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Abstract. Fair and equitable treatment (FET) is one of the controversial standards in
international investment law. It is a subject of intense academic discussion. Recent shifts
in international investment treaty regime such as the raise of concern on the right to
regulate for public purposes and legitimacy crisis in investor-state dispute settlement
system have contributed to the revision of the long-standing FET formulations. This
research article aims to address the recent developments in the international investment
treaty practice in relation to the FET. For this purpose, the article analyses stages of
historical development of the FET and recent approaches on the FET formulation. The
article also discusses advantages and disadvantages of these approaches. In conclusion,
the article also notes the FET formulation from the Kazakhstan’s perspective and
expresses its view. The scientific novelty of the article is determined by the fact that
this research devotes critical analysis to the recent approaches and identifies flaws
and advantages of them. The subject of the research is international investment law,
particularly treaty regime.
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Introduction. The FET is regarded as one
of the core investment protection standard in
the international investment law. Literally, this
standard refers to treat foreign investors fairly
and equitably. The normative guidelines contain
several elements, the purpose of which is to
protectinvestors against arbitrary, discriminatory,
or abusive conduct by host states. It appears
almost in all bilateral investment treaties (BIT)
and multilateral investment treaties (MIT), the
amount of which around 3000.

The relevance of the FET has become very
high when regulatory expropriation has been
recognised as a non-compensable taking. The
nascence of the regulatory expropriation concept
in the international investment law has led to
decrease of expropriation claims but has opened

an arbitration door for investors under the FET
standard.

Currently the FET is an integral part of
every submitted claim to arbitration. The broad
application of the FET has demonstrated it as a
protective shield for investors from regulatory
measures of host states. At the same time it has
exposed uncertainties and risks to treaty parties.
In particular, uncertainties are related with the
indeterminate content and the lack of coherence
in application of the FET. The vague wording and
the indeterminate scope of the FET gives rise to
speculation and to challenge of the legitimate
regulatory rights of host states. It became difficult
for arbitral tribunals to identify the borderline
between the FET breach and legitimate right to
regulate of the host states.
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These uncertainties have been taken into
account in the recent formulations of the FET
under the BITs and MITs. Recent treaties have
revised their approach on the FET formulation.
There are currently two widespread approaches:
the EU and the US.

In this respect, this article aims to provide
analysis on the approaches recently incorporated
in BITs and MITs. The article consists of two parts.
First part devotes the analysis on the historical
development of the FET. This part elucidates the
main stages of the FET development and issues
on each stage. Second part examines the recent
formulations of the FET. The article discusses
two widespread approaches in recent treaty
practice: the EU and the US approaches. In this
way, the article provides for advantages and
disadvantages of two approaches.

Methodology. The article employs doctrinal
legal research from the
perspective of historical, comparative, and
empirical analysis. The research under this article
is text-based and if applicable supported by the
results of empirical studies.

Discussion I. Analysis of historical development.
The historical development of the FET is full of
controversy and a subject of academic debate.
This analysis divides the historical development
into three following stages
explanation for each of them.

First stage is an early emergence of the FET
as an investment protection standard. It has been
incorporated into practically every concluded
international investment agreement (IIA).
Historically, the purpose of incorporation of the
FET in IIAs was related to filling of the gaps
that may be left by the investment protection
standards [1]. The FET has been incorporated
in a vague formulation and parties to IIAs have
not paid close attention to content. However,
at this stage the FET has been less raised
investment protection standard and mostly
equated to minimum standard treatment (MST)
under customary international law. Moreover,
it was time when investors mostly raised the
expropriation claim.

Second stage is a rise of the FET as an
autonomous standard. At this stage there

methodology to

and provides

is no doubt that the FET has become one of
the pillars of the investment protection and
shelter for investors over the world. At this
stage expropriation claims have become a rare
occurrence. It was due to two factors. On the one
hand, a rise of host states’ discretion in relation
to outright expropriation of investment of aliens.
On the other hand, an establishment of stringent
criteria for finding a breach of expropriation
under ITAs. Regulatory expropriation has been
recognised as a non-compensable taking. It led to
a sharp increase of the FET claims by investors.
Currently the FET is most invoked investment
protection standard in investor state dispute
settlement (ISDS) [2]. Particularly, at this stage
the FET has accumulated abundant arbitration
practice. The scope of the FET has been expanded
largely through interpretations [3]. Therefore, the
contours of the FET scope have been blurred. It
became difficult to determine content and precise
elements of the FET. Arbitration practice was
split into two schools. First school has equated
the FET to MST based on the arbitration cases
of Neer, Robert and Hopkins. Second school has
recognized the FET as an autonomous standard
and has provided own content. In this way, the
FET scope has become too flexible and as a result
it has led to confine legitimate regulatory rights
of host states.

