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Introduction

Despite its size and complex dual federal and state legal system, the United States is a 
favourable forum for international arbitration.  The country’s federal and state arbitration 
statutes and decisional law refl ect a strong public policy in favour of arbitration, especially 
international arbitration.  Nowhere is this pro-arbitration policy more clearly expressed 
than in the Federal Arbitration Act (the “FAA”) and the cases decided under the act, which 
together govern international arbitration in the United States.  The FAA has three chapters.  
The fi rst chapter of the FAA governs cases involving interstate or foreign commerce.  The 
second chapter implements the New York Convention, which the United States signed 
in 1958.1  The third chapter of the FAA implements the Panama Convention, which the 
United States signed in 1978.2

The FAA governs the scope of arbitration agreements and requires courts to enforce the 
agreements according to their terms.3  Taking into account the dual nature of the U.S. legal 
system, the FAA overrides or “pre-empts” state laws that confl ict with federal arbitration 
law or undermine its policies.  State law generally governs substantive issues, such as the 
interpretation of an arbitration agreement and its terms.  In this regard, U.S. courts will 
ordinarily honour the parties’ contractual choice of law, whether that of a U.S. state or 
another country.
New York, Florida, and Texas are particularly popular venues for international arbitration.  
The American Arbitration Association (“AAA”) and its international division, the 
International Center for Dispute Resolution (“ICDR”), are both sited in New York but 
operate nationally and, in the case of the ICDR, internationally.  They administer all 
types of domestic and international commercial disputes.  The International Chamber of 
Commerce (“ICC”) has a New York offi ce with counsel and staff that administer North 
America-based ICC arbitrations.  A number of other organisations, including JAMS and 
CPR, also administer international arbitrations in the United States.
Some states have created organisations to facilitate the administration of arbitration 
proceedings.  For example, the New York International Arbitration Center was established 
in 2012 to provide access to information on arbitrating in New York and coordinate access 
to hearing locations.  In Manhattan, the New York state court system has assigned a 
senior judge in its Commercial Division, the Hon. Charles E. Ramos, to hear court cases 
concerning international arbitration to ensure effi cient and consistent adjudication.4  In 
public remarks, Justice Ramos has emphasised his intent to apply the pro-arbitration policy 
set out in the FAA and federal case law, and his decisions since being appointed refl ect the 
pro-arbitration public policy of the FAA and New York state law.   
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Arbitration agreements

The FAA’s primary focus is to regulate how U.S. courts interact with arbitration 
proceedings.5  Unlike arbitration laws in some other countries, the FAA does not 
contain extensive regulations on the necessary components and formalities of arbitration 
agreements.  Instead, subject to the country’s pro-arbitration policy, arbitration agreements 
in the United States are treated like other commercial contracts: courts look to generally 
applicable principles of contract law to interpret and give effect to arbitration agreements.6  
But both U.S. federal and state courts have developed a body of jurisprudence regarding 
the scope of arbitration agreements and the division of authority between arbitrators and 
courts.  
Arbitrability
In determining whether a particular dispute is arbitrable, U.S. courts analyse the language 
of the relevant arbitration provision.  Often, arbitration clauses will provide for the 
arbitration of all disputes “aris[ing] out of” or “relat[ing] to” the contract.7  Where an 
agreement uses this type of language, U.S. courts will construe the arbitration provision 
“as broadly as possible” to allow for arbitration.8

Although U.S. courts favour arbitration and seek to read arbitration provisions broadly, 
parties are free to narrow the scope of arbitrable matters through a carefully crafted 
arbitration agreement.  For instance, in World Rentals and Sales, LCC v. Volvo Const. 
Equip. Rents, Inc., the court held that disputes involving a company’s affi liates were 
not arbitrable because the arbitration agreement expressly excluded affi liates from the 
agreement to arbitrate.9  The courts will also honour narrow arbitration agreements where 
parties have sought to ensure that only certain types of issues are arbitrable, such as by 
enumerating or specifying the issues that are subject to arbitration under their agreement.10

