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Introduction:
Paris as the seat of an arbitration,
a general presentation
The selection of the seat of the arbitration is a critical choice because of the legal consequences
it entails. Not only does the lex loci arbitri apply before the award is rendered, the law of the seat
also determines the jurisdiction of the State courts in case of difficulties that may arise before or
during the constitution of the arbitral tribunal as well as during the proceedings. It also carries
consequences after the award is rendered: the State Courts have jurisdiction regarding
proceedings for setting aside an award with the grounds for setting aside an award being
determined also pursuant to the law of the seat.
It is worth mentioning that France's arbitration legislation, present in the French Code of Civil
Procedure since Decree No. 81-500 of 12 May 1981, has always had a pro-arbitration stance
with a tradition of judicial non-interference of French courts in the arbitral process. Applied both
by the Court of Appeals and by the Cour de Cassation (the highest court of France whose
decision rendered is final), some pro-arbitration principles include the autonomy of the arbitration
clause (Article 1447) but also the well-known principle of “compétence-compétence” (Articles
1465 and 1448).
More liberal principles were introduced by Decree No. 2011-48 of 13 January 2011 that aimed at
modernizing and further increasing the efficiency of arbitration proceedings in France. The
Decree provides for principles such as the possibility for the parties to waive their right to any
recourse against the award (Article 1522) or that an international award cannot be appealed
(Article 1518).
Another innovation that must be emphasized includes the principle that neither an action to set
aside an award nor an appeal against an enforcement order shall suspend the enforcement of an
award in France (Article 1526).
Most importantly, regarding the specific issue of challenges to an international arbitration award,
this Decree provides that the only recourse against an international award is an action to set
aside (Article 1518), which will be admissible only if it is based on one of the five grounds listed,
exhaustively, at Article 1520.
In this sense, historically, Paris is often chosen as a seat for arbitration because of its proarbitration legislation and case-law coupled with a legal environment that has specialized judicial
courts and institutions that facilitate the effective and efficient conduct of arbitral
proceedings. Nevertheless, several decisions rendered recently by the French courts might have
raised concerns about a change to this state of the international arbitration regime in France. It is
thus a relevant moment to launch the first issue of Sygna’s Letter, which will help in keeping track
of the current trend.
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Overview of the French case-law on
international arbitration from
January to June 2021

Sygna Partners’ biannual newsletter aims at presenting French Court of Appeal and Court of
Cassation’s decisions and reasonings in some of the interesting cases these judicial bodies
rendered in the field of international arbitration.
According to Article 1520 of the French Code of Civil Procedure, when France is chosen as the
seat of arbitration by the parties to an international arbitration, an award may only be set aside (or
an enforcement order annulled) where:
(1) the arbitral tribunal wrongly upheld or declined jurisdiction; or
(2) the arbitral tribunal was not properly constituted; or
(3) the arbitral tribunal ruled without complying with the mandate conferred upon it; or

(4) due process was violated; or
(5) recognition or enforcement of the award is contrary to international public policy.
In application of this article, the Paris Court of Appeal rendered 19 judgments regarding
international arbitration, when the Court of Cassation rendered 4, between January and June
2021 (see the Annex to this newsletter).
Five of these judgments were selected for their particular significance to the evolution of French
arbitration law as not only do they clarify the extent to which an award may be annulled due to
the arbitral tribunal’s jurisdiction, but they also establish the limits of what is upheld as French
international public policy by the French courts.
• Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 30 March 2021, n° 19/04161, Oschadbank
• Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber), 31 March 2021, n° 19/11551, Rusoro
• Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 25 May 2021, n° 18/27648, Cengiz
• Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 25 May 2021, n° 18/18708, Webcor and GML
• Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 13 April 2021, n° 18/09809, AD Trade
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
30 March 2021, n 19/04161,
Oschadbank

(1/2)

Subject-matter
Article 1520(1), jurisdiction ratione temporis, date of investment

Summary
Following an award rendered under the aegis of the Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA), which
had condemned, in abstentia, Russia for expropriating a Ukrainian company, Oschadbank, of its
assets located in Crimea, immediately after the occupation of this territory in 2014, Russia filed
an annulment action before the Paris Court of Appeal.
In support of its action, Russia claimed that the arbitral tribunal had wrongly declared that it had
jurisdiction to hear the case under the Ukraine-Russia BIT.
To accept this ground for annulment in its judgment of 30 March 2021, the Paris Court of Appeal
began by stating that:
“when the arbitration clause results from a bilateral investment treaty, it is therefore
necessary to assess this common will in the light of all the provisions of the treaty, so that the
arbitral tribunal only has jurisdiction to hear a dispute if it falls within the scope of the treaty
and all its conditions of application are met”.

