling projects, as well as ECT litigation threats against laws 
to put an end to fossil fuel extraction (in France), and to ban the use of 
coal for electricity production (in the Netherlands) (see Box 1 on page 6). 

 
Locking-in the failures of  
energy privatisations

In many parts of the world communities and governments are reversing 
failed privatisations and taking energy distribution systems back into 
public hands. Between 2000 and 2017, at least 189 energy services were 
reclaimed and another 122 were newly created after previous privatisations 
had failed to live up to their promises.73 Often such energy privatisations 
have led to higher prices for consumers, poorer service, underinvestment 
in infrastructure, workers being fired, harsher conditions on the job – and 
the list goes on.

It is without doubt that strong 
climate action is likely to be 
challenged by affected investors 
under the ECT.
Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder & Martin 
Dietrich Brauch, International Institute for 
Sustainable Development (IISD)71

Compensation orders are 
retrospective and uncapped and 
ISDS litigation costs are high. As 
a result, countries face unique 
incentives to avoid climate 
change action in order to limit 
their potential liability in ISDS.
Professor Gus van Harten, Osgoode Hall Law 
School72
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But reversing failed energy privatisations can trigger investor-state lawsuits 
with potential damages claims running into millions. This happened, for 
example, to Albania after it revoked the electricity distribution license of 
Czech energy giant ČEZ. The company filed a €190 million ECT claim in 
response in 2013.74 The revocation came after ČEZ had cut off power to 
the water and sanitation utilities of several Albanian towns, accumulated 
considerable outstanding debts to the government and failed to meet 
other contractual obligations, for example, by failing to invest in the power 
grid.75 Albanians had also complained about high prices, poor service or 
even an absence of it, as well as power shut-downs. Albania settled the 
case in 2014 and agreed to pay €100 million in damages, seemingly under 
significant pressure from the Czech Republic (the majority owner of ČEZ), 
which had threatened to use its veto-right to block Albania’s EU accession 
candidate status.76

When in 2019 the opposition British Labour Party planned to take the 
energy industry back under public control, arbitration lawyers predicted a 
“flood of claims” under the ECT and other investment deals.77 Due to their 
vast rights for foreign investors, claims under such treaties would “have 
a stronger chance of succeeding” than claims under the UK’s Human 
Rights Act – and investors “could end up receiving higher compensation”, 
law firm Clifford Chance argued.78

Undermining efforts  
to make electricity  
affordable for all

Energy poverty is a reality across the globe. It is estimated that 600 
million people still don’t have access to electricity in Africa.79 A key to 
address this problem is the ability of governments to regulate electricity 
prices, and impose a cap when needed.80

But the ECT could be used to undermine government action to reduce 
energy poverty. Several Eastern European countries have already been 
sued under the ECT because they took steps to curb big energy’s profits 
and lower electricity prices for consumers.81 One of the first such 
cases was filed by a British subsidiary of US-based energy behemoth 
AES, a Fortune 200 company, against Hungary in 2007. AES wanted 
US$230 million in compensation because the Hungarian Parliament had 
introduced a regime to regulate the prices that were paid to electricity 
companies in an attempt to curb their excessive profits. While the 
arbitrators ruled against AES in 2010, Hungary had to pay the bills of its 
own lawyers and half of the tribunal’s costs, US$5.9 million in total.82

In the UK investment lawyers predicted “more regulatory disputes”84 
under the ECT when the former Conservative government under Theresa 
May announced a cap on energy prices for consumers to end the “rip-off” 
bills of the country’s largest utilities.85

International investment 
standards, in particular the 

fair and equitable treatment 
standard, could shield foreign 

investors in electricity 
production from the introduction 
of price caps or the re-regulation 
of liberalized electricity prices.

Professor Anatole Boute, Chinese University 
of Hong Kong83
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Restricting  
sovereignty over  
energy resources

Many countries and regions on the ECT accession road are significant 
fossil-fuel producers and/or on the verge of multiplying production: China 
is the world’s biggest producer of coal as well as the world’s fifth and sixth 
biggest producer of oil and fossil gas; Nigeria is Africa’s largest producer 
of oil and gas and plans to almost double its oil production by 2025; both 
Bangladesh and Pakistan are building new coal power plants expected to 
triple their coal power generation capacity; the East African Community 
is actively advertising fossil fuel investments, aiming to fully “develop 
Partner States’ petroleum potential”.86 The ECT would significantly boost 
the power of foreign energy investors in these and other accession 
countries, not only risking locking in fossil fuel dependency and further 
driving the climate crisis, but also restricting countries’ policy-space.

Governments that want to attract foreign investment in the energy sector 
should aim to safeguard the policy-space to regulate those investments 
so that they contribute to national development. But under the ECT large 
energy companies can sue governments if they, for example, decide to 
apply taxes on windfall profits,87 force companies to hire local workers, 
transfer technology, or process raw materials before they are exported. 
By signing on to the ECT, states sign away a lot of policy space and 
sovereignty to regulate in the public interest.

If the risks of acceding to the ECT are so serious, why are countries even 
considering signing on to it? The reasons are often complex, but there are 
a number of promises which ECT proponents make when they advertise 
the agreement that might appear convincing. While the very real risks 
are downplayed, the benefits are pushed hard, including lures such as the 
hope of attracting more foreign investors, and modernisation of the energy 
sector. However, the claimed benefits of the treaty do not bear up against 
the weight of evidence and appear to be more sales pitch than reality.

