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I. Background The

Request for Arbitration

1.

4.

On October 10, 2006, City Oriente Limited, the @lant in these proceedings, filed a
request for arbitration with ICSID against the Relpu of Ecuador and Empresa
Estatal de Petréleos del Ecuador. The partieshailhereinafter referred to as “City
Oriente,” “Ecuador,” and “Petroecuador.”

In its request for arbitration, Claimant statedttlen March 29, 1995, it had entered
into a Hydrocarbons Production Share Contract cEmbion a notarial instrument and
attested to by Notary Public No. 1 in and for tlity of Quito, Dr. Jorge Machado
Cevallos, by and between Claimant and the StateE@mfador, acting through
Petroecuador. The Contract was signed by the thenst@utional President of
Ecuador, Ing. Sixto Duran Ballén, as an honor veisnd he purpose of the Contract
was the exploration and production of hydrocarbonthe so-called “Oil Block No.
27, located in the Province of Sucumbios; pursuantlause 22.2., the parties
became subject to the laws of Ecuador.

Once executed, the Contract was performed by thiéepan compliance with the
terms thereof until April 25, 2006, when Law 2008-4he Law Amending the
Hydrocarbon Law, came into full force and effeatrduant thereto, Section 44 of the
Hydrocarbon Law came to read as follows:

“On account of hydrocarbon field exploration andbpuction, the State
shall receive no less than the following revenustial premiums,
surface rights, royalties, compensation paymerstributions through
compensation works, a share of extra revenue fribisates prices; on
account of transportation, it shall receive a shawé the tariffs.”
[Unofficial translation.]

Furthermore, Law No. 2006-42 added an additionakipion to the Hydrocarbon
Law, as follows:

“Section ... State’s share of unexpected or nomstiated extra revenue
from oil sales prices. Irrespective of the voluméheir crude oil share,

contractors holding hydrocarbon exploration and guation contracts

in force with the State of Ecuador subject to thevisions hereof shall,
if the actual monthly average FOB sales price fou&dorian crude oil

exceeds the monthly average sales price in forcefathe date of

execution of the contract —stated in constant qwyeas of the month of
its calculation— pay to the State at least 50% loé extraordinary

revenue received as a result of the difference detvsaid prices. For
the purposes of this section, extraordinary reveshall mean the

above-described price difference multiplied by thenber of barrels

produced. The price of oil as of the date of thetiaxt to be used as
reference to calculate such difference shall beusigid by the

Consumer Price Index of the United States of Aragas published by
the Central Bank of Ecuador[Unofficial translation.]

According to Claimant, by means of Law No. 2006E&iador tried to unilaterally
modify the Contract (thereby affecting, among athetauses 5.3.2, 8.1 and 10), in
conflict with the express provisions of said Codtrand thepacta sunt servanda
principle, as the contents of the contract may bwtamended unless upon mutual



consent by the parties.

6. City Oriente further argues that Petroecuador tmmamded that it pay the relevant
State share of the so-called extra revenue frorsadds prices under Law No. 2006-
42, payment of such extra revenue not being pravifde in the Contract. Such
demand for payment apparently amounts to an attémptnilaterally amend the
Contract, in conflict with the express provisiohereof, therefore entailing a breach
of the Contract.

7. In the face of such a breach, pursuant to Sectd bf the Ecuadorian Civil Code
[“C.C."] — the provisions of which apply where sgraed by the parties — the pairy
bonismay choose between contract performance or cortiantnation, with a claim
for damages in either case. Claimant opted to ddrparformance, reserving its right
to a potential claim for damages. According to Qidyiente, such claim entails
respondents’ undertaking to refrain from institgtproceedings for an administrative
declaration of Contract termination or adopting sugas impairing regular Contract
performance.

8. The Contract contains an ICSID arbitration claeecifically, clause 20.3 provides
as follows:

“...as of the date in which the Agreement on the |&daént of
Investment Disputes between States and other Stdé®nals (the
“Agreement”), subscribed by the Republic of Ecuadas Member
State of the International Reconstruction and Depealent Bank, on
January fifteen (15), nineteen eight six (1,986}fic@l Registration
number three hundred eighty six (386) on March &h(8), nineteen
eight six (1,986), is ratified by the Ecuadoriantidaal Congress, the
parties commit themselves to submit controversieslisagreements
related to or resulting from this Contract to therigdiction of the
International Center for the Settlement of InvestmBisagreements
(ICSID) for their solution according to the prowsis of such
Agreement...”

9. City Oriente initiated this arbitration based ore thbove-transcribed arbitration
agreement.

City Oriente’s first request for provisional measures

10. On October 9, 2007, Claimant filed its first requegtitioning the adoption of
provisional measures under Article 47 of the IC&lBnvention [“Convention”.] The
requested provisional measures consisted in arr tihde Respondents refrain from
prosecuting the enforced collection of any preserfuture amounts disputed in this
arbitration, and that they refrain from initiatimgproceeding for the administrative
declaration of termination of the concession onoaat of non-payment of said
moneys pending the final arbitral award. Such rejweas supplemented with a
further document filed the next day, on October 10.

The Tribunal’s response

11. On the same day, the Tribunal invited Ecuador aattoBcuador to submit their
position in connection with the request for proamal measures by October 25, 2007.
The next day, October 11, the Tribunal transmittedew document to the parties,



scheduling a hearing to be held on November 8 amdWashington, D.C., to deal,
among other issues, with the provisional measunestlae procedural aspects of the
arbitration.

City Oriente’s second request

12.

One day later, on October 11, Claimant filed a rsedemission repeating its request
that the Tribunal order the provisional measuresniediately, since Respondent’s
recent attitude entails serious danger to ... Cityie®e [unofficial translation].
Specifically, City Oriente argued that the StatéoAtey General had announced the
filing of a criminal complaint with the Ecuadoridrosecutor’'s Office against City
Oriente’s representatives and managers. For evagrgurposes, City Oriente filed
two media articles reporting on the fact that thtorey General's Office would file
enforcement actions and complaints with the PrdasesuOffice in connection with
non-payment of the extra oil revenue.

The Tribunal’s first communication to the parties

13.