The Court then stated that Article 12 of the BIT had set out the temporal scope of application of
the Treaty by providing that it applies only to investments made after 1 January 1992. In this
respect, according to the Court, the only relevant date to be considered in order to determine
whether an investment falls within the temporal scope of the Treaty is that of the creation of the
investor's activity.
In the instant case, the Court considered that Oschadbank’s activities in Crimea – notably its
banking and financial activities – were created in 1991, when the dissolution of the USSR led to
the parting of soviet state-owned companies and the creation of national public companies such
as Oschadbank. Therefore, for the Court, since Oschadbank’s investment took place before 1st
January 1992, it did not fall within the temporal scope of Article 12 of the Treaty.
Consequently, the Court concluded that the arbitral tribunal was wrong to assume jurisdiction as
the arbitration clause could not apply and annulled the arbitral award.
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
30 March 2021, n 19/04161,
Oschadbank

(2/2)

Analysis
Subject to a probable Cour de Cassation decision on the same case, that is likely to be issued in
some months, the Oschadbank case brings two interesting developments concerning the review
that French courts may entertain regarding the jurisdiction of an arbitral tribunal to accept to
arbitrate a dispute.
The first one deals with the capacity of parties to an annulment action to bring new arguments in
support of a request to set aside an arbitral award - arguments that were not made before the
Arbitral Tribunal.
Following a recent trend of French courts to open the possibility to entertain new arguments, not
directly discussed during the arbitration – see, inter alia, Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber),
2 December 2020, n° 19/15396, Schooner – the Paris Court of Appeal accepted to hear Russia’s
claim on lack of jurisdiction in the instant case, although this party had elected not to take part in
the arbitration. According to the judges, the circumstance that Russia had challenged the
jurisdiction of the arbitral tribunal in general terms in a letter to this tribunal was sufficient for this
Party to be admissible to bring specific claims during the annulment proceedings.

The second one concerns the jurisdiction ratione temporis of the arbitral tribunal and the
definition of the eligible investments.
The Paris Court of Appeal considered that the date to be taken into account when defining an
eligible investment is the date upon which the relevant investment was created. Since the
Ukraine-Russia BIT only covers investments made after the 1st January 1992, investments
created before are not eligible to protection even if they persisted after this date.
This analysis by the Court of Appeal rests on a thorough analysis of the object and purpose of the
relevant clause, of the terms of the BIT and of its travaux preparatoires. However, one may
question why the circumstance that the relevant investments were made in Crimea, a territory
that passed under the control of Russia only in 2014 – hence after the critical date of the BIT –
was not taken into account in this appraisal. In short, since there were no possible international
investment from Ukrainian companies in what Russia claims as Russian Crimea before 2014,
how could it be possible to consider that Oschadbank invested in Russia before this date ?

5

Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber),
31 March 2021, n 19/11551,
Rusoro

(1/2)

Subject-matter
Article 1520(1), jurisdiction ratione temporis, time limit in an arbitration clause

Summary
In its judgment of 31 March 2021, the Court of Cassation quashed the decision of the Paris Court
of Appeal (29 January 2019) which had annulled an arbitral award rendered in the case between
the Canadian society Rusoro and the Republic of Venezuela.
After being condemned by an ICSID tribunal for expropriating the Canadian company, Venezuela
filed an action for annulment before the Paris Court of Appeal which granted its request and
annulled the award on the grounds that the arbitral tribunal did not have jurisdiction to hear the
case. According to the Court of Appeal, some of the measures at issue were time-barred by the
3-year time limit contained in the arbitration clause (Article XII para. 3.d. BIT Canada/Venezuela),
so that the tribunal did not have jurisdiction ratione temporis. In doing so, the Court considered
that statutes of limitations under a BIT go to the jurisdiction of the tribunal.
However, the Court of Cassation overturned this judgment on the grounds that the 3-year
limitation period mentioned in the BIT did not relate to the tribunal's jurisdiction but to the
admissibility of the claim. Since admissibility is not a ground for setting aside the award under
Article 1520 of the Code of Civil Procedure, the Court of Cassation held that the Court of Appeal
had violated the relevant text.
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Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber),
31 March 2021, n 19/11551,
Rusoro