 
The ECT will not  
solve energy poverty

Many countries hope that by joining the ECT they will attract investment 
to end energy poverty among their people who often lack access to elec-
tricity for basic needs like cooking. This hope is nurtured by the Secretari-
at and other ECT advocates who repeatedly assert “the Treaty’s potential... 
to attract foreign investments to the energy sector”89 to “eradicate energy 
poverty”.90 A PR text on Africa and the ECT suggests: “Perhaps the key 
to unlocking Africa’s investment potential in order to guarantee universal 
access to energy and to overcome energy poverty is the Energy Charter 
Treaty.”91

The ECT imposes an obligation 
on States not to change their 
regulatory frameworks such 
that it materially affects the 
economics of long-term energy 
investments.
Lawyers of specialised investment 
arbitration law firm Allen & Overy88



silent expansion16

The ECT’s investment rules, however, do not live up to these promises: as 
with other similar agreements, there is no hard evidence that it actually 
encourages investment. While some econometric studies find that 
investment treaties attract some investors, others find no effect at all 
– or even a negative one. Qualitative research suggests that for the vast 
majority of investors, investment treaties are not a decisive factor when 
they go abroad.92

This has also been the experience of governments in different parts of 
the world: Brazil, for example, receives the largest amount of foreign 
investment in Latin America,94 despite having never ratified a treaty 
that includes investment arbitration. In Indonesia foreign investment 
from the Netherlands actually increased after the country terminated its 
investment treaties with the Netherlands and other countries.95 And when 
South Africa cancelled some of its investment treaties, an official noted 
that the agreements “have not been decisive in attracting investment”.96

 
The ECT will not advance  
the energy transition

Proponents of the ECT – and ISDS more broadly – sometimes claim that they 
are effective tools to combat climate change. They argue that by reducing 
investment risks, the ECT helps to attract capital into clean energy and that 
its ISDS enforcement mechanism is a way to put strong pressure on states 
to keep their climate promises, as in cases in which investors have sued 
countries for cutting support to renewable energy projects.97

However, there is no evidence that the ECT actually has a positive 
impact on flows of investment in any sector, including into clean energy 
(see “empty promise 1” section). The agreement neither discourages 
climate-wrecking oil, gas, and coal investments, nor does it encourage 
a transition to genuine renewable energy from wind, wave, and solar. In 
addition, the ECT neither protects investments in energy efficiency nor 
other measures to reduce energy demand.98

More importantly the ECT might not just fail to facilitate a transition away 
from fossil fuels and towards renewables, but could actively impede it 
(see “ECT accession risk 3” section). According to a former employee at 
the ECT Secretariat, “investments in fossil fuels represented at least 61% 
of total investments protected by the ECT”,100 making ECT challenges 
against decisions to keep coal, gas, and oil in the ground rather likely.

 
ECT modernisation will  
not fix the problems

In 2017 ECT member states began assessing “the potential need and/
or usefulness of updating, clarifying or modernising” the agreement’s 
investor rights101 and in November 2018 approved a list of topics for 

There is still a lack of evidence 
that the ECT has a positive 

impact on flows of investment 
in any sector, including the 

renewable energy sector.
Kyla Tienhaara and Christian Downie, 

Australian National University93

The... ECT... favours fossil 
fuels and excludes many 

sustainable energy resources.
Sarah Keay-Bright, former senior 

employee at the ECT Secretariat99
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discussion.102 ECT proponents like the European Commission argue that 
this will make the agreement climate-friendly and costly lawsuits against 
legitimate regulation less likely.103

The modernisation agenda, however, does not live up to these promises. 
Two of the most obvious, and – from a perspective of tackling the climate 
crisis and meeting the sustainable development goals – effective, reform 
options are missing from the list of topics that will be discussed: the 
exclusion of carbon-intensive energy investments from the scope of 
the ECT, and the exclusion of ISDS. Both would prevent polluters from 
challenging climate change mitigation actions of states outside of their 
legal systems, limiting the risk of a chilling effect on climate action.

Even more minor reforms such as making ECT disputes more transparent 
seem to be controversial amongst ECT members,104 which include a significant 
number of fossil fuel exporting countries and some staunch supporters of 
today’s private arbitration regime. In addition, every treaty amendment would 
require a unanimity vote by the ECT parties and parties such as Japan have 
already stated that they see no need for any amendments.105

This is why an internal European Commission report from 2017 considered 
it “not realistic” that the ECT will really be amended107 and why more and 
more experts and a large number of civil society organisations argue for a 
withdrawal from the treaty entirely (see Box 6). As energy expert Yamina 
Saheb, a former employee at the ECT Secretariat, put it in a scathing report 
on the ECT modernisation in February 2020: “The potential outcomes 
of ECT modernisation, if any, will be rather marginal compared to the 
challenges raised in more than two decades of the existence of the ECT.... 
Withdrawing from the ECT is, therefore, the only option left.”108

It is unlikely that Contracting 
Parties would reach an 
agreement to align the 
Treaty with the Paris Climate 
Agreement.
Masami Nakata, former assistant to 
the ECT Secretary General, on the ECT 
modernisation106

Box 6. An increasingly contested agreement

While the ECT and its profiteers have escaped public 
attention until recently, there is growing awareness 
about its problems. Recent developments have helped 
to highlight concerns about the agreement:

 ● In the wake of its first ECT-lawsuits, Italy withdrew from 
the agreement in December 2014. The with drawal took 
effect on 1 January 2016.109

 ● The European Commission and many EU members 
have argued that ECT claims by EU-based investors 
against EU states are incompatible with EU law. The 
European Court of Justice, through its 2018 Achmea 
ruling, has also put into question the legality of such 
intra-EU proceedings and it is likely that the ECT will 
come under increasing fire from EU courts.110

 ● The European Commission’s negotiation mandate 
for modernising the ECT from July 2019 calls the 
treaty “outdated” and “no longer sustainable or 
adequate for the current challenges”.111

 ● In September 2019 Luxembourg’s Energy Minister 
Claude Turmes called for a coalition of willing EU 
member states to push for substantial ECT reform 
– and to seriously consider withdrawing from it if 
the reform process advances too slowly or lacks 
ambition.112

 ● A growing number of experts113 as well as trade 
unions, environmental, and trade-related civil society 
groups is calling on ECT members to withdraw from 
the agreement because it is “an outdated Treaty that 
risks undermining necessary climate measures.”114

How many ECT cases does the 
EU need to acknowledge that 
the only way forward is to 
withdraw from the Treaty?
Insider at the Energy Charter Secretariat 
wishing to remain anonymous115
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Conclusion:  
Six reasons for never joining the ECT
After more than 20 years of the ECT in action it is clear that the risks of 
its foreign investor rights outweigh any potential gains that states might 
have expected from signing the agreement. In summary, here are six key 
reasons for never joining – or for leaving – the ECT:

Reason 1  
The ECT is the world’s most dangerous investment agreement. 