One area of frequent debate is whether arbitrability is to be decided by the courts or the 
arbitrators.  U.S. federal courts have held that arbitrability is for the arbitrators to decide 
if the parties’ arbitration agreement is broad enough to grant the arbitrators this power.11  
Typically, this question is answered by the arbitration rules referred to in the arbitration 
clause, because such rules are deemed to be part of the parties’ arbitration agreement.  
For example, both the ICC and the AAA’s International Dispute Resolution Procedures 
(“ICDR Rules”) grant the arbitrators jurisdiction to decide arbitrability.  The intermediate 
U.S. federal appellate courts (which are called the circuit courts) are split over the extent to 
which federal courts should scrutinize the delegation of arbitrability issues to the arbitrators.  
Most circuit courts have applied the Supreme Court’s instruction to defer to arbitrators on 
questions of arbitrability when there is “clear and unmistakable evidence” that the parties 
delegated such questions to the arbitrators.12  This can occur when, for example, the parties 
incorporate in their arbitration agreement arbitration rules that provide the arbitrators 
will decide jurisdiction.  However, the Fifth, Sixth, and Federal Circuits have adopted a 
second layer of scrutiny whereby a court still conducts a “spot-check” of the arbitration 
agreement to determine whether the assertion of arbitrability is “wholly groundless,” even 
if the parties expressed an intent to leave such questions to the arbitrators.13  Most recently, 
the Tenth and Eleventh Circuits have expressly rejected this approach, which increases 
the likelihood that circuit courts which have not taken up the issue will ultimately decide 
against deeper judicial scrutiny and reject the “wholly groundless” exception.14

When it comes to class action arbitrations, the courts take another view, and will typically 
favour “judicial resolutions of class arbitrability”.15 The courts often must distinguish 
between whether a party has agreed to arbitrate anything at all (typically a question for 
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the courts) and whether a party has agreed to arbitrate the particular dispute involved 
(a question for the arbitrators, assuming the parties have granted the arbitrators this 
jurisdiction).  This distinction can be blurred when a non-party to an arbitration agreement 
seeks to arbitrate with a party to an arbitration agreement.  The Federal Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit has held that the arbitrators can be granted jurisdiction to decide 
this question, because the question is whether the signatory has agreed to arbitrate with 
this particular non-party.16  Although the Fifth Circuit has agreed with the Second Circuit 
on this issue,17 the Federal Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has declined to compel 
arbitration where the non-party relied solely on conclusory allegations of an agency 
relationship.18

Joinder
U.S. courts, as opposed to arbitrators, typically decide whether a non-party to an arbitration 
agreement may be compelled to participate in arbitration or whether a non-party to an 
arbitration agreement may compel someone who has signed an arbitration agreement to 
arbitrate with the non-party.  The Supreme Court has held that “traditional principles of 
state law allow a contract to be enforced by or against non-parties to the contract through 
assumption, piercing the corporate veil, alter ego, incorporation by reference, third-
party benefi ciary theories, waiver and estoppel”.19  General principles of joinder and the 
consolidation of third parties apply.  If the non-party demonstrates through its conduct that 
it is “assuming the obligation to arbitrate”, the non-party can be compelled to arbitrate.20 
Additionally, if the non-party “knowingly seeks the benefi ts of the contract containing the 
arbitration clause”, the non-party can be estopped from avoiding arbitration.21 
The same principles apply where a non-party seeks to compel arbitration with a party to an 
arbitration agreement.  For example, in New York, a signatory to an arbitration agreement 
was bound to arbitrate with a non-party because of the “close relationship between the 
entities”.22  Courts also recognize principles of estoppel as a basis to arbitrate with non-
signatories.  This is usually in instances where a non-signatory defendant seeks to compel 
arbitration with a signatory after the signatory sues the non-signatory in  court.  Even in such 
circumstances, however, the courts in recent decisions have applied the estoppel doctrine 
narrowly, and have required that the signatory’s claims rely or otherwise depend on the 
written agreement containing the arbitration clause.23  As noted above, the jurisdiction to 
decide whether a signatory must arbitrate with a non-signatory has been found to lie with 
the arbitrators rather than the court if the signatory agreed to arbitrate under arbitration 
rules that contain a broad grant of jurisdiction to the arbitrators.  
Another instance in which the joinder of non-parties to an arbitration agreement arises 
involves corporations that have subsidiaries or affi liated entities.  In these instances, 
courts have applied traditional concepts of corporate law and determined that where a 
company which has entered into an arbitration agreement exercises complete control over 
a subsidiary and uses that control to commit wrongdoing, the parent corporation may be 
compelled to arbitrate in a dispute related to its subsidiary.24  Additionally, a corporation 
which is a non-signatory to an arbitration agreement may be able to compel arbitration 
where its subsidiary is a signatory to the agreement.25 Similarly, a parent corporation may 
be required to arbitrate based on an arbitration agreement with a subsidiary.26