(2/2)

Analysis
Given the Oschadbank case, there is no denying that there has been general concern expressed
by the international community about the attractivity of Paris as a seat of arbitration. And indeed,
since the beginning of 2021, there have been several awards set aside which
includes Oschadbank but also see inter alia Paris Court of Appeal, 19 January 2021 n° 18/04465,
"Hop !", Paris Court of Appeal, 23 February 2021, n° 18/03068, "LERCO" and Paris Court of
Appeal, 23 March 2021, n° 18/05756, "DS Construction" .
However, the Rusoro decision is noteworthy as it provides potential Parties that wish
to choose Paris as a seat of arbitration comfort in the knowledge that a decision of the Paris Court
of Appeal that sets aside an award is not definite and can still be reviewed by the highest court in
France: the Cour de cassation.
In the Rusoro case, the Paris Court of Appeal had rendered a decision whereby it had agreed to
examine, under the guise of Article 1520(1) relative to jurisdiction ratione temporis, a question
relating to the time limit in an arbitration clause. By accepting the qualification of the claim brought
forth by the parties, who to bring the complaint within the scope of its examination had qualified as
jurisdiction what should normally have been qualified as admissibility, the Court of Appeal had
warped, or at the very least introduced some confusion, concerning the distinction between
questions of jurisdiction and questions of admissibility when applying Article 1520(1).
The consequence of such a decision was palpable as progressively its effects started to appear. By
accepting to consider a question relating to the observance of an amicable dispute resolution
clause, the Paris Court of Appeal's decision dated 1 December 2020, No. 19/08691, “Qatar v.
Keppel Seghers Engineering Singapore”, implicitly declared it a jurisdictional issue.
The concern, which is what eventually led to debates on the Paris Court of Appeal’s decision, was
that through this precedent and the case-law that would ensue as a result, certain questions of
admissibility would eventually be qualified as jurisdictional and be subject to a posteriori review by
the French courts based on Article 1520(1), thus enlarging the risks of annulment of arbitral
awards.
Therefore, through this decision and the fact that the Cour de cassation quashed the Court of
Appeal’s decision, the question of jurisdiction seems to be progressively restored to its initial regime
whereby the French courts limits its examination to a very strict application of Article 1520(1).
The Cour de cassation in this decision goes as far as to emphasise that the role of the French
courts in setting aside an award based on Article 1520(1) entails respecting the clear
distinction between what falls within the scope of jurisdiction and what falls within the scope of
the admissibility of the claim. Consequently, this role does not require that the French courts limits
itself to the terms chosen by the arbitrators or those proposed by the parties to the arbitration.
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
25 May 2021, n 18/27648,
Cengiz

(1/2)

Subject-matter
Article 1520(1), jurisdiction ratione materiae, distinction jurisdiction vs. admissibility and merits

Summary
After an arbitral tribunal found that Libya had breached the standard of full protection (contained
in the Turkey-Libya BIT) in a case against the Turkish company Cengiz, the Libyan State brought
an action for annulment before the Paris Court of Appeal, notably based on the lack of jurisdiction
of the arbitral tribunal.
In its judgment of 25 May 2021, the Court of Appeal rejected Libya’s claim.
Firstly, regarding the alleged lack of jurisdiction of the tribunal due to the corruption in the
contracts at issue, the Court of Appeal stated that it could not be brought forth under Article
1520 (1):
"under the guise of a review of jurisdiction, the annulment judge cannot substitute itself for the
arbitrator to rule on a dispute relating to the lawfulness of the investment or of the contract
embodying that investment, which is a matter solely for the merits of the dispute and not for the
assessment of the jurisdiction of the arbitral tribunal" .

However, the Court verified it under Article 1520 (5) and considered that since the State of Libya
remained vague and did not detail the precise context of the acts of corruption it alleged, there
was insufficient evidence to characterize acts of corruption in this case.
Secondly, regarding the alleged lack of jurisdiction of the tribunal due to the failure to comply with
the preconditions for an amicable settlement of the dispute provided for in the BIT, the Court of
Appeal recalled that the failure to comply with a prior conciliation clause, including the cooling off
period (Article 8 BIT), constitutes a question of admissibility and not of jurisdiction. Consequently,
this question did not fall within the scope of Article 1520(1) of the French Code of Civil
Procedure.

