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Final Award

THE ARBITRATION

I, THE UNDERSIGNED ARBITRATOR, having been designated in accordance with

the arbitration agreement entered into by the Claimant PENINSULA VENTURES 1,

LLC ("Peninsula") and Respondent NANOVISION, INC. ("Nano"), in an agreement

entitled "BLOCKCHAIN FINANCE SUMMIT TERM SHEET," and now make the

following award.

That agreement was marked as Ex. 1 (at the evidentiary hearing in this

arbitration), and paragraph 11 thereof provides:

"This Agreement shall be governed by California law, and all disputes arising

hereunder shall be resolved through binding arbitration under the Commercial

Rules of the American Arbitration Association ("AAA")." The following witnesses

appeared and testified at the evidentiary hearings; each was sworn in by the

arbitrator, and each was subjected to all examination that any counsel cared to

require: Daniel Cannon, Eugene Hansen, Matt Hawkins, Savannah Ryan, Stephanie

Collins, and Steve Papermaster (by telephone). All witnesses were sworn in by the

arbitrator, at the mutual request of counsel for both sides. I shall refer throughout

this award to the witnesses by their respective last names as a simple way of

identifying individuals and not as a sign of any disrespect.

The following attorneys appeared: Julian Brew, Esq. (for Claimant), and Daniel J.

Herling, Esq., Crystal Lopez, Esq., and Samuel Sazer, Esq. (for Respondent). The

senior counsel for Respondent, Jordon Blackwell, Esq., was also present during the

entire hearing, but did not participate thereon. The Arbitrator, Peter Collisson, was

duly sworn. There was, by agreement between counsel, a court reporter, Grace

Chung (CSR 6246).

The operative pleadings in this arbitration were: Second Amended Demand for

Arbitration, filed on or about June 14, 2019 ("Demand"), and the Answer thereto,

filed on or about June 28, 2019 ("Answer"), and the Amended Counterclaim, filed

on or about June 28, 2019 ("Counterclaim"). No response to the last document was

filed, and so it was deemed denied by operation of Rule 5.

The Demand was filed on January 4, 2019. An Amended Demand was filed on May

21, 2019. Then, a Second Amended Demand was filed on June 14, 2019 and sought

$650,000 plus additional damages according to proof. Eventually, the following

causes of action were asserted:

1. Breach of Contract; and

2. Intentional Fraud.

Claimant sought all available damages, including punitive damages, interest,

attorneys’ fees and costs.

The original Answer was superseded by another Answer and an Amended Answer,

which were filed on the same date (May 15, 2019). They were superseded by

another Answer on June 28, 2019. All answers contained a denial of all material

allegations in the Demand, including the following named affirmative defenses,

regardless of whether each was a recognized affirmative defense or not:

1. Accord and satisfaction;

2. Failure of consideration;

3. Waiver;
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4. Unclean hands;

5. Failure to state a cause of action;

6. Substantial performance;

7. Modification;

8. Excuse;

9. Rescission; and

10. Reservation of right to amend.

A Counterclaim of Nano Vision Pte LTD was filed on May 21, 2019. It was

superseded by an Amended Counterclaim on June 28, 2019 pursuant to an order

made on a motion for leave. The Amended Counterclaim contained claims for:

1. Fraud;

2. Negligent misrepresentation;

3. Intentional misrepresentation

4. Breach of contract;

5. Unjust enrichment;

6. Accounting;

7. Money had and received; and

8. Rescission.

The Amended Counterclaim seeks an award in favor of Nano, including a

determination that the term sheet between the parties be rescinded, and seeks

damages, attorneys’ fees, costs, and the value received by Peninsula as a result of

the Summit.

At the second telephonic preliminary hearing it was agreed by counsel for both

sides that no attorneys’ fees (by either side) would be sought in this arbitration.

Various exhibits, all of which are identified on Ex. 1 to this award, were identified

at or before the hearing and were the subject of some comment by counsel or a

witness.