Third stage is a current development of the FET
under new conditions. At third stage the FET has
been asubject of severe criticism. Currently inIIA’s
practice the FET is found in different formulations.
In accordance with UNCTAD report, there are
four common formulations of FET: 1) unqualified
FET; 2) the FET linked to international law; 3)
the FET linked to the minimum standard under
customary international law; 4) the FET with
additional substantial content [4]. These different
formulations, indeterminate content and the lack
of coherence in application have led to revision
of the FET under a number IIAs. New generation
of IIAs have reviewed traditional formulations
and have incorporated more balanced forms of
the FET.

II. Analysis of recent approaches on the FET
formulation. Analysing recent treaty practice, the
author notes two widespread approaches on the
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FET formulation. First is the EU approach that
involves a provision of closed list of elements and
explicit the right to regulate in the FET. The US
approach that maintains the limitation of the FET
to the MST.

In terms of the first, the EU has started to
negotiate comprehensive economic and trade
agreements that inter alia include investment
protection clauses. For example, Comprehensive
Economic and Trade Agreement with Canada
(CETA), an Investment Protection Agreement
with Vietnam. This article finds the following
peculiarities of this approach:

e provision of exhaustive list of breaches of
the FET;

e formulation of breaches was supplemented
with wording ‘manifest’, ‘targeted’, ‘abusive” and
‘fundamental breach’;

* provision of parties with the right to amend
the list by agreement;

¢ explicit incorporation of the right to regulate
of treaty parties for the public purposes.

* balanced treaty preamble.

The EU approach demonstrates the complex
package of the revision. In particular, the EU
approach focuses on the determination of the FET
content and the borderline between investment
protection and the right to regulate. Analysing
recent the EU treaties, there is clear that drafters
have attempted to achieve a balance between
investment protection and the right to regulate.
Drafters have made clear by incorporating the
right to regulate of states for public purposes in
investment protection provisions of the treaties
that include the FET. For example, in CETA For
the purpose of this Chapter, the Parties reaffirm their
right to regulate within their territories to achieve
legitimate policy objectives, such as the protection of
public health, safety, the environment or public morals,
social or consumer protection or the promotion and
protection of cultural diversity’ [5]. It is included in
preamble of the CETA. The term of the right to
regulate does not have an entrenched meaning
in international investment law. But it is used
interchangeably with the concepts of sovereignty,
national space, regulatory rights, police power,
regulatory autonomy, regulatory measures and
regulatory freedom of states to regulate. The

term of the right to regulate is widely mentioned
in recent scholars’ contributions. In particular,
it is understood as the right of the host state to
regulate foreign investment in order to promote
domestic priorities and to protect the public
welfare from possible negative impacts of foreign
and domestic investment. More narrowly the
term is discussed in recent scholar contributions,
where the term is defined as the legal right of the
host state that permits it exceptionally to regulate
in derogation of international commitments it
has undertaken in the framework of investment
agreements without duty to
compensate [6]. Moreover, the author notes that
the EU approach provides more limitation on
the scope of FET elements through formulations
‘fundamental breach’, ‘manifest arbitrariness’,
‘targeted discrimination” and “abusive treatment’.
Furthermore, the EU approach gives an
explanation on elements of the FET.

In contrast, the US has maintained the MST
approach as is in their Free Trade Agreements
rather than the autonomous FET. The author
notes the continuance of this approach on the
following grounding. The approach originally
had found strong support from the developed

incurring a

countries such as United States and Canada.
Then, the MST has become a matter of intense
debate between developed and developing
states. It is well illustrated and discussed in the
framework of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) between Canada, the US
and Mexico. Despite the text of Article 1105 (1) of
NAFTA that refers to international law, NAFTA
Free Trade Commission concluded that Article
1105(1) prescribes the MST under customary
international law to be afforded to investments of
investors of another Party. As compared with the
NAFTA, the US Model BIT 2005 incorporated the
explicit formulation on the equation of the FET
and the MST.