On October 16, the Tribunal transmitted a commuitnato both parties, stating as
follows:

“ ... after considering and deliberating on said &#, the Tribunal has
decided to request that, pending a decision by Ttibunal on the
provisional measures requested by Claimant throuigh letter of

October 9, 2007, both parties refrain from engagingany conduct —
including, without limitation, any act, resolutiaw decision— that may
directly or indirectly affect or modify the legatusation existing as of
such date between the parties under the Contrattdddarch 29,
1995, particularly in connection with the effectiess or administrative
termination of said Contract or the enforced cdiles of any moneys.

If either party intends to take any measure thaty wéolate the
provisions set forth herein, prior notice must leeved to the Tribunal,
granting enough time so that the Tribunal may peateas
appropriate.” [Unofficial translation.]

Ecuador’s first submission

14.

On October 19, acting on behalf of Ecuador, théeSAdtorney General’'s Office filed
its first submission, arguing that it was currenity the process of selecting an
international law firm to defend the interests attb Respondents. Accordingly, it
requested that the deadline set for Respondenteedpond to the request for
provisional measures be extended from October @87 20 January 15, 2008, and
that the hearing set for November 8 and 9 be relstéd to January 17 and 18, 2008.
In said submission, the State Attorney’s Office damt object to the hearings being
held in Washington, D.C.

City Oriente’s third request

15.

On October 22, 2007, Claimant filed a new submrssiporting that Respondents
had failed to abide by the Tribunal's decision oft@ber 16, as two criminal
complaints had been filed against City Oriente’'saxives:



16. (@) The first complaint had been filed by natioRa&lpresentative Gongora Zambrano
with the Ecuadorian Prosecutor against former M@ni®f Energy and Mines Ing.
lvan Rodriguez Ramos and three executives of Qityne (Messrs. Ford, Yépez and
Paez Cruz) on October 17, on charges of embezzteatiegedly perpetrated as a
result of City Oriente’s failure to pay the Statslare of the extra revenue from
hydrocarbon, as required by Law No. 2006-42; adenge, Claimant provided a copy
of the complaint, stamped by the Attorney Gener@ffice.

17. (b) The second complaint had been submitted a digy,lon October 18, by the
Representative of the State Attorney General withEcuadorian Prosecutor for the
District of Pichincha, as evidenced by the Presed®e of October 2007, issued by
the State Attorney General's Office and publishadttee Office’s web page, which
document was also produced by Claimant. In thig,cé®e complaint was filed only
against City Oriente’s executives on allegatiora @ity Oriente had refused to make
several payments provided for in Law No. 2006-4Zjiclw refusal led other
contractors to take a similar position. Apparentbygid company had expressly
acknowledged its decision not to pay the extra maee provided for in the
aforementioned Law through its October 10, 200€teto the ICSID’'s Secretary-
General in the course of these proceedings.

18. Next, City Oriente argued that, one day later, ootoBer 19, Petroecuador’'s
Executive President sent an official letter to @ant, accompanied by commercial
invoice No. 000011, for uUsD 28,023,363,
on account of moneys allegedly owing under Law 280)6-42. In such official letter,
Petroecuador respectfully [demands that City Orientejlmmediately settle said
amounts, notwithstanding any proceedingmofficial translation].

The Tribunal’'s second communication to the parties

19. On October 24, 2007, the Tribunal transmitted aseécommunication to the parties
whereby, after acknowledging Claimant’'s submisstdnOctober 22, it stated as
follows:

“... The Tribunal has verified that, as per the wébspf Ecuador’s
State Attorney General's Office as online on Octoli®, 2007
(attached as Exhibit 3 to Claimant’s letter of Gmo 22), the State
Attorney General requested the Pichincha Distrimig@cutor to start a
preliminary investigation in order to determine wlner City Oriente
Limited's refusal to make payment of the amountwiged for in the
Law Amending the Hydrocarbon Law entails an unldwftt. In any
event, the Tribunal has verified that, by meanthefletter of October
19, 2007 (attached as Exhibit 7 to Claimant’s leté October 22),
Petroecuador did officially notify City Oriente Lited of the issue of
Invoice No. 000011 for USD 28,023,363, on accotirthe application
of the Law Amending the Hydrocarbon Law, demandihgt it
immediately settle such amount notwithstanding apgnding
proceeding. It is the Tribunal's view that saidiaos may undermine
the effectiveness of the provisional relief regee$ty Claimant, thereby
depriving Claimant of its lawful right to have iisterests effectively
protected. Accordingly, the Tribunal hereby orde¢hat, pending a
ruling on the provisional measures requested by Citiente Limited,
the Republic of Ecuador and Empresa Estatal Petldel Ecuador
(Petroecuador) refrain from:



20.

Instituting or prosecuting any judicial action ofimnature against City
Oriente Limited or its officers or employees argsifirom or in
connection with the Contract of March 29, 1995, /angnforcing the
application of the Law Amending the Hydrocarbon Lawv said
Contract;

Demanding that City Oriente Limited make paymernyfamount as a
result of the application of the Law Amending thadidcarbon Law to
the Contract;

Engaging in any other conduct that may directlyiratirectly affect or
alter the legal situation existing under the Cowtraf March 29, 1995,
as thereby agreed upon and executed by the parties.

This letter shall become ineffective upon the Twédis ruling on the
provisional measures requested by Claimafitlhofficial translation.]

Through that same communication, the Tribunal deftespondents’ request for a
deadline extension for the submission of their arguots in connection with the
request for provisional measures. Given the urgedt serious nature of Claimant’s
factual allegations, it was the Tribunal’s viewttBach period could not be extended.

Ecuador’s second submission and Petroecuador’s firsubmission

21.

22.

23.

On October 24, the State Attorney General’'s Oficknowledged the orders issued
by the Tribunal that same dayarid will raise any objections within its purview,”
[unofficial translation],without prejudice to the general duty to comply hwind
enforce the law. In any event, the State Attorneyésal feserves its right to further
elaborate on the circumstances surrounding the @eding during the conference
call” [unofficial translationlorganized by the Tribunal to be held on October 31.

On October 29, Petroecuador filed its first submissn this arbitration, explaining
the passing of Law No. 2006-42, laying emphasisherfact that said Law did not in
the least affect the Production contract in pladh @ity Oriente, Since there is no
contract clause providing for a State’s share @ #xtra revenue from production in
excess of the limit set in each contract as ofdh® of execution; therefore, it is
evident that such issue is at the sovereign discredf the State of Ecuador, which, in
exercise of its powers, defined the general paramadbr application in the national
territory; this is even more evidently so as thatcacts remained unchanged and in
full performance by the oil companidsnofficial translation].