The evidentiary hearing took place at the Mintz firm, in Century City (2029 Century

Park East, Suite 3100, Los Angeles, CA), on January 14-16, 2020. A court reporter

(Grace Chung) transcribed the entire proceeding and prepared a transcript. Post-

hearing briefs were prepared only after counsel had those transcripts. By

agreement between counsel, the post-hearing briefs replaced closing oral

argument. By agreement between the parties and order of the Arbitrator those

briefs and the briefing schedule were ordered and complied with.

THE FACTS

The Term Sheet relating to the conference in question (known as the Summit) had

its origins in a conference in Europe in 2018. Dan Cannon, who was an investment

banker and a principal in Peninsula, attended a conference there on

cryptocurrencies, and became interested in holding a conference on that general

subject in Pebble Beach. He initially spoke to Andrea Franco-Stöhr at Crypto

Finance Conference ("CFC") and received an expression of interest, and a draft

contract (Ex. 2 at the evidentiary hearing).

He then shared some information about this topic with Steve Papermaster, the CEO

of Nano, who also had an interest in using such a conference as a way of raising

funds for Nano. Cannon and Papermaster conferred, and a Term Sheet (Ex. 1 at the
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evidentiary hearing), which was much more lucrative to Cannon than the CFC

offer, was prepared by Peninsula’s attorney, Julian Brew. This Term Sheet was

signed by Cannon and Papermaster.

The Term Sheet provides, among its several terms, in paragraph 3 that:

"Nanovision also will be responsible for all other future payments [in addition to

an initial payment of $500,000], expenses, insurance, fees and guarantees

reasonably necessary for the Summit, subject to repayment from proceeds from

ticket sales and sponsorships as set forth below. Nanovision will also assume

responsibility for all prior guarantees, including guarantees of payments for rooms

and facilities, for the Summit, and shall indemnify and hold harmless Peninsula

from all claims and liabilities related to the Summit."

Neither Cannon nor Papermaster was experienced in putting on an event of the

type described in the Term Sheet, notwithstanding the somewhat dubious

representation in the Recitals of the Term Sheet that "Nanovision has experience in

planning and presenting conferences," but both were enthusiastic about being

involved in such an event. Nevertheless, the terms of that clause, which was

presumed to be true as between these contracting parties, was never discussed by

either principal with his own side of the deal or by the principals together.

Significantly, even after the Term Sheet was signed there was never any major

discussion between Cannon and Papermaster about this quoted language, or about

the general experience either side had in event planning, or who had fulfilled (or

failed to fulfill) its responsibilities with regard to planning or the detailed

preparatory work for the Summit.

The Term Sheet ends with the statement that upon the request of either party the

parties would work in good faith to create a "long form agreement" consistent with

the provisions of the Term Sheet but it appears that no such request was ever

made by either party. No long form agreement was ever prepared.

Both sides either began hiring personnel to work on the conference or assigned

existing employees to this task. Both sides apparently thought the other side was

experienced in putting on such conferences, and both sides wondered if some

more experienced person should be hired by someone to work on this event.

Nothwithstanding these concerns and this work, no event planner with substantial

experience in this field was hired by either side.

Work progressed, but no one seemed to know what indicia of progress needed to

be met by what deadlines. The two chiefs, Cannon and Papermaster, were updated

periodically. Cannon often made critical comments about what had been done, and

Papermaster listened to reports but apparently thought someone at Peninsula was

paying closer attention to the Summit.

The conference was scheduled for mid-September 2018. Unbeknownst to

Peninsula, Nano participated in a similar conference with CFC in early September

2018 at nearby Half Moon Bay. (See Exs. 74-75.) September finally arrived and

there were no approved registrants for the Pebble Beach conference. On

September 10th Nano announced that that conference should be either postponed

or cancelled. (In mid-August a Peninsula employee said that "[w]e are at least 60

days behind schedule for where we should be at this point in the calendar." Ex. 28.)