There is a view that the advantage of the
MST is that the MST prevents the expansive
interpretation of the FET and assists in preserving
the right to regulate [7]. It derives from the point
that the MST as a rule requires a high liability
threshold and could be applicable to very serious
breaches. As Glamis tribunal asserted ‘it is meant
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to serve a floor, an absolute bottom, below which
conduct is not accepted by the international
community’ [8]. As long as the MST is an old
standard rather than the relatively recent the FET,
there is a more coherence in its application based
on the abundant arbitration practice. Arbitration
practice on the MST derives since 1926 Neer
decision and NAFTA arbitration awards have
contributed to the evolution of the MST.

Irrespective of this, the elements of the
MST remain indeterminate. It may represent a
weakness of this approach. Particularly, the MST
lacks a clearly defined content. In determination
of the MST content, tribunals usually refer to
decisions of the Neer, Robert and Hopkins cases.
In particular, Neer decision defined the MST
as outrage, bad faith, willful neglect of duty
and insufficiency of governmental action [9].
In determination of the MST breach, tribunals
refer to the previous decisions of other tribunals.
In this line, common defined elements of the
MST are asserted denial of justice, lack of due
process, lack of due diligence, arbitrariness and
discrimination. These elements are in some way
overlapped and interconnected [10].

In this respect, an outdated character of the
MST hinders its broad application. However,
tribunals confirmed that the MST is constantly
in the process of evolution [11]. This evolution
includes hundreds of concluded international
investment treaties and awards since 1926 Neer
decision. In this line, the MST is going to be
flexible under new conditions. However, this
flexibility could present difficulty in balancing
investment protection and the right to regulate of
states for public purposes.

Given the indetermined nature of the MST,
both the US (2004 and 2012) and Canada (2004
and 2014) model treaties have provided a
specificity to the FET and the MST wording [12].
In particular, the US model treaty defines the
exhaustive elements of the FET limiting to the
obligation not to deny justice in criminal, civil,
or administrative adjudicatory proceedings in
accordance with the principle of due process
embodied in the principal legal systems of the
world. In this way, drafters may have intended to
limit the scope of the FET.

In relation to a nexus between these two
approaches, the author notes the varying views.
As Enron tribunal noted that MST is sufficiently
elaborate and clear, FET might be equated with
it. But in other more vague circumstances,
the FET may be more precise than the MST.
Therefore, in the context of the US and Argentina
treaty applicable to the case can also require a
treatment additional to, or beyond the customary
international law [13].

Moreover, it is generally claimed that the FET
could be broader than the MST. Irrespective of
that there is an arbitration practice where the
implicit FET formulation was equated to the
MST. For example, the discussion has been held
in the interpretation of the FET under the Energy
Charter Treaty. Despite that the majority of the
tribunals have concluded that the FET under
the ECT as an autonomous standard, Blusun
tribunal came to the conclusion that Article 10 (1)
incorporates the FET under the MST [14]. Taking
into account the equation issue, the recent treaties
have incorporated more clear FET content.

I1I. From Kazakhstan's perspective. In the context
of this topic, the article notes that recent trends on
the FET is important also for Kazakhstan. To date,
Kazakhstan has concluded over 40 (forty) bilateral
investment treaties on the encouragement and
reciprocal protection of investment (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan
2020). There are also multilateral treaties that
contain investment protection provisions such
as the Energy Charter Treaty and the Eurasian
Economic Union Treaty. The majority of them
were concluded between 1992 and 2005, which
based on the old investment treaty regime. The
FET provisions in those treaties incorporate
indeterminate content. In the framework of these
investment treaties, Kazakhstan is Respondent
in 19 (nineteen) international investment
arbitrations [15]. 5 (five) of them were initiated
under the Energy Charter Treaty and 7 (seven)
of them under the bilateral investment treaty
between Kazakhstan and the United States. In
majority of them the FET standard is a subject of
claims of investors.

The recent Kazakhstan and Singapore BIT
(2018) incorporates the US approach. While
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BIT between Kazakhstan and the United Arab
Emirates (2018) has no FET standard. BIT
between Kazakhstan and Japan BIT (2014) has
followed old indeterminate approach. Therefore,
it is noted a neutral position of Kazakhstan on the
FET approach.