Globally, no other treaty has triggered more investor attacks against 
states than the ECT. In ECT lawsuits, tribunals of three private lawyers can 
force governments to pay out billions in taxpayers’ money to compensate 
corporations, including for entirely hypothetical missed ‘future profits’. The 
value of just over half of the lawsuits pending in December 2019 (the only 
lawsuits for which this information is available) was US$32 billion. That 
sum exceeds the GDP of many countries and is more than the estimated 
annual amount needed for Africa to adapt to climate change.

Reason 2
The ECT undermines democracy and could put a brake on climate action.

It is a tool to bully decision-makers and make governments pay when they 
act to fight the climate crisis and protect other public interests. This is a 
particularly worrying threat to the urgently-needed transition away from 
fossil fuels, which requires bold regulations and will curtail the profits of 
some of the largest oil, gas, and coal corporations. The ECT has already 
been used to attack bans on polluting fossil fuel projects, environmental 
restrictions on dirty power plants, and the coal phase-out.

Reason 3
The ECT limits sovereignty and policy-space to regulate in the public 
interest, including for affordable energy prices. 

The ECT can be used to impede any type of regulation on energy 
investments, including taxes. It can also be used to lock-in failed energy 
privatisations and against attempts to regulate electricity prices to make 
energy affordable for all. 

Reason 4
The ECT’s investor privileges do not bring the claimed economic 
benefits. 

There is currently no evidence that the agreement helps to reduce energy 
poverty and facilitate investment, let alone investment into renewable 
energy. 
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Reason 5
The ECT locks-in countries for decades. 

Once a country joins the ECT, it is locked into it for at least 26 years – 
even if subsequent governments want to leave. While any government 
can withdraw 5 years after ECT accession and its withdrawal takes effect 
a year later, it can still be sued for 20 more years for investments made 
before the withdrawal.

Reason 6 
ECT modernisation is an attempt to re-legitimise an outdated, 
dangerous, and increasingly controversial agreement. 

It is highly unlikely that the ongoing ECT modernisation process will bring 
the ECT in line with the goals of the Paris Agreement on climate change, 
nor reduce the risk of ruinous corporate lawsuits against states. 

Given that the political, financial, and legal risks of signing on to the 
ECT clearly outweigh the claimed benefits, any expansion of the treaty 
to become a quasi-universal agreement should be treated with extreme 
caution. It is essential that politicians, journalists, civil society, and 
the wider public in accession countries shine a light on this outdated 
agreement, which will greatly influence the battle over our future energy 
systems.

Given the risks that the ECT poses to signatory states as well as the 
global environment, all attention should be focused on averting the silent 
geographical expansion of this dangerous agreement – and on taking 
determined action so that existing member states withdraw from it. This 
would be a significant step in pushing back against the corporate power 
stranglehold that can keep governments from acting in the interest of 
their people and the planet.

While the system is in the state 
it’s in right now, signing any 
new treaty is a very serious 
mistake. You have to weigh the 
benefits against the burdens. 
Somebody at some point might be 
able to explain to me where all 
the benefits are, but I certainly 
haven’t seen any.
Lawyer George Kahale III who has defended 
many countries in investor-state claims116

 



silent expansion20

1 Afghanistan, Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus (which 
has not ratified the ECT, but applies it provisionally), Belgium, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, 
Ireland, Italy (which left the ECT in 2016, but can still be sued under 
certain conditions), Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, 
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Malta, Moldova, 
Mongolia, Montenegro, The Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
Russia (which has never ratified the ECT and withdrew its provisional 
application in 2009, but has still been sued many times), Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, 
Ukraine, United Kingdom, Uzbekistan, and Yemen (see Image 1 on page 
2 for more details).

2 David Herlihy and Bruce Macaulay (2007) Strategic choices under 
the ECT, Global Arbitration Review, Vol. 2, No. 1, 26-28, https://files.
skadden.com/sites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fpublications%2FPublica-
tions1263_0.pdf, 28.

3 Yamina Saheb (2019) The Energy Charter Treaty (ECT). Assessing its 
geopolitical, climate and financial impacts, September, https://www.
openexp.eu/sites/default/files/publication/files/ect_rapport-nume-
rique_0.pdf, 5.

4 Roda Verheyen (2012) Briefing Note: The Coal-fired Power Plant 
Hamburg-Moorburg, ICSID proceedings by Vattenfall under the 
Energy Charter Treaty and the result for environmental standards, 
11 April, https://www.greenpeace.de/sites/www.greenpeace.de/files/
publications/icsid_case_regarding_the_vattenfall_coal-fired_power_
plant_hamburg-moorburg.pdf.

5 Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft & Energie (2019) Schriftliche Frage 
an die Bundesregierung im Monat März 2019. Fragen Nr. 482, https://
www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Parlamentarische-Anfragen/2019/3-482.
pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1, 1.

6 Silke Wettach (2020) Vattenfall-Verfahren kostet annähernd 20 
Millionen Euro, WirtschaftsWoche, 17 January, https://www.wiwo.de/
unternehmen/energie/atomausstieg-vattenfall-verfahren-kostet-an-
naehernd-20-millionen-euro/25441110.html.

7 For the oil drilling controversy see the video Dirty Oil vs Beautiful 
Abruzzo, 25 June 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OluZrHW-
zyx8&t=3s.

8 This was made clear by the Chief Executive Officer of Rockhopper 
in this video taped presentation: Rockhopper Exploration CEO 
Sam Moody Presents to investors at the Oil Capital Conference, 
11 September 2017, http://www.oilcapital.com/companies/stock-
tube/8061/rockhopper-exploration-ceo-sam-moody-presents-to-inves-
tors-at-the-oil-capital-conference-8061.html, starting at minute 19’00.

9 According to ECT article 47(3), a country which leaves the ECT can 
still be sued for 20 more years for investments made before the 
withdrawal.

10 Piwnica et Molinié (2018) Réponse du Conseil d’Etat à la demande 
d’accès aux documents sur la loi Hulot, 19 July. Released by the Council 
of State in the context of an access to information request by Les 
Amis de la Terre France, https://www.amisdelaterre.org/wp-content/
uploads/2018/08/loi-hulot-contributions-lobbies-au-conseil-etat.pdf, 
9-12.