Lastly, Ecuador invoked its national sovereigntyl amgued that &nywhere in the
world, a national or foreign citizen who commitci@me that qualifies as such and
for which a sentence is defined will obviously inpased the relevant sentence by the
appropriate court, due process observed and afeeng afforded an opportunity to
defend themselves, without this entailing an impaint of City Oriente’s rights, as it
seeks to establish, misleading the members ofrthengl” [unofficial translation.]

City Oriente’s fourth and fifth submissions

24.

On October 25, City Oriente notified the Tribunbht, on that same day, it had
received notices sent by the Ecuadorian Prosetutmsmpany executives Ford, Paez
and Yeépez. They were thereby requested to appéareltbe Ecuadorian Prosecutor,



25.

in the company of legal counsein ‘order to take their not-sworn statement providin
a free version of the facts in connection with aheged embezzlement, as a result of
the complaint filed by representative Luis Laxnein@Gora Zambran® [unofficial
translation] on November 1, 5 and 7, 2007.

Lastly, on October 31, Claimant filed a new subipisgeplying to Respondents’
allegations set forth in their submissions of Oetab4 and 29.

The conference call

26.

27.

28.

29.

A conference call was held on October 31, 2007 eetwlegal counsel for City
Oriente, the Attorney General and attorneys froenState Attorney General’'s Office,
acting on behalf of Ecuador, and Petroecuadorallegunsel, as well as the Tribunal
and the Secretary. During said conference callptirticipants discussed the request
for provisional measures and the development optbeeedings. Claimant requested
that the hearing to discuss the provisional measane the procedural aspects of the
arbitration be held on November 8 and 9, as scleedgiven the urgent nature of its
request, as further aggravated by the criminal ¢aimig filed against the company’s
executives. On the other hand, Respondents reguibstethe hearing be pushed back
to January or February 2008, claiming that theydedeextra time to select and hire
an international law firm to represent them.

Also on October 31, after hearing the parties,Tileunal rendered a decision

- Allowing Respondents’ request, pushing back thegdaral hearing to January
11, 2008 in order that Respondents may hire legahsel;

- Given the urgent nature of the request for promaioneasures filed by Claimant,
and in the light of the provisions of Rule 39 (Z)tbe Rules of Procedure for
Arbitration Proceedings [the “Rules”], maintainirtige date of the hearing on
provisional measures, to be held on November 97 200Vashington, D.C.;

- In preparation for such hearing, the Tribunal oedethat, no later than November
8, Ecuador file a written submission providing aailed description of any
actions taken that were covered by the Tribunat'sision of October 24, 2007,
including, without limitation, any criminal actioffied;

- Lastly, the Tribunal stated it was willing to susgehe November 9 hearing and
the filing of the submission provided for in theepeding paragraph provided,
however, that, before November 6, Ecuador submatsthtement undertaking to
abide by the Tribunal’'s order of October 24, 200&irict compliance with the
terms thereof; such obligation would remain fulifeetive pending the Tribunal’'s
ruling on the requested provisional measures.

Ecuador did not file its statement of commitmentNiyvember 6. Ecuador also failed
to file, by November 8, the submission providindegailed description of any actions
taken.

Meanwhile, on November 5, ICSID’s Secretary-Gengeale notice to the parties of
the specific arrangements made in connection wliih hearing to be held on
November 9 at the World Bank’s offices in WashimgtD.C.

Respondents’ submissions of November 9



30.

31.

32.

In the evening of November 8, 2007, a letter waeiked from the State Attorney
General’s Office giving notice ofits decision not to appear in Washington D.C. on
November 9 [unofficial translation]. The Attorney General®ffice argued that
clause 20.3.3 of the Contract expressly definescityeof Quito as the place of any
arbitration proceedings.

Furthermore, Ecuador argued that the urgency cthioyeCity Oriente is not such, as
the State has taken no measure whatsoever agathst ientails an alteration to its
Block 27 operations. Moreover, a proceeding for iaistrative termination takes
over one year. Ecuador intends to engage in a o#iagign of the contracts currently
in place and, should this not be feasible, to ales@nd abide by existing contracts
subject to the applicable laws and regulations. ot that Petroecuador sent an
invoice is not an extraordinary occurrence buthegta new instance of repeated
conduct and, as such, it does not create urgensyedards the criminal proceeding
instituted on the initiative of Mr. Géngora, sudimfy cannot be deemed an act of the
State, as the complaint was filed by him in hisspeal capacity. Lastly, Ecuador
suggests that the Tribunal has overstepped its igowsler the Convention and the
Rules, as it cannot pass provisional measurestagninmeasures adopted prior to
final measures, as no such measures exist. Neitagithe Tribunal order provisional
measures without previously affording the partidse topportunity to raise
observations.

A document from Petroecuador was also received ovehiber 9, 2007, whereby
Petroecuador insisted on its request for a resdingdof the hearing on provisional
measures to February 2008, allowing that entitytitne allegedly required to select
and hire a law firm. However, it noted that it atiged to Claimant’'s request, as the
provisional measures were allegedly only intendeavibid payment of its obligations
to the State of Ecuador. As evidence, it provided\@e-Mémoiredelivered by City
Oriente on October 29, whereby, according to Petrador, City Oriente allegedly
acknowledged its debt outstanding to the State uhdev No. 2006-42. Lastly,
Respondent argued that the urgent nature of Citgn@y's request to the Tribunal is
unfounded and at odds with the actual facts. Thieuhal's excessive diligence in
dealing with one of the parties allegedly pushetrd@euador into a positiofof
complete defenselessnegghofficial translation].

The November 9, 2007 hearing

33.

34.

35.

36.

At 9:00 a.m. on November 9, 2007, Claimant’s legalnsel, as well as the members
of the Tribunal and the Secretary’s Office, appeatthe Washington offices of the

World Bank. No representative of the Republic oti&abor or Petroecuador appeared
thereat. At 9:45 a.m., the President started tlaitgg a stenographic transcript of
which was recorded. A copy of the transcript wasvigled to each party, including

Respondents, on November 13, 2007.

First, the President asked the Secretary to letr¢herd reflect the manner in and
times on which Respondents had been called toahsgrty. Next, the President asked
City Oriente to state whether the hearing should hedd in the absence of
Respondents, and whether it agreed that it be dtelde ICSID seat in Washington,
D.C.; City Oriente answered both questions in ffienzative.