Thirdly, regarding the alleged lack of jurisdiction ratione materiae of the arbitral tribunal on the
grounds that Cengiz did not prove that it had made an investment within the meaning of Article
1(2) of the BIT and that the investment had not been made in accordance with Libyan law, the
Paris Court of Appeal considered, regarding the verification of there being an investment within
the meaning of Article 1(2) of the BIT, that when the BIT does not mention the criteria set out
in the ICSID Convention, relating to the input, the risk, and the duration of the investment, and
that at the same time the Treaty sets out a broad definition of investment, then the investment
does not have to meet the criteria set out in the ICSID Convention.
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
25 May 2021, n 18/27648,
Cengiz

(2/2)

Finally, regarding the requirement of conformity of the investment with Libyan domestic
law, the Paris Court of Appeal stated inter alia that :
"(Article 1.2 BIT) does not make the application of the BIT conditional on the
definition of investment by reference to Libyan law, but sets a condition of legality of the
investment for the benefit of the protection granted by the treaty" ;
Therefore, an investment legality clause can only call into question the existence of the
investment if the legality requirement is so serious that it would result in the arbitral tribunal not
having jurisdiction to hear the dispute relating to the investment.

Analysis
The Cengiz decision comes in the wake of the Rusoro decision and is of particular significance in
understanding the scope of Article 1520(1) as the French courts fixed limits on its ability to set
aside an award.

As a reminder, in the Cengiz case, several reasons were given by the parties on the basis of
Article 1520(1) to set aside the award: issues of corruption, non-compliance with the obligation
to negotiate and lack of jurisdiction ratione materiae due to the illegality of the investment.
The Paris Court of Appeal proceeded with a step-by-step analysis of each argumentation brought
forth and clearly laid out the limits of Article 1520(1) so as to prevent parties the possibility of
bringing admissibility claims forth under the guise of a review of jurisdiction.
The first limitation concerns corruption whereby the Court recalls that corruption is obviously
excluded from the scope of Article 1520(1). However, this does not prevent the Court from
considering such a claim but on the condition that it is brought forth on the basis of Article
1520(5) – consistency with international public policy. Moreover, in excluding corruption from the
scope of Article 1520(1), the Court goes further by excluding “dispute(s) relating to the
lawfulness of the investment” (which includes corruption), as it considers these to be a matter for
the merits of the case that can only be examined, if applicable, under Article 1520(5).
Another limit to the use (and abuse!) of Article 1520(1) is the alleged failure to comply with a
prior negotiation clause: it is clearly a question relating to the admissibility of the claims, not
covered by Article 1520(1).
Finally, regarding the claim of absence of an investment, the Court excludes from the scope of
Article 1520(1) certain questions relating to the legality of an investment. It is also worth noting,
that by excluding the definition of an investment as provided for by Libyan law, the French court
implicitely recognizes that the parties having chosen Paris (France) as the seat of the arbitration
and since the relevant treaty doesn't provide a definition, French law is applicable and therefore
French’s very broad definition of an investment applies.
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
25 May 2021, n 18/18708,
Webcor and GML

(1/2)

Subject-matter
Article 1520(5), international public order, corruption (bribery of public officials)

Summary
After an arbitral tribunal ordered the Republic of Gabon to pay various indemnities to Webcor and
GML for the unilateral termination of their agreements, Gabon filed an action for annulment
before the Paris Court of Appeal on the basis that the arbitral award was contrary to international
public policy.
In its judgment of 25 May 2021, the Paris Court of Appeal accepted the claim relating to facts of
corruption and annulled the award on the bases of Article 1520(5).
The Court of Appeal recalled that the fight against corruption is the subject of an international
consensus expressed in particular by the 1997 OECD Convention on Combating Bribery and the
2003 United Nations Convention against Corruption, and that as such, bribery of public officials
is inadmissible under French international public policy.
Therefore, the Court recalled that:
"where it is alleged that an award gives effect to an agreement between the parties that is
tainted by corruption, it is for the judge of the annulment, when seized of an action based on
Article 1520, 5° of the Code of Civil Procedure, to seek in law and in fact all the elements to
rule on the alleged illegality of this agreement and to assess whether the recognition or
enforcement of the award manifestly, effectively and concretely violates international public
policy".