11 Corporate Europe Observatory et al. (2019) Blocking climate change 
laws with ISDS threats. Vermilion vs France, June, http://10isdsstories.
org/cases/case5/.

12 Klaus Max Schmolka et al. (2019) Niederlande. Klage wegen Kohleaus-
stieg zeichnet sich ab, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 11 September, 
https://www.faz.net/aktuell/wirtschaft/unternehmen/uniper-will-nie-
derlande-wegen-kohleausstieg-verklagen-16377881.html?printPaged-
Article=true#pageIndex_3. Also see the video How big coal could sue 
the Netherlands to sabotage climate action, 8 December 2019, https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=uZ3r6OwKM-k&feature=youtu.be.

13 Follow The Money (2019) Kolenboer Uniper wil burgers laten opdraaien 
voor zijn slechte investering, 4 November, https://www.ftm.nl/
artikelen/uniper-kolencentrale-maasvlakte?utm_medium=soci-
al&utm_campaign=sharebuttonnietleden&utm_source=mail.

14 International Energy Charter (2019) List of cases, https://www.
energychartertreaty.org/cases/list-of-cases/, visited 7 April 2020.

15 International Energy Charter (2019) Statistics, https://www.energy-
chartertreaty.org/cases/statistics/, visited 7 April 2020.

16 See database of all known cases compiled by the authors, http://
energy-charter-dirty-secrets.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/ECT-ca-
ses-dataset-dec2019.xlsx.

17 International Energy Agency (2017) Energy Access Outlook 2017. From 
Poverty to Prosperity, https://webstore.iea.org/download/summary/274?-
fileName=English-Energy-Access-Outlook-2017-ES.pdf, 13.

18 See database of all known cases compiled by the authors, see endnote 16.

19 African Development Bank (2011) The Cost of Adaptation to Climate 
Change in Africa, https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/
Documents/Project-and-Operations/Cost%20of%20Adaptation%20
in%20Africa.pdf, 2.

20 Matthew Hodgson and Alastair Campbell (2017) Damages and costs 
in investment treaty arbitration revisited, Global Arbitration Review, 
14 December, https://globalarbitrationreview.com/article/1151755/
damages-and-costs-in-investment-treaty-arbitration-revisited.

21 The total legal costs cover the costs of the tribunal (€8,440,000 or 
US$11,416,939, based on the conversion rate of 14 July 2014, the 
date of the award), claimants’ legal costs (US$79,628,055.56 and 
GB£1,066,462.10 or US$1,823,870) and the legal costs of the defen-
dant (US$27,000,000 for the lawyers and US$4,500,000 for experts). 
See Yukos Universal Limited (Isle of Man) v. The Russian Federation 
(PCA Case No. AA 227), Final Award, 18 July 2014, https://www.italaw.
com/sites/default/files/case-documents/italaw3279.pdf, section XIII.

22 See the section “The fossil fuel industry’s friend” on “The ECT’s 
dirty secrets” website run by Corporate Europe Observatory and the 
Transnational Institute, https://www.energy-charter-dirty-secrets.
org/#section2.

23 Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder (2017) Expansion of the Energy 
Charter to Africa and Asia: Undoing Reform in International Investment 
Law?, Investment Treaty News, 12 June, https://www.iisd.org/
itn/2017/06/12/expansion-energy-charter-ect-africa-asia-undoing-re-
form-international-investment-law-nathalie-bernasconi-osterwalder/.

24 See the news section on the International Energy Charter website, 
https://www.energycharter.org/media/all-news/.

25 See, for example, the many references to seconded experts, which are 
sent to the Secretariat to prepare accession reports in the Secretary 
General’s 2017 report on the ECT expansion: Energy Charter Secre-
tariat (2018) Report by the Secretary General and Progress Report 
on the CONEXO policy implementation 2017, 28 November, https://
www.energycharter.org/fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/CCDECS/2017/
CCDEC201718.pdf.

26 Energy Charter Secretariat (2018) Report by the Secretary General on 
the implementation of the vision 2017-2021, the activities in 2018, the 
CONEXO policy implementation in 2018, and the EU4Energy project in 
2018, 27 November, https://energycharter.org/fileadmin/Documents-
Media/CCDECS/2018/CCDEC201819_-_NOT_Report_by_the_Secre-
tary_General.pdf, 4.

27 International Energy Charter (2018) Sierra Leone becomes the newest 
member of the International Energy Charter Family, 14 December, 
https://energycharter.org/media/news/article/sierra-leone-beco-
mes-the-newest-member-of-the-international-energy-charter-fa-
mily/?tx_news_pi1%5Bcontroller%5D=News&tx_news_pi1%5Bacti-
on%5D=detail&cHash=748522c51a592dc3b85631d6c8730957. Note 
that some of the most important players of the international energy 
landscape are absent from the International Energy Charter, for 
example, Australia, Canada, Indonesia, Brazil, and India.

Notes



21silent expansion

28 The International Energy Charter (2015) The Birth of a New Global 
Standard in Energy Security and Cooperation, https://energycharter.
org/media/news/article/the-birth-of-a-new-global-standard-in-energy-
security-and-cooperation/.

29 Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder (2017), see endnote 23.

30 International Energy Charter (2018) The International Energy Charter 
expands relations with Observer Countries, 22 January, https://
energycharter.org/media/news/article/the-international-energy-char-
ter-expands-relations-with-observer-countries/.

31 International Energy Charter (2018) Reconnecting with former 
Observer and outreach Countries, 13 April, https://energycharter.org/
media/news/article/reconnecting-with-former-observer-and-outre-
ach-countries/.

32 International Energy Charter (2018) The Philippines. On The Path 
Towards Integration Into The Global Energy Markets: The Role Of The 
Energy Charter Treaty, https://energycharter.org/fileadmin/Documents-
Media/Occasional/20180326-Version_final_Philippines_paper.pdf.