Resultsand Conclusion. The article has sought
to elucidate the review of recent developments in
the FET formulation and their peculiar features.
Currently, states seek to develop new types of
investment treaties that strike a balance between
regulatory space and investor protection.

The number of new model treaties has
been elaborated. In this respect, the article has
discussed the recent treaty practice and identified
two widespread approaches: the EU and the US.
The article has critically discussed peculiarities of
both approaches and describes their advantages
and disadvantages. The article also notes the FET
formulation from the Kazakhstan’s perspective
and expresses its view. There is no doubt that
a new wave of treaties will also touch upon
Kazakhstan since most of the treaties have been
concluded in the late 1990s and 2000s.
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b. Kyxxaros
«M.C. Hapixbaes amoindazor KASI'FOY Ynuusepcumemi» AK, Hyp-Cyaman, Kasaxcman

JKaHna xargargarpl 94i2eTTidiK )KoHe TeH KYKBIKTBIK Pe>XXVM CTaHAapThI

AHHOTaIMISI. ©JieTTiaiK >KoHe TeH KYKBIKTHIK pesxuM (FET) - XaapIkapaAbIlK MHBECTUIIVISIABIK KYKBIKTAFbI
AayAabl cTaHAapTTapAbIH Oipi >KoHe KapKbIHABI FRLABIMMU ITiKipTaAacTapAbIH TaKbIPBIOBI. XaAbIKapaAbIK MHBECTH-
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LIMAABIK KeAiciMITIapTTap peskMMiHJeri )KaKbIHAa O0AFaH e3repicTep, MbICaabl, KOFaMABIK MaKcaTTap YIIIiH peT-
Tey KYKbIFbIHA KaTBICTHI a1aHAayIIbLABIKThIH KYIIIeI0l JKoHe MHBeCTOpAap MeH MeMAeKeT apachblHAAFbI AayAapAbl
peTTey KyiieciHaeri 3aHABLABIKTHIH dardapbicel, FET OypblHHaH Keae »KaTKaH TY>KbIpbIMJAaMaHBI KaliTa Kapa-
AybIHa bIKHaA eTTi. by rerapmvm sxymbic FET-ke KaThICTBI XaAbIKapaAblK, MHBECTULIAABIK, ITapTTap IIpaKTHKa-
CBIHJAFBI COHFBI @3repicTepai KapacTeipyra OarbiTTaarad. Ocel MaKcaTrTa Makadada FET-tiH Tapuxu gamy KeseH-
Aepi MeH OHBI TY>KBIPBIMJAyAbIH COHFHI Tociaepi TaagaHaabl. Makadaga ocbl TociaaepAiH apTHIKIIBLABIKTaphI
MeH KeMHIiZikrepi ge TaakplaaHaAbl. KoprITbiHAbLAal Keae, Makadaa KasaKkcTaHHBIH Ko3Kapachl OOJVIBIHIIIA
FET Ty>KBIpBIMBI KOpCeTiATeH KoHe aBTOp o3 HikipiH Oiaaipeai. MakaaaHBIH FRLABIMU >KaHAABIFBI OCBI 3€pPT-
TeyAiH COHFBI TACiAAepAi CBIHM TaAJdayra >KoHe OAap/blH KeMIIiAikTepi MeH apTBLIKIIBLIABIKTapbIH aHbIKTayFa
apHa/AFaHABIFBIMEH aHBIKTadaAbl. 3ePTTeyY TaKbIPBIOBI XaAblKapaAblK MHBECTULIMAABIK KYKBIK, aTall aiiTKaHAa
VHBEeCTULIVIAapABl KOPFay Typaabl KeaiciMaep peskumi 004bI TabbL1aabl. Makadaja Tapyuxu, CaAbICTHIPMabl
>KoHe DMITMPUKAABIK Taljay TYPFbICBIHAH KYKBIKTBIK 3€PTTeyAiH 4OKTPUHAABIK dAicTeMeci KoAdaHblaaabl. Ockl
MakaAaJarbl 3epTTeyAep MOTiHTe HeTizAeATeH >KoHe Ka’keT 0OAFaH >Kargalila SMIINMPUKAABIK 3epTTeylepMeH
KaMTaMachI3 eTiATeH.