While there were occasional discussions about the feasibility of postponing the

Summit, there were no discussions after Sept. 10th that were referred to during the

evidentiary hearing about possibly cancelling the Summit. On Sept. 12th Peninsula

learned that Mark Cuban would not be participating in the Pebble Beach

conference.

Peninsula was therefore faced with the decision of going ahead with the

conference without Nano, or postponing it. Of these possible outcomes, Peninsula

elected to go ahead with the conference at the scheduled time/date, but without

Nano. (The revised agenda of the conference without Nano was Ex. 70.) Nano had

already paid significant monies toward the conference and was reportedly looking

to use the conference as a means of raising additional equity funding. Nano,
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however, chose not to return Cannon’s phone calls and made no appearance at the

conference.

Cannon testified that postponing the conference was out of the question for

various reasons. Nano never offered much of any explanation for why postponing

was a viable option. Apparently, Peninsula never (until post-hearing briefs were

filed) considered cancelling the conference altogether, and Nano never offered any

testimony in support of that option.

ANALYSIS

At the outset, there is a controversy about who the appropriate Respondent should

be.

As the original caption indicated, the initial-named Respondent was "Nanovision

Inc., also known as Nano Vision, Inc." Indeed, the Term Sheet (which is attached as

Ex. A to Ex. A to the initial Demand) identifies the parties as "Peninsula Ventures

LLC" and "Nanovision Inc."

At an early preliminary hearing and in an answer and counterclaim that were

filed by Nano Vision Pte LTD, Mr. Herling (counsel for Respondent) indicated that

there was no entity by the name used for the Respondent by Claimant in its

Demand. (It also appears that the correct name of the Claimant should be

Peninsula Ventures 1, LLC.) He also said that the proper Respondent should be the

entity listed in the Answer and Counterclaim.

Mr. Brew accepted that on a temporary basis, and said that if it were appropriate

to make a motion to change the Respondent he would make such a motion by May

21, 2019. The Arbitrator addressed this subject in Scheduling & Procedure Order

no. 1, which restated that schedule and, on an interim basis, indicated that the

proper Respondent was Nanovision Pte LTD.

No motion was made by May 21st, and eventually the matter proceeded to the

evidentiary hearing, as noted above. The issue was not addressed at the

evidentiary hearing but was the subject of argument in the post-hearing briefs.

In its opening post-hearing brief Claimant argued that the named Respondent,

Nano Vision Pte LTD was an entity based in Singapore and that the intended

Respondent was an entity by the name of Nano Global, Inc. Claimant further

argued that it had reserved in its Demand and prehearing brief the right to

challenge the propriety of the changed Respondent, which was been made

pursuant to the arbitrator’s first scheduling order. (Claimant’s opening post-

hearing brief, pp. 18-20 (Mar. 3, 2020)). In its answering post-hearing brief

Respondent contended that Nano Vision Pte LTD was the only proper party, aside

from Claimant, in this arbitration. (Respondent’s post-hearing brief, pp. 17-18 (Mar.

19, 2020)). In its reply post-hearing brief Claimant contends that Respondent’s CEO,

Steve Papermaster, was in charge of both the U.S. and Singapore entities and for a

variety of reasons the U.S. entity should be named as the Respondent. (Claimant’s

reply post-hearing brief, pp. 1-2 (Apr. 2, 2020)).

While I agree that it makes the most practical sense to have Nano Global, Inc. as

the Respondent, it is impractical to substitute that entity in as the sole Respondent

for sketchy reasons in an order after the evidentiary hearing. Consequently, I shall

stick with the existing named Respondent, which is Nano Vision Pte LTD.

Along the same lines I note that Respondent has argued extensively in its post-

hearing brief that Respondent could have cancelled its arrangement with the

Pebble Beach Resort and so Claimant’s maximum claim for damages should be the

amount Respondent would have had to pay as a cancellation fee, or $329,000, and
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since Respondent could have claimed a $100,000 credit against that fee, the net

maximum claim that Claimant could make for damages for breach of contract is

$229,000. (Respondent’s post-hearing brief, p. 13).