33 International Energy Charter: Accession Procedure to the Energy 
Charter Treaty (CCDEC 2017 9 StG), https://www.energychartertreaty.
org/treaty/accession-procedure/, visited on 7 March 2020; Inter-
national Energy Charter (2019) Annual Report 2018, https://www.
energycharter.org/fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/AR/AR_2018.pdf, 10-11. 
Energy Charter Conference (2017) Report by the Secretary General 
and Progress Report on the CONEXO policy implementation 2017, 28 
November, https://www.energycharter.org/fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/
CCDECS/2017/CCDEC201718.pdf. Additional information was compiled 
from the Energy Charter website. See also: OpenEXP (2020) Moderni-
sation of the Energy Charter Treaty. A Global Tragedy at a High Cost for 
Taxpayers, https://www.openexp.eu/sites/default/files/publication/files/
modernisation_of_the_energy_charter_treaty_a_global_tragedy_at_a_
high_cost_for_taxpayers-final.pdf, 39-40.

34 The image only lists states that are on a path towards accession to the 
ECT. Countries which have signed the International Energy Charter 
but are already members of the ECT are not mentioned. At the time of 
writing, 91 states had signed the International Energy Charter, so many 
more than the ones listed here.

35 Kyriaki Karadelis (2011) Interview: Graham Coop, general counsel of 
the Energy Charter Secretariat, Global Energy Review, 19 September, 
https://energycharter.org/fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/News/20110919-
Coop_GER_Interview.pdf, 10.

36 Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder (2017), see endnote 23.

37 At the time of writing Pakistan had just been ordered to pay nearly 
US$6 billion in compensation and interest to an Australian-registered 
company (over the denial of a mining license) while Nigeria was 
battling a US$9 billion contract-based arbitration order (over a failed 
gas project). See: Jarrod Hepburn (2019) Pakistan faces hefty loss 
in newly-rendered ICSID award in Tethyan Copper Mining Case; 
Investment Arbitration Reporter, 14 July, https://www.iareporter.com/
articles/pakistan-faces-hefty-loss-in-newly-rendered-icsid-award-in-
tethyan-copper-mining-case-core-damages-exceed-4-billion-and-pre-
award-interest-adds-another-1-75-billion/; Oludara Akanmidu (2019) 
How Nigeria got hit with a $9.6 billion gas deal judgment debt in a UK 
court, Quartz Africa, 17 September, https://qz.com/africa/1710707/
how-nigeria-got-hit-with-a-9-6-billion-judgment-debt-in-the-uk/.

38 Victoria Ritah Nalule (2016) Energy in the East African Community: 
The role of the Energy Charter Treaty, https://energycharter.org/
fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/Occasional/Energy_in_the_East_African_
Community.pdf, 4.

39 Frédéric Simon (2019) Leaked report reveals ‘misfunctioning’ of 
Energy Charter Treaty amid EU reform calls, Euractiv, 7 June, https://
www.euractiv.com/section/energy/news/leaked-report-reveals-misfun-
ctioning-of-energy-charter-treaty-amid-eu-reform-calls/.

40 Energy Charter Secretariat (2019) Terms and Conditions for the 
Accession of Uganda to the ECT, https://www.energycharter.org/
fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/CCDECS/2019/CCDEC201917.pdf.

41 Bundesregierung (2020) Antwort auf die kleine Anfrage “Der Ener-
giecharta-Vertrag und seine Modernisierung”, Drucksache 19/17336, 
21 February, http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/19/173/1917336.pdf, 6. 
Translation from German by the authors.

42 See: Energy Charter Secretariat (2019) Draft Programme of Work 
for 2020 and 2021, 10 December, https://www.energycharter.org/
fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/CCDECS/2019/CCDEC201914.pdf, 10.

43 Ibid., 10, 15.

44 International Energy Charter (2019) List of cases, see endnote 14.

45 UNCTAD (2016) World Investment Report 2016. Investor Nationality: 
Policy Challenges, http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/
wir2016_en.pdf, 105.

46 According to UNCTAD’s database of investment treaties (https://
investmentpolicy.unctad.org/international-investment-agreements), 
visited on 7 March 2020.

47 According to ECT article 47, contracting parties can announce their 
withdrawal from the treaty “at any time after five years from the date 
on which this Treaty has entered into force” with withdrawal taking 
effect a year later. But due to the ECT’s survival clause (article 47(3)), 
they can then still be sued for 20 more years for investments made 
before the withdrawal.

48 The one exception is this case: Blusun S.A., Jean-Pierre Lecorcier 
and Michael Stein v. Italian Republic (ICSID Case No. ARB/14/3). All 
others were filed after Italy announced its withdrawal from the ECT in 
December 2014. See International Energy Charter (2019) List of cases, 
see endnote 14.

49 Just 387 of the world’s 2,577 investment agreements contain a survival 
clause of 20 years. See: UNCTAD (2020) Mapping of IIA content, 
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/international-investment-agree-
ments/iia-mapping, visited 7 March 2020.

50 CADTM et al. (2018) Nigeria-Morocco gas pipeline: Not in Our Interest, 
23 March, http://www.cadtm.org/Nigeria-Morocco-gas-pipeline-Not.

51 See for example, this report on the West Africa pipeline: Friends of the 
Earth International and Gender Action (2011) Broken Promises. Gender 
Impacts of the World Bank-Financed West-African and Chad-Ca-
meroon Pipelines, http://www.genderaction.org/publications/11/
chad-cam-wagp-pipelines.pdf.

52 CADTM et al. (2018), see endnote 50.

53 Amar Guriro (2016) Pakistan’s coal expansion brings misery to villagers 
in Thar desert, The Third Pole, 23 August, https://www.thethirdpole.
net/2016/08/23/pakistans-coal-expansion-brings-misery-to-villagers-
in-thar-desert/.

54 Ibid. Usman Ashraf (2019) Thar Coal Mining Project: The oppression 
of Indigenous Hindu Community, https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/330662294_Thar_Coal_Mining_Project_The_oppres-
sion_of_Indigenous_Hindu_Community.