Tyi1ina ce3aep: 94i2eTTi >kKoHe TeH KYKBLABI PESXKIM, XaAbIKapaAblK MHBECTUIINAAAP KYKBIFBI, PETTEY KYKBIFDL,
TOMEeHIi CTaHAAPTTHl PeXXUM, MHBECTOP, KaOblA4ayIIbl MeMAEKeT, apOUTPasKABIK, COT, eKi>KaKTbl MHBECTUIIN-
s1abIK Keaicim (BIT), kerkakTer nHBeCTUIMAABIK KeaiciM (MIT).

b. Ky:xaTos
AO «¥Ynusepcumem KA3I'TOY umenu M.C. Hapuxoaesa»,
Hyp-Cyaman, Kasaxcman

CTaHZI,apT CIIpaBeAAMBOTO ¥ PAaBHOIIPAaBHOTO peXlMa B HOBBIX YCAOBWMAX

Annorams. Crpaseaaussiii u pasHonpassbiii pexxuM (FET) - o4nH 13 CIOpHBIX CTaHAAPTOB B MEXAY-
HapOAHOM MHBECTUIIMIOHHOM IIpaBe M IpeAMeT MHTeHCUBHBIX Hay4HbIX AucKyccuii. HeaapHue mamenenust B
pexxnme MeXXAyHapOAHBIX MHBECTUIIMOHHEIX 40TOBOPOB, TaKue KakK pOCT 03a004eHHOCTH II0 ITOBOAY ITpaBa Ha
peryauposanue B OOIIeCTBeHHBIX LIeASX U KPU3UC AeTUTUMHOCTU B CHCTeMe YPeryAupPOBaHus CIIOPOB MeXAy
VMHBECTOpaMI U TOCyAapCTBOM, CIIOCOOCTBOBaAN IepecMoTpy daBHnX popmyanposok FET. Aannas nccaeso-
BaTeAbCKas CTaThsl HallpaBAeHa Ha pacCMOTPeHMe ITOCAeAHUX M3MEHeHUIl B IPaKTUKe MeXAyHapPOAHbBIX MH-
BeCTUIIMOHHLIX 40T0BOpoB B oTHOMmeHun FET. C 9Tol 11e4pI0 B cTaThe aHAaAM3UPYIOTCS DTAIIBl UCTOPUYECKOIO
passutns FET n HegaBHME TOAXOABI K ero pOPMYyANPOBKe. B cTaThe Takke 00Cy>KAaIOTCs ITperMYyIIlecTsa U He-
AOCTaTKM BTUX ITOAXOJ0B. B 3aka10ueHMe B cTaThe Takke orMedaercsa popmyanposka FET ¢ Touxku spenns Ka-
3axcTaHa I aBTOp BhIpaykaeT cBoe MHeHue. Hayunast HoB13HaA cTaThy OIlpeJeasieTcs TeM, 4TO JaHHOe 1CCAe0Ba-
HIIe ITOCBAIIEHO KPUTUYECKOMY aHaAM3y HOBEMIINX IT0AX0A0B U BBIABAEHMIO UX HeAOCTAaTKOB U IIPeUMYIIIeCTB.
ITpeameToM Mccae 0BaHUS ABASETCS MeXKAYHapOAHOe MHBECTUIIMOHHOE IIPaBo, B YaCTHOCTY PeXKMM COorJarile-
HUIA T10 3aljTe MHBeCTULIMUIL. B craThe Mcroabsyercs 40KTpuHaAbHas METOA0AOTHSI IIPABOBBIX MCCAeAOBAHIIA
C TIO3MLIMI UCTOPUIECKOTO, CPABHUTEABHOTO M DMIIMPUYECKOro aHaausa. ViccaesoBaHns B paMKax 9TOM CTaTby
OCHOBaHBI Ha TeKCTe U, eCAM IIPUMEHNMO, 04 PXKUBAIOTCA peadyabTaTaMi DMIIMPUYECKUX UCCAeA0BaHMUIA.

Karouesbie caoBa: cripaBedAMBhI U PaBHOIIPABHBIN PeXXUM, MeXAyHapO/AHOe MHBeCTUIIMOHHOE IIpaso,
IIpaBo Ha peryAnMpoBaHue, MMHIMMAAbHbIN CTaHAAPTHBINM PeXXKIUM, MHBECTOP, IPUHMUMAIOIIee rocyAapcTBo, ap-
OUTpa’kHbIN CyA, AByXCTOpPOHHee nHBecTumoHHoe coraarenue (BIT), MHorocropoHnee nHBeCTUIIIOHHOE CO-
raamenue (MIT).