Separability
Courts in the United States have developed a body of law concerning the separability 
(or severability) of arbitration clauses contained in contractual agreements.  Applying 
the doctrine of separability, U.S. courts will typically preserve the parties’ agreement 
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to arbitrate even where there is a challenge to the validity of the underlying contract 
containing the arbitration clause.  This situation can arise, for example, where a party 
claims to have been fraudulently induced to sign the contract or argues for other reasons 
that it was null and void from inception,27 or where a clause or obligation in that contract is 
unenforceable or invalid by operation of law.28  Where, however, a second contract entirely 
invalidates an earlier contract that had an arbitration clause, a court has declined to enforce 
the superseded agreement to arbitrate.29

Arbitration procedure

The FAA does not contain extensive rules concerning arbitration procedure.  Accordingly, 
in the United States, the contracting parties are free to choose the mechanisms and 
procedures in their arbitration agreement.30

Typically, contracting parties agree to arbitrate under a particular set of arbitration rules 
administered by a designated arbitration institution, e.g., the ICC or AAA.  Each arbitration 
institution has its own unique set of arbitral procedures.31  
The AAA administers arbitrations and has different sets of rules that govern various types 
of disputes, including its ICDR Rules for international cases.32  Additionally, the AAA has 
rules governing preliminary hearings and scheduling, selection of arbitrators, evidence, 
designation of the locale where the arbitration will be held, fi ling deadlines for written 
submissions, and fees. The ICC also has an extensive set of procedural rules, which were 
most recently amended in January of 2012.33  These rules govern the joinder of parties, 
interim relief, hearings, and other case management techniques, which give the arbitrator(s) 
broad authority over the timing and nature of submissions of written and oral evidence.  
Other organisations like JAMS and CPR have their own unique rules and procedures. 
Signifi cantly, some U.S. states have adopted default arbitration procedures.  These 
procedures apply where the arbitration agreement is otherwise silent regarding procedures, 
rules, or administration.  Arizona, California, and Texas are among the states that have 
adopted default arbitration rules.34

Arbitrators

In the U.S., the parties to an arbitration can determine the number of arbitrators that will 
decide their dispute and how the arbitrators are selected.  Typically the parties regulate this 
either in their arbitration clause or by selecting a set of rules or an administrative body.35  
For example, the AAA’s ICDR Rules provide for the appointment of one arbitrator where 
the parties have not specifi ed the number of arbitrators in their agreement, unless the AAA 
administrator “determines in its discretion that three arbitrators are appropriate because of 
the large size, complexity or other circumstances of the case”.36  Alternatively, the parties 
may agree that arbitrators will be selected by an arbitration institution or court.   
Where the arbitration agreement does not contain provisions governing the selection of 
arbitrators, FAA section 5 provides for the courts to “appoint an arbitrator or arbitrators 
or umpire, as the case may require, who shall act under the said agreement with the same 
force and effect as if he or they had been specifi cally named therein […]”.37  Further, even 
where an arbitration agreement contains an arbitrator-selection provision, courts will step 
in to select an arbitrator where the arbitrator-selection provision itself is “fundamentally 
unfair”.38  Similarly, if an arbitrator exhibits bias during the arbitration proceedings, a party 
to the arbitration may challenge the award in a post-arbitration court proceeding.39  
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Interim relief

The FAA is silent on the issue of interim relief.  However, parties which have agreed to 
an arbitration in the U.S. may seek an injunction from a U.S. state or federal court.  Some 
U.S. states have statutes that specifi cally address interim relief in aid of arbitration.  For 
example, New York state’s procedural law permits parties to seek an injunction and other 
provisional relief in aid of an arbitration where “the award to which the applicant may be 
entitled may be rendered ineffectual”, if interim relief is not granted.40

Texas and Florida have also adopted laws concerning interim relief in aid of arbitration, 
enabling parties to get an injunction in relation to arbitration proceedings.41

If the parties have opted to arbitrate under the rules of an arbitration institution, the 
institution’s interim relief procedures govern.  The ICDR Rules leave the parties free to 
seek interim relief from the courts in appropriate cases.42  In the ICC, a special emergency 
arbitrator may be appointed to matters requiring urgent attention.43  The arbitrator may 
order “any interim or conservatory measure it deems appropriate”.44  Under the ICC 
Rules Article 29(2), parties must abide by all orders issued by an emergency arbitrator.  
Similarly, the ICDR adopted emergency arbitral relief procedures pursuant to Article 6 of 
its International Dispute Resolution Procedures.45  Article 6 provides for the appointment 
of an emergency arbitrator to rule on applications for interim relief.  It should be noted 
that in the case of judicial injunctions, the courts have an array of mechanisms, including 
contempt of court, to compel enforcement.  By contrast, there are questions as to how to 
enforce an injunction issued by an arbitrator.