Then, the Tribunal allowed Claimant its turn to mithits arguments on the request
for provisional measures.

City Oriente started by reporting that, two daysrliea on November 7,



37.

38.

39.

40.

Petroecuador’'s Executive president had requestdvihister of Mines and Qil to
start the procedure for an administrative declanagf termination of the production
Contract for oil Block No. 27, on the grounds oé tbtompany’s constant refusal to
settle the amounts due to the State of Ecuadar teenactment of Law No. 2006-
42. As evidence of its allegations, it submittedapy of Press Release No. 180,
issued by Petroecuador itself and published owetssite, publicly announcing such
decision. Claimant also stated that the State’sesbhoil companies’ extra revenue
under Law No. 2006-42 had recently been raised®¥.laimant went on to claim
that City Oriente officers Messrs. Ford, P4ez amgpez, who had been personally
charged in the criminal actions in Ecuador, hatt&we the country for fear of being
arrested, and had been in the U.S. for three weeaks They did not dare to return to
Quito as they had been scheduled to appear bédfer@rosecutor on November 19,
21 and 23, 2007. City Oriente also stated thatalee of the other contracting party’s
breaches, in 2006 it had to suspend its investplantfor Block 27.

After explaining the applicable law, Claimant endsdasking the Tribunal to order
the provisional measures in the same terms as ltsd@ctober 24, 2007 decision.

Following Claimant's presentation, the Tribunal etk among other questions,
whether, should the provisional measures requesiaithst Ecuador and Petroecuador
be passed and observed and complied with, Cityn@rieould be willing to reinstate
its investment plan for Block 27. In respondingstah question, City Oriente stated
as follows:

“In the event that the provisional measured pasbgdthe Tribunal

should allow our operations to be resumed, as wmeex then City

Oriente would most certainly be willing to continte perform the

Contract regularly as it has done so far. Thatiiegisely City Oriente’s

goal, to have the Contract complied with and perfed until its

expiration in 2021. There will certainly be an aspthat might present
problems in Contract performance, such as maintajriis financing or

recovering the financing in place before the measwere adopted by
the Government of Ecuador. However, City Orient@t®ntion and

goal is most certainly to perform the Contract. Arghould the

measures remain in place until an award is rendetieen it is certainly

willing to do so.”[Unofficial translation.]

II. Legal analysis

The dispute underlying this arbitration is strictigntractual in nature. On March 29,
1995, City Oriente, Ecuador and Petroecuador eshiate a Contract governed by the
laws of Ecuador; the parties thereby agreed thatdeaputes would be settled through
ICSID arbitration. In its claim on the merits, Gtant has asked that the Contract be
performed, pursuant to Section 1505 of the C.Gemang its right to claim for
damages, if necessary.

Basically, City Oriente has argued that the Contmmas regularly performed as
agreed since its execution in 1995 until the enantnof Law No. 2006-42. As a
result of the application of said Law, Petroecuadkimanded that City Oriente make
an additional payment that was not originally pded for in the Contract, in an
amount in excess of USD 28 million, pursuant taldaaw 2006-42. The fact that
such additional payment was actually demanded &as bvidenced by means of an
invoice’ sent by Petroecuador to City Oriente on October 2I®7, whereby the

! Exhibit 7, attached to City Oriente’s submissidtDatober 22, 2007.



41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

former claimed payment of USD 28,023,383, on actofin

“APPLICATION OF THE LAW AMENDING THE HYDROCARBON
LAW, No. 2006-42, PUBLISHED IN SUPPLEMENTARY OFRICI
GAZETTE No. 257 OF APRIL 25, 2006, AND THE REGUDNS
SUBSTITUTING SAID LAW'S REGULATIONS AND PASSED BY
MEANS OF DECREE No. 672, PUBLISHED IN THE SECOND
SUPPLEMENTARY OFFICIAL GAZETTE No. 312, OF JULY2086,
FOR THE PERIOD APRIL 2006 - AGOSTO 2007Unofficial
translation.]

Petroecuador has not brought into question theigemature of the invoice or the
demand for payment attached to it.

Supplementing its claim on the merits, City Oriehges asked that the Tribunal order
these provisional measures in order thatstia¢us quo anta.e. the legal situation in
place prior to the institution of this arbitratiome maintained pending a final award
conclusively ending the proceeding.

The issue of provisional or precautionary measpresents a difficult situation to any
Tribunal: on the one hand, granting such measuegsba necessary in order to keep
the dispute from becoming even worse or to keepn@at's rights from being
impaired and Claimant from being thus deprivedhef ¢ffective judicial protection to
which it is entitled; on the other hand, howeverpravisional measure is passed
before the Tribunal has had the chance to condoctnadepth analysis of the
arguments on the merits and might be viewed alarpnary overview of the final
award. Therefore, the Tribunal would like the retdo reflect that a potential
granting of the provisional measures sought byrdait does not in any wait entail a
prejudgment of Claimant's case on the merits, inegal, or specifically on the
possible effects of Law No. 2006-42 in connectiathwihe Contract. The Tribunal is
very much aware that the Law was passed by theslatiyie Branch of the State of
Ecuador in exercise of its legitimate and undisgputational sovereignty and that,
later on, the Ecuadorian Constitutional Tribunalued the Resolution of August 22,
2006, declaring that such enactment does not entadlation of the Constitution. It
is the duty and right of the branches of the Ectiadagyovernment to enact such laws
as they may deem appropriate in furtherance of cmmgood for Ecuador, and the
Tribunal cannot and does not wish to interfere uths law-making task. The
Tribunal’'s role in this case is limited to dispagirof any disputes arising in
connection with the Contract.

In order to decide on Claimant’s request, the Tnddishall take the following steps:
(1) it will first analyze its own jurisdiction togss the requested measures, as well as
the scope of its decision, (2) next to analyze Wwhiethe requirements that need to be
met in order for the request to be granted havealigtbeen satisfied, taking proper
consideration of Respondents’ allegations.

The Tribunal’s jurisdiction to order provisional measures and the scope of said
measures

The subject of provisional measures is dealt witlthbin the Convention on the
Settlement of Investment Disputes between StatédNationals of other States and in
the Arbitration Rules. Because it was so agreethbyparties in clause 20.3.1 of the
Contract, the applicable rules are those contamecument ICSID 185, published



46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

by the Centre on January 1985.
Article 47 of the Convention provides as follows:

“Except as the parties otherwise agree, the Tridunay, if it considers
that the circumstances so require, recommend angvigional
measures which should be taken to preserve thesctigp rights of
either party.”