In this case, according to the Court, the fact that a mayor, who was at the initiative and then at
the center of the conclusion of contracts with the defendant companies, received a “wedding
gift” (consisting of the financing of a personal trip) granted by one of the companies, constitutes a
"serious indication of corruption". In addition, the Court mentioned as a relevant element the fact
that criminal proceedings were pending against the said companies and the mayor in question,
for suspicion of forgery.
Consequently, according to the Paris Court of Appeal, the above-mentioned facts, of which the
tribunal was not aware at the time of the award, showed that the assertion of corruption was
sufficiently well-founded to annul the award on the grounds that it was contrary to French
international public policy.
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
25 May 2021, n 18/18708,
Webcor and GML

(2/2)

Analysis
The Webcor decision is of some interest in understanding Article 1520(5), relating to international
public policy, which is sub-clause that has led to a recent jurisprudential trend in France whereby
awards have been set aside or the enforcements were refused. Indeed, in accordance with its
international obligations relating to fighting corruption, French courts have over recent years
strengthened their control of arbitral awards involving corruption through decisions such as the
2017 Belokon case (Paris Court of Appeal, 21. Feb. 2017, No. 15/01650), the 2018 MK Group
case (Paris Court of Appeal, 16 Jan. 2018, No. 15/21703), the 2019 Alstom case (Paris Court of
Appeal, 28. May 2019, No. 16/11182) or even the 2020 Sorelec case (Paris Court of Appeal,
17. Nov, 2020, No. 18/02568).

In a sense, Webcor is also interesting as it mirrors the Cengiz decision, previously examined,
which was rendered on the same date, as in both decisions the Court tackles the issue of
corruption identically albeit the outcomes were different. If the Paris Court of Appeal rejected the
claim of corruption in Cengiz, it nevertheless accepted it in Webcor by ultimately annulling the
arbitral award.
In sum, these decisions are in line with recent case law on the subject and confirm that the
review of arbitral awards on the basis of allegations of corruption in France rests on two "pillars".
On one hand, French courts will apply Article 1520(5) only if the recognition or enforcement of
the award would have the effect of “manifestly, effectively and concretely” violating French
international public order. On the other hand, an allegation of corruption may be raised before the
French courts, even if it was not raised before the arbitral tribunal.
Regarding the former "pillar", the Webcor decision recalls that the mere disregard of a foreign
public policy law cannot in itself lead to the setting aside of an arbitral award in France. Regarding
the latter, the Webcor case goes as far as to take into consideration elements and information
that were not even available to the arbitrators during the proceedings.
Hence, these two decisions (Webcor and Cengiz) not only serve as demonstration of the
heightened scrutiny that French courts will exert when such corruption claims are made, but they
also help provide further insight and reassurance as to the consistency of the verification that is
done by the French courts when applying Article 1520(5).

11

Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
13 April 2021, n 18/09809,
AD Trade

(1/2)

Subject-matter
Article 1520(5), international public order, allegation of corruption (compliance with internal rules)

Summary
Following an arbitral award condemning the Republic of Guinea to pay indemnities to the Belgium
society AD Trade, Guinea brought an action for annulment before the Paris Court of Appeal
claiming notably that the recognition and enforcement of the award would be contrary to
international public policy because it gives effect to a contract concluded in violation of a
Guinean mandatory provision and of a European embargo measure.
In its judgment of 13 April 2021, the Court rejected Guinea's claim.
Firstly, regarding the Guinean mandatory provision, the Court of Appeal recalled that a State
"cannot invoke before the judge of annulment the violation of its own legislation to release itself
from its contractual commitments" .

The Court adds that for French international public policy to have been violated, it is not enough
for a foreign mandatory provision to have been disregarded; it is also necessary that:
"this mandatory provision protects a value or a principle whose disregard could not be tolerated by
French public policy itself" .