Arbitration award

The FAA does not require an arbitration award to take a particular form.  A number of 
states, including New York, Texas, and Florida, require that the award must be in writing 
and signed by the arbitrators.46  Florida and Texas require a reasoned decision, unless the 
parties agree otherwise.47  This is similar to the requirements imposed on arbitrators by the 
ICC and ICDR Rules.48  In general, however, parties can agree to the form any award must 
take.  In New York, for example, the courts have vacated an award where the arbitrators 
failed to draft the award in the agreed-upon form.49   
The FAA and state laws do not generally impose limitations or constraints on the types of 
relief the arbitrators are permitted to award, provided the award does not violate public 
policy.  The parties themselves may, however, circumscribe the relief available in their 
agreement to arbitrate.  For example, the parties can limit the types of damages the arbitrators 
can award.  Limitations on the ability to award punitive or consequential damages are 
common and generally enforceable.  Equally, the parties can agree that the arbitrators 
cannot award legal fees to the prevailing party.  If the parties do not specifi cally agree on 
the types of relief available, an arbitrator can grant any form of relief that is rationally 
related to the purpose of the original agreement, taking into account the applicable laws.50  
Arbitrators may also award pre- and post-award interest, in accordance with the rules of 
the arbitration and the applicable state or federal laws.51  
Unlike the rule that prevails in many other jurisdictions, in the U.S. legal system, parties 
to a lawsuit are generally required to bear their respective legal fees regardless of who 
wins.52  This contrasts with the practice in international arbitration, where arbitrators are 
typically free to award attorneys’ fees and arbitration costs to the winning party.  The FAA 
is silent as to fee and cost allocation, but courts interpreting the FAA have held that it does 
not prohibit an award of fees and costs.53  State arbitration laws in New York, Florida, and 
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Texas do not explicitly preclude arbitrators from awarding fees and costs.54  The courts 
in these states have been willing to allow arbitrators to award attorneys’ fees and costs, 
particularly if the parties’ agreement provides for such recovery or if the parties have 
otherwise demonstrated the intent to do so, such as when both parties request costs and 
fees in their pleadings55 or if the arbitral rules chosen by the parties permit their recovery.56

Challenge of the arbitration award

Because of the strong federal policy favouring arbitration, it is diffi cult to succeed in 
challenging an arbitration award in the United States.  Public policy and judicial precedent 
impose severe limits on the courts’ ability to review arbitration awards, and parties cannot 
agree to expand the scope of that review.57  
A party which seeks to challenge an international arbitration award in a U.S. court must 
fi le a proceeding within three months after the award is fi led or delivered.58  The court must 
have both personal jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter jurisdiction over the 
case.  Personal jurisdiction is acquired if the responding party59 is located in the jurisdiction 
where the court sits or has agreed to arbitrate in the jurisdiction.60  If the responding party is 
located outside the state, the challenging party must establish personal jurisdiction through 
the activities and contacts of the responding party in the forum state.  The guidelines for 
doing so will be found in the applicable state and federal laws on personal jurisdiction.61  
Because the FAA does not confer original federal court subject matter jurisdiction for an 
action to vacate an award governed by the New York or Panama Conventions (as opposed 
to actions to enforce arbitration agreements or confi rm awards), a party that seeks to vacate 
an award in federal court must establish an independent basis for federal court subject 
matter jurisdiction.62  The two sources of federal subject matter jurisdiction are 28 U.S.C. 
§ 1331 and 28 U.S.C. § 1332, which respectively grant federal courts the power to hear 
cases “arising under” federal laws or involving complete diversity among the parties.63  
Some courts have held that 9 U.S.C. § 205 provides a basis for federal jurisdiction.64  
As a practical matter, such cases are generally heard in federal court because the typical 
response to an application to vacate is an application by the respondent to confi rm the 
award.  The federal courts do have original jurisdiction over an application to confi rm, and 
hence over the related application to vacate.  
Section 11 of the FAA provides the grounds upon which a court can modify an arbitration 
award.  These grounds are: 
1. Where there was an evident material miscalculation of fi gures or an evident material 