Moreover, Rule 39 (1) provides as follows:

“At any time during the proceeding a party may regu that
provisional measures for the preservation of ights be recommended
by the Tribunal. The request shall specify thetdgb be preserved, the
measures the recommendation of which is requested] the
circumstances that require such measures.”

The Contract contains no provision whatsoever fitbhg the adoption of
provisional measures. Accordingly, it seems a quolear fact that the Tribunal is
empowered to recommend provisional measures.

In its November 7, 2007 submission, Petroecuadpressly reserved its right to
challenge the jurisdiction of the Centre and thmpetence of the Tribunal. So far,
neither Respondent has done so formally; howeves tiue that, pursuant to Rule 41
(1), Respondents are allowed to raise objectiongrisdiction until the expiration of
the deadline for filing their memorial.

Irrespective of Respondents’ right, which is stililid, to raise an objection to
jurisdiction at some point in the future, the fesnains that, at least orpama facie
basis and without prejudging its decision, it ie ffribunal’s view that, should such
an objection be raised, the Tribunal has jurisdittio make this decision. It should be
noted that ICSID’s Secretary-General registereg Oitiente’s request for arbitration,
upon the required conclusion (pursuant to Artidbe(3) of the Convention) that the
dispute is not manifestly outside of the Centraisisgiction. The Tribunal has
verified that the Contract, the existence or validif which has not been brought into
question by either party, contains the parties’nsgbion to ICSID arbitration in
clause 20.3.

Another preliminary issue has to do with the bigdimature —or otherwise— of any
measures potentially ordered by the Tribunal. Tiestjons in this regard arises from
the fact that, in accordance with Article 47 of thenvention and Rule 39 (3) of the
Rules, the Tribunal is allowed t@écommentdsuch provisional measures as it may
deem appropriate, even though other provisionsidflegal instruments use the word
“order’ to refer to binding decisions.

The distinction, however, is more apparent thastieal, since Rule 39 (1) itself does,

2 Such agreement between the parties prevails dwerrtle contained in Article 44 of the
Convention, as expressly provided for in the Igtt@vision.

3 Under clause 20.3, effective submission to ICSHbiteation is made conditional upon the
Convention —which

Ecuador had already signed on January 15, 1986nadaeen ratified by the Congress of Ecuador.
According to Claimant’'s statements, such ratifimatiook place on February 7, 2001 by virtue of
Congress resolution No. R-22-053.
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in its Spanish version, mentions thelictaciéri [ordering] of the provisional
measures, which demonstrates that, as far as tles Rte concerned, such words are
used interchangeably. Even disregarding such sendrgcussion, a teleological
interpretation of both provisions leads to the d¢asion that the provisional measures
recommended are necessarily binding. The Triburzgl omly order such measures if
their adoption is necessary to preserve the rightke parties and guarantee that the
award will fulfill its purpose of providing effesté judicial protection. Such goals
may only be reached if the measures are bindind, thay share the exact same
binding nature as the final arbitral award. Therefat is the Tribunal’s conclusion
that the wordrecommend”is equal in value to the worafder”

In any event, whatever the meaning ascribed to suhs, a failure to comply with
orders given to Respondents by the Tribunal in @@owe with Article 47 of the
Convention will entail a violation of Article 26 ¢heof, and engage Respondents’
liability.

2. The requirements to be met for the ordering oprovisional measures

54.

The requirements that the Tribunal can take intsseration in ordering provisional
measures are (A) that the adoption of such meadoeesiecessary to preserve
petitioner’s rights, (B) that their ordering be eng, and (C) that each party has been
afforded an opportunity to raise observations.tidee requirements will be analyzed
next, taking into consideration the arguments thibg Respondents against the
granting of the measures.

(A) Preservation of petitioner’s rights

55.

56.

57.

Both Article 47 of the Convention and Rule 39(1) tbe Rules require that the
provisional measures be necessary to preserveights rof the requesting party,
without providing any further explanations on thibject. This notwithstanding, the
works drafted in preparation for the Conventiontestathat the purpose of the
provisional measures needed to be to preservstites quoas between the parties
pending a final award by the Tribunal. In other dgyrit is the Tribunal's view that
Article 47 of the Convention provides authorizatifom the passing of provisional
measures prohibiting any action that affects thgputied rights, aggravates the
dispute, frustrates the effectiveness of the avaeardntails having either party take
justice into their own hands. Where there is ar@gient in place between the parties
that has so far defined the framework of their raliabligations, then the rights to be
preserved are, precisely, those that were thergtged upon.

City Oriente is requesting that the Tribunal orpiegvisional measures to maintain the
status queexisting prior to the enactment of Law No. 2006-4Rjch it describes as a
situation of compliance with the rights and obligas arising from the Contract,
pursuant to the terms thereof.

In the opinion of this Tribunal, the provisional aseires requested by Claimant are
necessary to preserve Claimant's rights and thenslat has asserted in this
arbitration. Indeed, City Oriente is seeking todn#tve Contract performed pursuant to
its original terms and conditions. Ecuador and d&stwador consider that the rights
and obligations arising from the Contract have loe¢n affected or modified as a
result of the application of Law No. 2006-42, which to be fully enforced.
Respondents may or may not be right —an issuénéonierits of the case on which the
Tribunal cannot and should not rule at this stagethie proceedings. However,
pending a decision on this dispute, the principk neither party may aggravate or
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extend the dispute or take justice into their owands prevails. Consequently,
Ecuador and Petroecuador are required to contimumimply with the obligations
voluntarily undertaken through the Contract, agas executed, and they are required
to refrain from declaring its termination or othée modifying its content.

Claimant has identified four actions by Ecuador aPetroecuador which, in
Claimant’s opinion, alter thsetatus quand need to be suspended.

The demand for payment

59.

The first such action is a demand for the paymémver USD 28 million, made by
Petroecuador through the issue of the invoice d&ewbber 19, 2007, which was
already discussed above. In the Tribunal's viewsfRadents are required to refrain
from demanding settlement of such payment or amgroamount accrued not on
account of the application of the original termsl aonditions of the Contract but,
rather, of Law No. 2006-42. Respondents may obWofie a counterclaim and,
should they succeed, the Tribunal will render aaravordering City Oriente to make
payment of all such amounts, which award may bereatl by execution of any of
City Oriente’s rights and assets in Ecuador. Howewnethe meantime, thgtatus quo
must be maintained and the principles that theutissfs not to be aggravated and of
pacta sunt servandaust prevail

The request for administrative termination

60.