55 While China and Pakistan already have a bilateral investment treaty, 
it is limited in its reach as only the amount of compensation for an 
expropriation can be the subject of an investment arbitration. See: 
Agreement between the Government of the People’s Republic of 
China and the Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan on the 
reciprocal encouragement and protection of investments, 12 February 
1989, https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/international-invest-
ment-agreements/treaty-files/5660/download, article 10.

56 Zofeen T. Ebrahim (2016) Seven year old sues Pakistan government 
over climate change, The Third Pole, 5 July 2016, https://www.
thethirdpole.net/2016/07/05/seven-year-old-sues-pakistan-govern-
ment-over-climate-change/.

57 Sophie Edwards (2018) World Bank refinancing of Uganda’s Bujagali 
hydropower scheme under the spotlight, Devex, 21 February, https://
www.devex.com/news/world-bank-refinancing-of-uganda-s-bujaga-
li-hydropower-scheme-under-the-spotlight-92132.



silent expansion22

58 See for example: FIVAS and NAPE (2014) Unsettling Business. 
Social consequences of the Bujagali hydropower project, https://
www.internationalrivers.org/sites/default/files/attached-files/buja-
gali_unsettlingbusiness_1.pdf.

59 Compensation for injured workers is one of many demands of the NGO 
community, which is monitoring the dam, see, for example: Letter to 
the World Bank (2018) Resolving outstanding issues prior to Bujagali 
refinancing, 2 February, https://www.internationalrivers.org/sites/
default/files/attached-files/bujagali_refinance_sign-on_letter.pdf.

60 See: UNCTAD database on Uganda’s bilateral investment treaties: 
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/international-investment-agree-
ments/countries/218/uganda, visited 7 March 2020.

61 UNCTAD (2017) World Investment Report 2017. Investment and 
the Digital Economy, http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/
wir2017_en.pdf, 128, 145, 130-145.

62 European Commission (2019) Recommendation for a Council decision 
authorising the entering into negotiations on the modernisation of 
the Energy Charter Treaty, 14 May, http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/
docs/2019/may/tradoc_157884.pdf, 1.

63 Quoted in: Dave Keating (2019) A Little-Known EU Investor Dispute 
Treaty Could Kill The Paris Climate Agreement, Forbes, 5 September, 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/davekeating/2019/09/05/a-little-
known-eu-investor-dispute-treaty-could-kill-the-paris-climate-agree-
ment/#4e85b8384ecf.

64 Christopher Kidanka (2018) Tanzania ends investment treaty with 
Netherlands, The East African, 6 October, https://www.theeastafrican.
co.ke/business/Tanzania-ends-investment-treaty-with-Nether-
lands/2560-4794614-3ywb8l/index.html; Both Ends (2018) Uganda 
terminates investment treaty, 31 May, http://annualreport.bothends.
org/uganda-terminates-investment-treaty/.

65 Tarcisio Gazzini (2017) The 2016 Morocco-Nigeria BIT: An Important 
Contribution to the Reform of Investment Treaties, Investment 
Treaty News, 26 September, https://www.iisd.org/itn/2017/09/26/
the-2016-morocco-nigeria-bit-an-important-contribution-to-the-re-
form-of-investment-treaties-tarcisio-gazzini/.

66 For examples of recent reforms, see: UNCTAD (2019) Taking stock of 
IIA reform. Recent developments, https://unctad.org/en/Publications-
Library/diaepcbinf2019d5_en.pdf.

67 African Union Commission (2016) Draft Pan-African Investment Code, 
https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/32844-doc-draft_pan-af-
rican_investment_code_december_2016_en.pdf.

68 In one case, for example, the tribunal found that Spain had violated 
the ECT because it had “radically altered” regulations for renewable 
energy producers, replacing them with “new and very different” rules, 
which were less beneficial for them. See Eiser Infrastructure Limited 
and Energía Solar Luxembourg S.à r.l. v. Kingdom of Spain (ICSID Case 
No. ARB/13/36), Award, 4 May 2017, https://www.italaw.com/sites/
default/files/case-documents/italaw9050.pdf, paras 382, 409.

69 African Union Commission (2016), see endnote 67, chapter 4.

70 See for example: Christophe McGlade and Paul Ekins (2015) The 
geographical distribution of fossil fuels unused when limiting global 
warming to 2°C, Nature, No. 517, 187-90.

71 Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder and Martin Dietrich Brauch (2019) 
Redesigning the Energy Charter Treaty to Advance the Low-Carbon 
Transition, Transnational Dispute Management, February, https://
www.iisd.org/sites/default/files/publications/tv16-1-article08.pdf, 9.

72 Gus van Harten (2015) Foreign Investor Protection and Climate Action: 
A New Price Tag for Urgent Policies, Osgoode Legal Studies Research 
Paper Series Paper 146, http://digitalcommons.osgoode.yorku.ca/
olsrps/146, 3.

73 Satoko Kishimoto and Olivier Petitjean (Eds) (2017) Reclaiming Public 
Services: How cities and citizens are turning back privatisation, 
https://www.tni.org/files/publication-downloads/reclaiming_public_
services.pdf, 6.

74 ČEZ v. The Republic of Albania, https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/
investment-dispute-settlement/cases/522/-ez-v-albania.

75 Kyriaki Karadelis (2012) Albania obtains interim measures as power 
dispute intensifies, Global Arbitration Review, 28 November, https://
globalarbitrationreview.com/article/1031790/albania-obtains-in-
te-rim-measures-as-power-dispute-intensifies.

76 Reuters (2014) Update 1 – Czech utility CEZ to get 100 mln euros in 
deal ending Albania row, 24 June, https://www.reuters.com/article/
albania-cez/update-1-czech-utility-cez-to-get-100-mln-euros-in-deal-
ending-albania-row-idUSL6N0P51L820140624.

77 Jonathan Ford and Gill Plimmer (2019) Labour’s nationalisation plans 
risk ‘flood of claims’, Financial Times, 14 August 2019, https://www.
ft.com/content/08e64ba0-ba93-11e9-96bd-8e884d3ea203.

78 Clifford Chance (2018) UK Nationalisation: The Law and the Cost, 
https://www.cliffordchance.com/content/dam/cliffordchance/PDFDo-
cuments/nationalisation.pdf, 12.