mistake in the description of any person, thing, or property referred to in the award. 
2. Where the arbitrators have awarded upon a matter not submitted to them, unless it is a 

matter not affecting the merits of the decision upon the matter submitted. 
3. Where the award is imperfect in matter of form not affecting the merits of the 

controversy.  
A party which seeks to vacate an award in its entirety faces serious obstacles.  Section 10 
of the FAA strictly limits the grounds upon which a court may vacate an award.  Those 
grounds are:65  
1. where the award was procured by corruption, fraud, or undue means; 
2. where there was evident partiality or corruption in the arbitrators;
3. where the arbitrators were guilty of misconduct in refusing to postpone the hearing 

upon suffi cient cause shown, or in refusing to hear evidence pertinent and material to 
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the controversy, or of any other misbehaviour by which the rights of any party have 
been prejudiced; or

4. where the arbitrators exceeded their powers, or so imperfectly executed them that a 
mutual, fi nal, and defi nite award upon the subject matter submitted was not made.66

With respect to corruption, fraud or undue means a party must “(1) establish the existence 
of the alleged fraud or undue means by clear and convincing evidence, (2) demonstrate due 
diligence in attempting to discover the fraud before entry of the award, and (3) demonstrate 
that the fraud was material to the arbitrators’ decision”.67  Courts have generally held 
that the party must provide evidence of intentional malfeasance by the other party to 
successfully vacate an award on the grounds of corruption, fraud, or undue means.68  
Courts have vacated awards for partiality or corruption where a “reasonable person would 
have to conclude that an arbitrator was partial to one party to the arbitration”.69  There 
is no requirement to prove actual bias; partiality can “be inferred from objective facts 
inconsistent with impartiality”.70  For example, an arbitrator’s failure to disclose certain 
relationships or interests may suggest bias, but non-material or insubstantial relationships 
will not satisfy the evident partiality standard.71

An arbitration award can be vacated for arbitrator misconduct where a court fi nds that 
an arbitrator was guilty of misconduct that compromises the “fundamental fairness” of 
the arbitral proceeding.72  Examples of misconduct rising to this level include when an 
arbitrator has refused “to hear evidence pertinent and material to the controversy”,73 or 
held the proceeding during a time one party specifi ed he was unavailable,74 or refused to 
grant an adjournment to accommodate the schedule of a key witness.75  Vacatur on this 
ground is only permitted when “the arbitrator’s exclusion of evidence prejudices one of 
the parties”.76

Vacatur of an award because the arbitrators exceeded their powers77 is perhaps the most 
diffi cult of the four grounds because courts have “consistently accorded the narrowest of 
readings” to this provision of the FAA.78  The U.S. Supreme Court has held that exceeding 
powers occurs “only when [an] arbitrator strays from interpretation and application of the 
agreement and effectively dispense[s] his own brand of industrial justice […]”.79  Thus, a 
court will not analyse the correctness of the arbitrator’s decision on a particular issue; the 
court is limited to determining the scope of the arbitrator’s powers.80 

In addition to the FAA’s four grounds for vacatur, some U.S. courts have held that an 
arbitration award can be vacated if it is in “manifest disregard” of the law.  In the 2008 case 
Hall St. Associates, however, the U.S. Supreme Court held that FAA section 10(a) provides 
the exclusive grounds for vacating an arbitration award.81  After Hall St. Associates, there 
is still some debate in the federal courts as to the continuing viability of the manifest 
disregard doctrine.  Some courts have reasoned that manifest disregard constitutes 
exceeding the arbitrators’ authority and thus remains a viable ground to set aside an award.  
Regardless, successful vacatur on this ground is, in practice, extraordinarily diffi cult to 
obtain.  An appeals court recently described manifest disregard as a “last resort” doctrine.82  
A party seeking to vacate an arbitration award for manifest disregard must show: (1) that 
the law that was allegedly ignored was clear; (2) that the arbitrators did in fact err in their 
application of the law; and (3) that the arbitrators knew of the law’s existence and its 
applicability to the issues before them.83  Since the birth of the manifest disregard doctrine 
in 1960, the authors are aware of only one international arbitration award that has been 
partially vacated on this ground.  It should be noted that the decision vacating the award 
was issued by a New York state court and is currently on appeal.84
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Overall, the courts in the United States have demonstrated hostility to challenges to awards 
and may even sanction the challenging party in an appropriate case.85