The second action complained of is Petroecuadaliisgfof a request for the
administrative declaration of termination of then@act, through its official letter to
the Minister of Mines and Oil, based on the compampntinued refusal to make
payment of the amounts due on account of the agiit of Law No. 2006-42. Such
termination proceeding needs to be stayed singsypat to the Contract, all disputes
between the parties are to be settled throughratioih. Should Respondents consider
that there are grounds warranting termination ef@ontract due to the breach of City
Oriente’s obligations, then such claim must beeghignd ruled on in this arbitration.

The criminal investigation by the Ecuadorian GeneraProsecutor

61.

62.

63.

The third action is the opening of a criminal invggtion by the Ecuadorian General
Prosecutor against Messrs. Ford, Yépez and Pasedban a complaint filed by
congressional Representative Géngora Zambrano.

Before looking further into this subject, the Tritalh notes that it has great respect for
the Ecuadorian Judiciary and that it acknowledgesaHor's sovereign right to
prosecute and punish crimes of all kinds perpadratdts territory. However, it is the
Tribunal’s view that such undisputed right of thepRblic of Ecuador should not be
used as a means to coactively secure payment aintbents allegedly owed by City
Oriente pursuant to Law No. 2006-42, since this ldioentail a violation of the
principle that neither party may aggravate or edttre dispute or take justice into
their own hands.

This is precisely the case with the criminal inigegion opened by the Ecuadorian
General Prosecutor. According to the complaint Ifitsthe alleged crime -
embezzlement— was precisely perpetrated througmanepayment of the amounts
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accrued on account of the application of the new.£&uch being the case, it is the
Tribunal’s view that Ecuador is required to passhsmeasures as may be required in
order for the General Prosecutor, a member of Entsadudiciary and, accordingly,
an officer for which the Republic of Ecuador isp@ssible, to stay any proceedings
and actions stemming from the criminal investigationderway that may affect
Claimant or Claimant’'s officers or employees or maguire them to make an
appearance.

In its submission of November 8, 2007, Ecuadorsiesi that the complaint filed by
Representative Gongora Zambrano may not be vieweah act of the State, as it was
filed by such person on a personal capacity. Theufial agrees with Ecuador on
this. Neither the complaint filed by Gongora naraanplaint filed by any other citizen
may be attributed to the Republic of Ecuador. Havewhat should actually be
viewed as an act of the State, for which Ecuadactountable, is the institution of a
criminal proceeding by the Prosecutor’s Office lobse such complaint.

The complaint filed with the Prosecutor for the Digrict of Pichincha

65.

66.

(B)

67.

68.

69.

The fourth action complained of is the criminal gdamnt filed by the State Attorney
General's Office with the Ecuadorian Prosecutor fbe District of Pichincha.
According to the statements in the complditiie crime consists in City Oriente’s
non-payment of the sums due as a result of thacapipin of Law No. 2006-42. The
complaint even makes express reference to cetiensents made by City Oriente in
this arbitration.

For the reasons set forth in the above paragraipissthe view of this Tribunal that

Ecuador is required to take such measures as mayedessary in order that the
Ecuadorian Prosecutor's Office will not pursue procedures or make any inquiries
that may affect Claimant or Claimant's officersemnployees, or which may require
them to make an appearance, throughout the futefand effect of this provisional

measure.

Urgency

Neither the Convention nor the Rules make expredsrance to the urgency
requirement in order that the Tribunal may ordesvjgional measures; however, it
seems evident that provisional measures are opisopgate if it is impossible to wait
for a specific issue to be settled at the merigest

In its submission of November 8, 2007, Ecuador edgthat there is no urgency in
adopting the measures requested by City Oriente.t@mination procedure entails
the performance of certain administrative stepgedarnce has it that a termination
proceeding takes over one year. Petroecuador'sngeind the invoice is not an
extraordinary occurrence but, rather, a new ingariconduct that has been repeated
ever since the enactment of Law No. 2006-42. Theling of the latest invoice does
not, therefore, create urgency.

The Tribunal cannot agree with Ecuador on its amuisin this regard. The letter
which Petroecuador attached to its latest invoifferd from all previous letters, as it
includes a demand for paymemotwithstanding any pending proceedinly.is thus

an attempt to change the pre-existitgtus quoThe same is true of the institution of

4 Exhibit 1, attached to Claimant’s submission ofdber 22, 2007.
5 Exhibit 2, attached to Claimant’s submission ofdber 22, 2007.



(©)

70.

71.
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the proceeding for administrative termination. te fTribunal’s opinion, the passing
of the provisional measures is indeed urgent, pedeito keep the enforced collection
or termination proceedings from being started, l@s bperates as a pressuring
mechanism, aggravates and extends the disputdwitdelf, impairs the rights which
Claimant seeks to protect through this arbitratiemthermore, where, as is the case
here, the issue is to protect the jurisdictionak@is of the tribunal and the integrity
of the arbitration and the final award, then thgemcy requirement is met by the very
own nature of the issue.

Time for raising observations

Pursuant to Rule 39(4), the Tribunal “shall onlgaemend provisional measures, or
modify or revoke its recommendations, after givieach party an opportunity of
presenting its observations.” It should be noteat #uch provision does not require
that each party has actually submitted its obsemstbut that it has been afforded an
opportunity to do so — where, provided that suchoofunity has been afforded, a
party has failed to do so or has patrtially donetke, Tribunal will have met the
regulatory requirement and there is no obstacleh® ordering of provisional
measures.

Before analyzing Respondents’ arguments on thigesyta brief outline of the facts
is in order, starting by the steps taken by theumal:

- Through the document dated October 10, 2007, thiwunial invited Ecuador
and Petroecuador to submit their position on thguest for provisional
measures by October 25;

- Through the document dated October 11, 2007, thmiial called Respondents
to a first hearing to discuss the requested prowai measures, to be held in
Washington, D.C. on November 8 and 9; such call wegeated through the
notices of October 31 and of November 5 and 8, 268¢h of which stated that
the hearing would be held at the ICSID offices indhington, D.C.;

- Through the document of October 31, 2007, the Tabuasked Ecuador and
Petroecuador to file, no later than November 8,72@0submission providing a
detailed description of any actions taken that wereered by the Tribunal’s
decision of October 24;

- A conference call was held on October 31, 2007 Stla¢e Attorney General and
legal counsel for Petroecuador participated andaadice in such conference
call.