79 Phoebe Parke (2016) Why are 600 million Africans still without power? 
CNN Africa View, 1 April, https://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/01/africa/
africa-state-of-electricity-feat/index.html.

80 James Ryan Hogarth and Ilmi Granoff  (2015) Speaking truth to 
power: why energy distribution, more than generation, is Africa’s 
poverty reduction challenge, Working and discussion papers, 
Overseas Development Institute (ODI), https://www.odi.org/publicati-
ons/9406-speaking-truth-power-why-energy-distribution-more-gene-
ration-africa-s-poverty-reduction-challenge.

81 AES Summit Generation Limited and AES-Tisza Erömü Kft. v. Republic 
of Hungary (II) (ICSID Case No. ARB/07/22); Electrabel S.A. v. The 
Republic of Hungary (ICSID Case No. ARB/07/19); EVN AG v. Republic 
of Bulgaria (ICSID Case No. ARB/13/17); ENERGO-PRO a.s. v. Republic 
of Bulgaria (ICSID Case No. ARB/15/19); ČEZ, a.s. v. Republic of 
Bulgaria (ICSID Case No. ARB/16/24).

82 AES Summit Generation Limited and AES-Tisza Erömü Kft. v. Republic 
of Hungary (II) (ICSID Case No. ARB/07/22), Award, 23 September 2010, 
https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/files/case-documents/ita0014_0.
pdf, paras 10.3.34 and 15.3.

83 Anatole Boute (2011) Challenging the Re-Regulation of Liberalized 
Electricity Prices under Investment Arbitration, Energy Law Journal, 
Vol. 32, 497-539, 497.

84 Statement made during the 3rd Annual GAR Live Energy Disputes 
event, London, 15 June 2017, http://gar.live/energy2017. The event took 
place under Chatham House Rule.

85 Rob Merrick and Lizzy Buchan (2017) Theresa May promises to ‘put a 
price cap on energy bills’ in latest U-turn during conference speech, 
The Independent, 4 October, https://www.independent.co.uk/news/
uk/politics/theresa-may-speech-live-energy-bills-price-cap-u-turn-
prices-tory-conference-latest-a7982586.html.

86 Jeff Desjardins (2019) Mapped: Fossil Fuel Production by Country, 11 
June, https://www.visualcapitalist.com/mapped-fossil-fuel-produc-
tion-by-country/; Kirsten Jacobs (2019) Nigeria, Africa’s largest oil 
producer commits to doubling production, 16 September, https://www.
oil-jobs-recruitment.com/nigeria-africas-largest-oil-producer-com-
mits-to-doubling-production/; Adam Majendie and Faseeh Mangi 
(2019) Pakistan’s Milewide Open Air Mine Shows Why Coal Won’t 
Go Away, Bloomberg, 9 August, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/
features/2019-08-09/pakistan-s-milewide-open-air-mine-shows-
why-coal-won-t-go-away; Climate Analytics (2019) DECARBONISING 
SOUTH AND SOUTH EAST ASIA, https://climateanalytics.org/media/
decarbonisingasia2019-fullreport-climateanalytics.pdf; East African 
Community (2019) Investment in Oil and Gas, https://www.eac.int/
investment/why-east-africa/investment-opportunities/oil-and-gas.

87 Changes to tax regimes have been a regular cause of investor-state 
lawsuits. States have been sued for changing tax laws, revoking tax 
breaks, and increasing corporate, income, and other taxes. While the 
ECT excludes some tax matters from its scope, similar ‘carve outs’ in 
other trade and investment treaties have not prevented tax-related 
investor disputes, suggesting that they might well be possible under 



23silent expansion

the ECT. See: Transnational Institute and Global Justice Now (2016) 
Taxes on trial. How trade deals threaten tax justice, https://www.tni.
org/en/publication/taxes-on-trial, 7-8.

88 Quoted in: Daria Nochevnik (2015) Energy Charter Treaty: Protecting 
International Energy Investments From Regulatory and Political 
Risks, Elektor, 28 October, https://www.elektormagazine.com/news/
energy-charter-treaty-protecting-international-energy-invest-
ments-from-regulatory-and-political-risks.

89 International Energy Charter (2016) Secretariat experts deliver a 
seminar on International Energy Charter in N’Djamena, Chad, 25 July, 
https://energycharter.org/media/news/article/secretariat-experts-deli-
ver-a-seminar-on-international-energy-charter-in-ndjamena-chad/.

90 International Energy Charter (2017) Kenya becomes a new Signatory of 
the International Energy Charter, 21 March, https://energycharter.org/
media/news/article/kenya-becomes-a-new-signatory-of-the-internati-
onal-energy-charter/.

91 International Energy Charter (2015) Africa and the Energy Charter: the 
bountiful continent and the energy conundrum, https://energycharter.
org/fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/Infographics/2015_Energy_Charter_
And_Africa.pdf, 1.

92 Jonathan Bonnitcha: Assessing the Impacts of Investment Treaties: 
Overview of the evidence, September 2017, https://www.iisd.org/sites/
default/files/publications/assessing-impacts-investment-treaties.pdf, 
3-4, 10.

93 Kyla Tienhaara and Christian Downie, Risky Business (2018) The 
Energy Charter Treaty, Renewable Energy and Investor-State Disputes, 
Global Governance, 24(3), 451-471, 451.

94 UNCTAD (2018) World Investment Report 2018 - Investment and 
New Industrial Policies, https://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/
wir2018_en.pdf, 4.

95 Transnational Institute (2017) Why did Ecuador terminate all its 
bilateral investment treaties?, https://www.tni.org/my/node/23530.

96 Xavier Carim (2015) International Investment Agreements and 
Africa’s Structural Transformation: A Perspective from South 
Africa, South Centre Investment Policy Brief No. 4, August, 
https://www.southcentre.int/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/
IPB4_IIAs-and-Africa%E2%80%99s-Structural-Transformation-Per-
spective-from-South-Africa_EN.pdf, 4.