Enforcement of the arbitration award

U.S. courts play an active role in enforcing international arbitration awards.  The courts 
regularly and consistently issue judgments confi rming such awards.  Following the 
arbitrator’s issuance of an award, a party can fi le a motion or petition to confi rm the award in 
federal86 or state court.87  The petition to confi rm must include the arbitration agreement and 
the award.  The party seeking confi rmation can also support the petition with any necessary 
affi davits, briefs, or other documents.  A party must move to confi rm an award within three 
years from the entry of the award.88  Once a judgment confi rming the award has been issued, 
the winning party can enforce that judgment using the various enforcement procedures 
available in every state.  These procedures include freezing assets of the judgment debtor, 
if a monetary award is involved.
To confi rm an award, a court must have personal or quasi in rem jurisdiction over the 
parties.89  In addition to jurisdiction over the parties, the court must also have subject matter 
jurisdiction to enforce an award.  The U.S. federal courts have original subject matter 
jurisdiction over proceedings to confi rm international arbitration awards pursuant to the 
FAA.  This means a proceeding to confi rm an international award can be brought in federal 
court or, if it is brought in state court, the respondent can remove the case to federal court.90

Provided the jurisdictional requirements are met, once a party properly submits a motion 
to confi rm an award, a party which resists enforcement has the burden of proving it has 
a defence to enforcement.91  Confi rmation of an award is generally a summary process 
unless the opposing party resists confi rmation of an award and proves that one of the seven 
defences provided by the FAA applies.  These defences are:  
1. the parties to the agreement […] were […] under some incapacity, or the agreement is 

not valid under the law;
2. the party against whom the award is invoked was not given proper notice of the 

appointment of the arbitrator or of the arbitration proceedings;
3. the award deals with a difference not contemplated by or not falling within the terms 

of the submission to arbitration, or it contains decisions on matters beyond the scope of 
the submission to arbitrate;

4. the composition of the arbitral authority or the arbitral procedure was not in accordance 
with the agreement of the parties;

5. the award has not yet become binding on the parties, or has been set aside or suspended 
by a competent authority of the country in which, or under the law of which, that award 
was made;

6. the subject matter of the difference is not capable of settlement by arbitration; or
7. the recognition or enforcement of the award would be contrary to the public policy of 

the country in which enforcement or recognition is sought.92

A party that opposes the confi rmation of an award rendered outside the United States is 
restricted to the seven grounds detailed above, and its burden is a heavy one.93  Where an 
award is rendered inside the U.S., the domestic provisions of the FAA apply.94  A party that 
opposes the confi rmation of an award rendered inside the U.S. can thus seek to vacate or 
modify the award under FAA sections 10 and 11, as discussed above. Recently, the Court 
of Appeals for the Second Circuit has gone so far as to confi rm an award despite it having 
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been set aside in the seat of arbitration, Mexico.95  The Second Circuit’s decision discussed 
the competing principles of comity owed to a foreign court’s ruling and that of a U.S. 
court’s discretion to confi rm arbitral awards.  The court ultimately ruled in favour of a U.S. 
court’s discretion based largely on exceptional circumstances, i.e. Mexico’s introduction of 
retroactive legislation that barred claimants from recovery.
Because of the public policy favouring arbitration, particularly international arbitration,96 

U.S. courts “must confi rm an award unless it is vacated, modifi ed, or corrected”.97

Investment arbitration

As a signatory to the Convention on the Settlement of Investment Disputes Between States 
and Nationals of Other States, the United States is a member of the International Centre 
for Settlement of Investment Disputes (“ICSID”).98  The United States is also a leading 
signatory of the North American Free Trade Agreement (“NAFTA”) and is committed 
to “protect[ing] cross-border investors and facilitat[ing] the settlement of investment 
disputes”.99  The United States enjoys observer status to the Energy Charter Conference, 
but is not a signatory to the Energy Charter Treaty.100

Finally, the United States is a party to dozens of bilateral investment treaties (“BITs”) and 
multi-party investment treaties (“MITs”).  Each BIT is structured on the basis of a standard 
model, which is periodically updated by the U.S. Department of State and the Offi ce of 
the United States Trade Representative (“USTR”).  The current version was completed in 
2012.101  A full list of each BIT currently in effect is maintained by the Department of State.102
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