References

1. Dolzer R., Schreuer C. Principles of International Investment Law (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2008,
122 p.).

2. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development ‘Fair and Equitable Treatment UNCTAD Series on
Issues in International Investment Agreements’ (UNCTAD, New York, 2012, 10 p.)

3.Sornarajah M. Resistance and change in the international law on foreign investment. (Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 2015, 247p).

BECTHMK Egpasuiickozo Hawuonarvnozo yrusepcumema umetu J.H. Tysuaesa. Cepust Ipaso Ne 1(134)/2021 33
BULLETIN of L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University. Law Series



The standard of fair and equitable treatment in the new environment...

4. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development ‘Fair and Equitable Treatment UNCTAD Series on
Issues in International Investment Agreements’ (UNCTAD, New York, 2012, 17-18 p.)

5. Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement between the EU and Canada, Article 8.9. [Electronic
resource]. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/in-focus/ceta/ceta-chapter-by-chapter/ (Accessed:
29.01.2021).

6. Aikaterini T. The right to regulate in International Investment law, (Hart Publishing, Oxford, 2013, 33 p).

7. Vasciannie S. The Fair and Equitable Treatment Standard in International Investment Law and Practice,
British Yearbook of International Law, 70(1), 144 -164(1999).

8. Glamis Gold v United States, UNCITRAL, Award, 8 June 2009 at para. 615. [Electronic resource]. Available
at: https://www.italaw.com/cases/487 (Accessed: 11.02.2021).

9. L. F. H. Neer and Pauline Neer (U.S.A.) v. United Mexican States, 61f. [Electronic resource]. Available at:
https://legal.un.org/riaa/cases/vol_IV/60-66.pdf (Accessed: 13.02.2021).

10. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development ‘Fair and Equitable Treatment UNCTAD Series
on Issues in International Investment Agreements’ (UNCTAD, New York, 2012, 28 p.).

11. Newcombe A. and Paradell L. Law and Practice of Investment Treaties: Standards of Treatment (The
Netherlands: Kluwer Law International, 2009, 238 p).

12. The US (Article 5) and Canada (Article 6) model treaties. [Electronic resource]. Available at: https://ustr.
gov/sites/default/files/BIT%20text%20for%20ACIEP%20Meeting.pdf and https://www.italaw.com/sites/default/
files/files/italaw8236.pdf (Accessed: 25.01.2021).

13. Enron Corporation, Ponderosa Assets, L.P. v. Argentina at para. 258. [Electronic resource]. Available at:
https://www.italaw.com/cases/401 (Accessed: 25.01.2021).

14. Blusun S.A., Jean-Pierre Lecorcier and Michael Stein v. Italian Republic, ICSID Case No. ARB/14/3 at para.
319 (3). [Electronic resource]. Available at: https://www.italaw.com/cases/5739 (Accessed: 27.01.2021).

15. Investment Policy Hub of UNCTAD, 2020. [Electronic resources]. Available at: https://investmentpolicy.
unctad.org (Accessed: 03.02.2021).

Cseaenne 00 aBTOpE:

Ky»xamog b. - 3an rerasiMaapsiabig Maructpi (LLM, Queen Mary University of London), «M.C. Hopik6aes
areiHgarel KAS3ITOY Yuusepcureti» AK Kykbik >Koraper mekTebiniH AokTopaHThl, Kaszakcran Pecrrybankacer
Yximerinig Karmaran sxone Kaparsiranak MyHali-KeH OpBIHAQPBIHAAFBI apHalibl TaralibiHAaAraH PSA Oxizerri
OpTaHbIHAA AAayABI MacedeAepAi Ienty sKeHiHaeri 6ac 3aH MeHeaxepi, Hyp-Cyaran, Kazakcran.

Kuzhatov B. - Master of Law (LLM, Queen Mary University of London), Ph.D. student at the Higher School
of Law M. Narikbaev KAZGUU University, Chief Legal Manager on dispute resolution in a specially appointed
Authorized body of the Government of the Republic of Kazakhstan on PSA at Kashagan and Karachaganak,
Nur-Sultan, Kazakhstan,.

34 Ne 1(134)/2021 L.H. Tymuaes amoindazor Eypasus yammoi yrusepcumeminiyy XABAPIIBICBI. Kyxuik cepusicul
ISSN: 2616-6844, eI SSN:2663-1318