The reaction of Ecuador and Petroecuador to thms gaken by the Tribunal was as
follows:

- Ecuador filed its first submission on October 10072, requesting a deadline
extension; it filed its second submission on Octob4, acknowledging the
orders issued by the Tribunal on October 24, aaiihgt its intention to comply,
as well as asserting allegations based on Secti®mflEcuador’s Constitution;

- Petroecuador filed its first submission on Octop@r 2007, containing several
allegations in connection with the inapplicabilibf the claims raised by
Claimant;



73.

- On November 8, 2007, a few hours before the sfahtteohearing scheduled for
November 9, Ecuador filed a second submissiomstaliat it would not attend
the hearing on the grounds that such hearing waslcto be held in Quito,
pursuant to the provisions of clause 20.3.3 of @watract; said submission
included several different additional argumentssupport of a denial of the
provisional measures requested by Claimant, accoiega by such
documentary evidence as Ecuador deemed relevant;

- On the day of the hearing, Petroecuador filed @ésoad submission, also
accompanied by documentary evidence, requesting tha requested
provisional measures be denied, and arguing thatag ‘in a position of
complete defenselessnéss;

- Neither Ecuador nor Petroecuador attendedeherig of November 9, 2007.

Basically, two are the issues raised by Respondentshich the Tribunal must
respond: the first one is whether the hearing ofedaber 9, 2007 should have been
held in Quito, and the second one is whether Eauadd Petroecuador were in a
position of defenselessness.

The place of the hearing

74.

75.

76.

It is a true fact that, as noted by Ecuador irsitemission of November 9, 2007 and
previously indicated during the conference callGaftober 31, clause 20.3.3 of the
Contract starts as followsThe arbitrage will be installed and performed ire tbity

of Quito” However, the same clause goes on to statdwithstanding the arbitration
committee’qi.e. the Tribunal's]right to move wherever is necessary to perform its
duties’Accordingly, clause 20.3.3 allows the Tribunal &do discretion to take
procedural steps at any other location it may deecessary.

Irrespective of the express language of clause.2@Bthe Contract, such clause
needs to be interpreted in connection with the @atien and the Rules, since the
parties subjected themselves to said instrumentki@narbitration agreement. The
Convention addresses the “Place of Proceeding€hampter VII, specifically Articles
62 and 63:

“ Article 62

Conciliation and arbitration proceedings shall belth at the seat of the
Centre except as hereinafter provided.

“Article 63

Conciliation and arbitration proceedings may bedéf the parties so
agree:

(a) at the seat of the Permanent Court of Arbitratior of any other
appropriate institution, whether private or publieyith which the
Centre may make arrangements for that purpose; or

(b) at any other place approved by the Commissioiirdunal after
consultation with the Secretary-General.”

Moreover, Regulation 26 (1) of the ICSID Adminisivea and Financial Regulations
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provides as follows:
“Regulation 26 Place of Proceedings

(1) The Secretary-General shall make arrangememtshie holding of
conciliation and arbitration proceedings at the ted the Centre or
shall, at the request of the parties and as pradideArticle 63 of the
Convention, make or supervise arrangements if moicgys are held
elsewhere.”

The above-transcribed provisions lead to the canmfuthat, as a general rule, ICSID
arbitration is held at the seat of the Centre inskifagton, D.C., unless the
requirements laid down in Article 63 of the Conventare met —the satisfaction of
which was not demonstrated by Ecuador.

Accordingly, it is the Tribunal's view that the higey of November 9 was correctly
organized and held at the seat of ICSID in WasbmgD.C. That said, the Tribunal
notes that it does not object to the performanctutire procedural steps in Quito,
provided that the requirements prescribed in thev€otion are satisfied.

Lastly, the Tribunal notes that the call to the Wiagton hearing was issued on
October 11, 2007, virtually one month before thiedaheduled for the hearing. The
call was repeated on several occasions, in spitevldEh neither Ecuador nor

Petroecuador did at any time object to the plagereéeedings set by the Tribunal. It
was only a few hours before the scheduled timénefitearing that Respondent first
objected to the selected place. An objection raisedate, at a time when both
Claimant and the members of the Tribunal had ayréa/eled to Washington, D.C.,

is to be dismissed as it is evidently untimely.

Respondents’ alleged defenselessness

80.

81.

Petroecuador has argued that, by actually holdiegNovember 9, 2007 hearing, the
Tribunal pushed Respondents into @osition of complete defenselesstess.
According to Petroecuador, the reason for thisas heither Respondent was afforded
enough time to select an international law firm defend their rights in this
arbitration.

The Tribunal understands and respects Ecuador atrddeéuador's desire to have
legal counsel adequately representing them inattiigiration. That said, the Tribunal
notes that the request for arbitration was fileddmtober 10, 2006, and Ecuador and
Petroecuador have thus had almost one year to raplegial counsel. Furthermore,
the law applicable to the merits of the case idaleof Ecuador and, accordingly, the
State Attorney General's Office and Petroecuadorternal counsel, made up of
highly qualified attorneys who are experts in Ecrah law, should have sufficient
technical knowledge to adequately defend Respordamerests. That said, in a
gesture of deference to the problems mentioneddwador, the Tribunal has stated
that it is willing to postpone the procedural hegrio January 11, 2008. However, the
Tribunal considers that no such extension may l@atgd in connection with the
provisional measures. By their very own naturehsuweasures are urgent. Rule 39(2)
requires that the Tribunal shall give priority to the considerai of a requestfor
provisional measures. It is only in breach of thisvision that the Tribunal could
have possibly postponed the November 9 hearing.
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The Tribunal considers that it has afforded Respotglthe opportunity to present

their observations to the request for provision@asures as required under Rule
39(4). Respondents have actually filed their respecsubmissions containing their

allegations, accompanied by such evidence as themed relevant. The Tribunal has
carefully analyzed the arguments set forth in ssbmissions and has replied to
them in this decision. There has been no violatibdue process or any step that may
have caused Respondents to become defenseless.