According to the Court, in the instant case, the fact that the public contract in question was
concluded without the approval of the Minister of Finance, as required by Article 37 of the
Guinean Public Procurement Code, was not contrary to French international public policy
because, on the one hand, the said approval was merely an administrative formality which cannot
as such constitute a breach of French international public policy, and this was all the more so
because French law does not contain any provision similar to Article 37. On the other hand, the
UNCITRAL Model Law – which represents the international consensus on the regulation of public
procurement – does not require such ministerial approval.
Secondly, regarding the European embargo measure at issue, the Court of Appeal states that:
“the conformity of an arbitral award with international public policy is assessed at the time when
[the judge] rules on it and not at the date on which it was rendered, nor a fortiori at the date of the
facts at the origin of the case”.
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Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16),
13 April 2021, n 18/09809,
AD Trade

(2/2)

Yet, the European decision in question was lifted in March 2014, so that, according to the Court,
at the date of its judgment the embargo measures were no longer in force and were therefore no
longer part of French international public policy.

Analysis
The relevance of this decision is two-fold as it establishes the limits of the applicability of
Article 1520(5) both materially-as to what exactly is considered as French international public
policy-but also temporally-the period in time when the conformity of an arbitral award with
international public policy is assessed.
Regarding the first point, in the AD Trade decision, the Paris Court of Appeal conducted a
detailed analysis of what is considered as French international public policy.
Firstly, it emphasizes that while it is accepted, since the MK Group decision (Paris Court of
Appeals, 16 Jan. 2018, No. 15/21703), that a foreign public policy law can be applied by French
courts to set aside an award based on Article 1520(5), this is nonetheless not automatic. There
are conditions for taking into account foreign public policy under the guise of Article 1520(5): the
mere disregard of a foreign public policy cannot in itself lead to the setting aside of an arbitral
award in France unless the foreign public policy "protects a value or a principle whose disregard
cannot be tolerated by the French public policy itself".
In doing so, AD Trade sets the tone for the Webcor decision which also reaffirmed this principle.
Secondly, the decision reiterated that European embargo measures belong to
French international public policy thus confirming and consolidating its very recent ruling
of 3 June 2020 in the TCM decision- Paris Court of Appeal, 3 June 2020, n° 19/07261.
In addition and above all, regarding the second point, the Paris Court of Appeal, through this
decision, establishes the principle that the conformity of an arbitral award with international public
policy in application of Article 1520(5) must be assessed at the time the judge rules.
Finally, it is also worth noting this new tendency that has appeared whereby French courts are
increasingly referring to various international sources of law. For instance, in the AD Trade
case, reference is made to the UNCITRAL Model Law on Public Procurement; in the LERCO
decision, the IBA guidelines on Conflicts of Interest in International Arbitration are mentioned; and
in the Oschadbank case, reference is made not only to decisions of the Swiss Federal Court but
also the High Court of Justice in London. The exact legal value of these references remains to be
determined but require an attentive and continuous monitoring of future decisions of French
courts.
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Annex: list of other cases rendered by French
Courts regarding international arbitrations,
from January to June 2021
Court of Cassation
Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber), 13 January 2021, n° 19-22.932.

Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber), 26 May 2021, n° 19-20.410, IEH.
Court of Cassation (First Civil Chamber), 26 May 2021, n° 19-23.996, CBL.

Courts of Appeal
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 3-5), 12 January 2021, n° 17/07290.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 19 January 2021, n° 18/04465, Hop.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 2 February 2021, n° 20/01789.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 16 February 2021, n° 18/16695, Grenwich.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 23 February 2021, n° 18/03068, Lerco.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 3-5), 2 March 2021, n° 18/16891, Rotana.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 9 March 2021, n° 18/21326 and n°19/044107,
Ukravtodor.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 9 March 2021, n° 19/04410.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 23 March 2021, n° 18/05756, DS Construction.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 13 April 2021, n° 18/17862, Ferrovial.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 11 May 2021, n°18/06076, Asperbas.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 11 May 2021, n° 18/19907.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 18 May 2021, n° 18/10511, Sonatrach.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 25 May 2021, n° 18/20625, Delta Dragon.
Paris Court of Appeal (Chamber 5-16), 29 June 2021, n° 20/01301 and n° 20/01304.
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The International litigation & arbitration department of Sygna Partners, headed by Jean-Marc
Thouvenin and Luke Vidal, has a specific activity of international jurisconsult and international
counsel to States, administration and companies in the field of public, economic and commercial
international law.
For any additional information, visit Sygna’s webste at:
www.sygna-partners.com
or contact one of the partners of the department:
Jean-Marc Thouvenin
T.: +33 (0)1.70.39.39.35
jmthouvenin@sygna.fr

Luke Vidal
T.: +33 (0)1.70.39.39.36
lvidal@sygna.fr
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