97 See for example: Edna Sussman (2008) The Energy Charter Treaty’s 
Investor Protection Provisions: Potential to Foster Solutions to Global 
Warming and Promote Sustainable Development, ILSA Journal of 
International & Comparative Law, Vol. 14, Spring, 391-404, https://
sussmanadr.com/docs/ilsa_052508.pdf; David Rivkin (2015) COP21: 
Climate Change Related Disputes: A Role for International Arbitration 
and ADR, 7 December, http://isdsblog.com/wp-content/uploads/
sites/2/2015/12/David-W-Rivkin-speech-Climate_change_arbitration.
pdf; SCC (2016) Bridging the Climate Change Policy Gap: how Invest-
ment Protection and Arbitration can Promote Green Investments, 25 
November, http://www.sccinstitute.com/about-the-scc/news/2016/
bridging-the-climate-change-policy-gap-how-investment-protecti-
on-and-arbitration-can-promote-green-investments/.

98 Sarah Keay-Bright (2019) “Outdated Energy Charter Treaty leaves new 
economy investments unprotected”, Energy Post, 6 March, https://
energypost.eu/outdated-energy-charter-treaty-leaves-new-economy-in-
vestments-unprotected/; Yamina Saheb (2019), see endnote 3, 8.

99 Sarah Keay-Bright (2019), see endnote 98.

100 OpenEXP (2020), see endnote 33, 8.

101 Decision of the Energy Charter Conference (2017) Modernisation of 
the Energy Charter Treaty, 28 November, https://energycharter.org/
fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/CCDECS/2017/CCDEC201723.pdf, 2.

102 International Energy Charter (2018) Approved topics for the 
modernisation of the Energy Charter Treaty, 29 November, https://
energycharter.org/media/news/article/approved-topics-for-the-moder-
nisation-of-the-energy-charter-treaty/.

103 See the statements by Carlo Pettinato, Head of Investment Policy at 
the European Commission’s trade unit quoted in: Dave Keating (2019), 
see endnote 63.

104 Since 2014 the Secretariat has tried to enhance transparency of ECT 
disputes, but apparently there is not enough support from the ECT 
membership. See: Decision of the Energy Charter Conference (2017) 
Report by the Chair of the Implementation Group, 28 November, 
https://energycharter.org/fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/CCDECS/2017/
CCDEC201720.pdf, para 27.

105 “Japan believes that it is not necessary to amend the current ECT 
provisions”. See: Energy Charter Secretariat (2019) Policy Options for 
Modernisation of the ECT, 6 October, https://www.energycharter.org/
fileadmin/DocumentsMedia/CCDECS/2019/CCDEC201908.pdf, 3.

106 Quoted in: Frédéric Simon (2019), see endnote 39.

107 Internal European Commission report on an “expert meeting – 
Investment Protection Standards under the ECT”, which took place 
on 27 January 2017, report dated 30 January 2017. Obtained via the 
EU’s access to information regulation: https://www.asktheeu.org/
en/request/4067/response/13078/attach/2/Summary%20report%20
Exception%20Redacted.pdf, 1.

108 OpenEXP (2020), see endnote 33, 24, 42.

109 Mena Chambers (2015) Note 12 – Italy’s Withdrawal from the Energy 
Charter Treaty, 5 May..

110 See, for example: Daniel Thym (2018) The CJEU ruling in Achmea: 
Death Sentence for Autonomous Investment Protection Tribunals,  
EU Law Analysis, 9 March, https://eulawanalysis.blogspot.de/2018/03/
the-cjeu-ruling-in-achmea-death.html.

111 European Commission (2019), see endnote 62, 1.

112 Frédéric Simon (2019) Luxembourg leads EU push to climate-proof 
Energy Charter Treaty, Euractiv, 4 September, https://www.euractiv.
com/section/energy/news/luxembourg-leads-eu-push-to-climate-
proof-energy-charter-treaty/.

113 Yamina Saheb (2019), see endnote 3; Frédéric Simon (2019), see 
endnote 39; Yamina Saheb (2019) It’s time to scrap the Energy Charter 
Treaty, Euractiv, 30 October, https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy/
opinion/its-time-to-scrap-the-energy-charter-treaty/.

114 Open letter on “Ending the membership of the EU and itsMember 
States in the Energy Charter Treaty”, 23 September 2019, http://www.
foeeurope.org/sites/default/files/eu-us_trade_deal/2019/letter_to_
energy_ministers_on_ect_september_2019_final.pdf, 2. See also: Open 
letter on the Energy Charter Treaty signed by 278 organisations, 9 
December 2019, https://www.energy-charter-dirty-secrets.org/open-
letter/.

115 Frédéric Simon (2019) EU asserts ‘right to regulate’ as part of energy 
charter treaty reform, Euractiv, 16 July, https://www.euractiv.com/
section/energy/news/eu-asserts-right-to-regulate-as-part-of-energy-
charter-treaty-reform/.

116 Quoted in: Jess Hill (2015) TPP’s clauses that let Australia be sued 
are weapons of legal destruction, says lawyer, The Guardian, 10 
November, https://www.theguardian.com/business/2015/nov/10/
tpps-clauses-that-let-australia-be-sued-are-weapons-of-legal-dest-
ruction-says-lawyer.



silent expansion24

April 2020

The Transnational Institute (TNI) 
is an international research and 
advocacy institute committed 
to building a just, democratic 
and sustainable planet. For more 
than 40 years, TNI has served as 
a unique nexus between social 
movements, engaged scholars and 
policy makers.  
www.TNI.org

Corporate Europe Observatory (CEO) 
is a research and campaign group 
working to expose and challenge 
the disproportionate influence that 
corporations and their lobbyists exert 
over EU policy-making. CEO works 
in close alliance with public interest 
groups and social movements in 
and outside of Europe to develop 
alternatives to the dominance of 
corporate power.  
www.corporateeurope.org

Southern and Eastern Africa Trade 
Information and Negotiations Institute 
(SEATINI) - Uganda is an NGO engaged 
in capacity building, research, and 
advocacy to advance alternatives 
to neoliberalism and influence the 
agendas and outcomes of trade, 
investment and fiscal policy processes 
and negotiations for sustainable 
development and improved livelihoods 
in Uganda and the East African region.
www.seatiniuganda.org

www.energy-charter-dirty-secrets.orgwww.energy-charter-dirty-secrets.org