3. Ordering of provisional measures

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

Consequently, the Tribunal has come to the cormiugiat City Oriente’s request for
provisional measures must be granted, as it mbetsejuirements laid down in the
Convention and the Centre's Arbitration Rules:rtteasures are necessary to preserve
Claimant’s rights, their passing is urgent and theg recommended once each party
has been afforded sufficient opportunity to raibeasvations.

In rendering this decision, the Tribunal has takareful consideration of Claimant’s
promise to reinstate its investment plan, as statgdragraph 38 above, provided that
Respondents have previously effectively and cootisly complied with the
provisional measures hereby ordered.

Even though they were afforded sufficient oppotiumd raise observations, which
they did in fact do in writing, it is a fact thaeBpondents chose not to appear at the
November 9 hearing, to which they had been repbatadled. The Tribunal regrets
Respondents’ decision and does not intend for Rekpus’ failure to appear to
deprive them of their lawful right to submit argume on an equal footing with
Claimant, and as extensively as possible. By tkheity own nature, provisional
measures may be modified or revoked at any time.Tribunal has scheduled a new
procedural hearing for January 11, 2008. Shoulteeiparty and, specifically, either
Respondent, request that the agenda for such bebenextended to include the
modification or revocation of the provisional meas) the Tribunal will be willing to
do so.

At the hearing, Claimant requested that the costsing in connection with these
ancillary proceedings be borne by Respondents. thié Tribunal's view that this is
not the appropriate stage for such a decision tmde, and it will therefore postpone
such decision until the rendering of the final advar

I1l. Case Law

The Tribunal has arrived at this decision by cagybut an independent analysis,
applying and interpreting the Contract, the Conenaind the Arbitration Rules. In
its arguments, Claimant made reference to a nuoiflewvards and decisions rendered
in other cases in which the tribunals were facetth wimilar situations. The Tribunal
finds it appropriate to check its own conclusiogaiast those reached in such cases,
as consistency across different awards will inardagal predictability and certainty.
However, the Tribunal notes that the decisionsG8ID or other Tribunals are not
binding and that each case needs to be analyzbd light of its own circumstances.

Claimant has brought up the early decision of thierhational Court of Justice The
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Electricity Company of Sofia — Belgium v. Bulgdti@oth the facts and the decision
are actually closely connected to the instant case.

The dispute between the parties concerned centaouats which the Sofia Electricity
Company allegedly owed to the Municipality of Sofihile the arbitration was
pending, the Municipality of Sofia started enforaadlection of the amounts owed.
Belgium, which was the claimant in that case, rstpek that the Court issue
provisional measures, staying such enforced cadlecthe hearing was scheduled to
be held on December 4, 1939. Bulgaria did not apmeaaccount of the declaration
of World War Il. The Court did hold the hearing eetheless and, next, a provisional
measure was granted, ordering Bulgaria to takenalisures required in order not to
impair the rights asserted by Belgium and not tgragate or extend the dispute
pending before the Court.

A similar conclusion was arrived at in the “Decision Provisional Measures” in the
ICSID case olVictor Pey Casado and Fundacion Presidente Allendehe Republic
of Chile’ In such decision, the Tribun4hvit [ed] the parties to strictly observe the
general legal principle under which either partyadawsuit is required to make sure
to prevent any action that might entail prejudgmefithe rights of the other party at
the time of enforcement of the arbitral award oa therits, and to prevent any action
of any nature whatsoever which might aggravatextered the dispute pending before
the tribunal” [unofficial translation].

The possibility that a provisional measure issurethé course of an ICSID arbitration
will extend to proceedings and decisions by thécjady of the respondent State was
accepted inCeskoslovenska Obchodni Banka, A.S. v The Remfo&tovakiag, in
which the Tribunal recommended that a bankruptocgeding pending in Slovakia
be stayed, insofar as it interfered in the disputemitted to arbitration.

The conclusion by the Tribunal in the instant cidmse, for the purposes of Article 47
of the Convention, the words “order” and “recommieack used interchangeably has
been supported in, at least, two earlier decisiom&milio Agustin Maffezini v. the
Kingdom of Spaihthe Tribunal interpreted the textual language #redpurpose of
said article and arrived at the conclusion thihe“word ‘recommend’ [is] of similar
value as the word ‘ordef.’A similar conclusion was established in the Trihlis
decision inVictor Pey Casadowhich has already been mentioned above. In its
arguments, the Tribunal relied not only on the riptetation of Article 47 of the
Convention but also on the International Court wétite’s decision irLaGrand —
Germany v. U.S.A? Article 41 of the Statute of the Court allows tBeurt to
“indicate’ provisional measures. lhaGrand, the Court held that, in spite of the
specific verb used, provisional measures indicateatcordance with said article are
binding.

6 pcClJ, Ser. A/B, No. 79, 1939.

"1CSID Case No. ARB/98/2

8|CSID Case No. ARB/97/4, Procedural Order No. 4.
CSID Case No. ARB/97/7, Procedural Order No.2.
19 aGrandCase (F.RG. v. U.S.), 2001 I.C.J.



V. Decision

Therefore, the Tribunal unanimously decides to adbe following provisional
measures pursuant to Article 47 of the ICSID Cotiean

1. The Republic of Ecuador and Empresa Estatalolees del Ecuador
(Petroecuador) shall refrain from

- Instituting or prosecuting, if already in place,ygudicial proceeding or
action of any nature whatsoever against or invgi@ity Oriente Limited
and/or its officers or employees and arising franinoconnection with the
Contract of March 29, 1995 and/or the effects @ &épplication of Law
No. 2006-42, the Law Amending the Hydrocarbon Lemsaid Contract;

- Demanding that City Oriente Limited pay any amousdsa result of the
application of Law No. 2006-42, the Law Amendinge thlydrocarbon
Law, to the Contract of March 29, 1995;

- Engaging in, starting or persisting in any othemdwrct that may directly or
indirectly affect or alter the legal situation aggleupon under the Contract
of March 29, 1995, as thereby agreed upon and &gty the parties.

2. These provisional measures shall remain in fultdoand effect unless and
until modified or revoked by the Tribunal or untile rendering of the final
award.

3. The Tribunal’s communication of October 24, 200Raseby invalidated.

4. The Tribunal preserves for later resolution itsisiea on the costs arising
from this ancillary proceeding.

[Signed]
Juan Fernandez-Armesto
President of the Tribunal

[Signed] [Signed]
Horario A. Grigera Naon J. Christopher Thomas QC
Arbitrator Arbitrator