Regardless of whether the Summit could have been cancelled or not, a notice of

cancellation would have to have been given prior to the Summit by someone and

the facts presented here showed that cancellation of the Summit was never

considered or argued by either party at any time prior to the actual occurrence of

the Summit.

Consequently, cancellation was never apparently considered by anyone at the time

of the events in question. Accordingly, the agreement they were dealing with was

the withdrawal of Respondent and Claimant’s reaction to that withdrawal, which

constituted the effective situation that both parties considered to exist at the time

in question. No one — at least according to the testimony presented at the

evidentiary hearing - considered cancellation of the Summit as an option.

Accordingly, it seems unfair to adjudge now the conduct of the parties as though

cancellation was an option available to one party or the other. As a result, I have

rejected the argument advanced by Respondent in a post-hearing brief that

cancellation establishes a maximum amount of possible recovery by Claimant for

breach of contract. As noted hereafter, I do believe that mitigation of damages is an

appropriate argument, but I do not so consider the cancellation argument because

no one mentioned it when it was a viable option and no notice of cancellation was

timely given by anyone to the Pebble Beach Resort.

Another issue argued in the briefs, and also in testimony at the evidentiary

hearing, had to do with the appearance of Mark Cuban at the Summit. Mr. Cuban is

the owner of the professional basketball team Dallas Mavericks, is a frequent guest

on the television show Shark Tank, and is a public figure of some notoriety.

The testimony was that he is a large shareholder of Respondent and had been cited

as a possible speaker at the Summit by Papermaster. At the approximate time

when Respondent pulled out of the Summit Claimant was also hit with Cuban’s

announcement that he would not be appearing either. No testimony was offered to

suggest or support a conclusion that his nonappearance at the Summit was

disingenuous or in any way tied to Respondent’s withdrawal from the Summit.

Cuban’s name does not appear in the Term Sheet or in any other contractual

document between the parties. While it appears that his presence at the Summit

was suggested by Respondent and eagerly accepted by Claimant, his presence was

never confirmed with him, no promotional publicity based upon his anticipated

appearance was used, and no agenda presuming his presence was ever prepared.

I agree that Cuban’s presence might have been a draw for potential attendees at

the Summit. However, I felt that his presence had never been mentioned to any

potential attendees and, more significantly, his presence had never been promised

by or an obligation of Respondent. Consequently, I rejected the suggested argument

by Claimant that Cuban’s nonappearance constituted a breach of contract or fraud

by Respondent.

Next, I mention the "white paper" that was prepared for Respondent at Cannon’s

recommendation by Bitsapphire. The testimony on that subject was that the price

paid to the preparer was extravagant, and the benefit of that white paper was

minimal or nonexistent. The white paper was never offered as evidence and no

witness from Bitsapphire ever appeared or testified. The white paper is not part of

Claimant’s Demand (including in its various amended formats) or any dispute that

is the subject of the arbitration clause in the Term Sheet (and quoted above).

Consequently, if there is some claim on behalf of Respondent, or any other related

entity, that arises from the white paper or anything relating to it, including its

price, I do not consider that to be relevant to the matter presented in this

arbitration, i.e., the Term Sheet and the ensuing Summit. Thus, I have not

considered anything to do with the white paper as either a claim or defense in this
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arbitration. Furthermore, I feel that any issue relating to that white paper is

outside my jurisdiction as Arbitrator.

Lastly (on the list of arguments rejected by me), I address the nonappearance of

Andrea Franco-Stoehr. He was an official with Crypto Finance Conference ("CFC")

who was supposed to testify at the request of Claimant. Apparently, Papermaster

asked CFC not to cooperate with Claimant in this arbitration and CFC apparentiy

convinced Stoehr not to appear or testify. The objection by CFC to Stoehr’s

testimony was previously brought up to me and rejected by me. Nevertheless, CFC

apparently still convinced Stoehr not to appear or testify. Papermaster was asked

upon cross-examination about the Stoehr nonappearance. He admitted that he had

initially asked CFC not to cooperate, and had only recently (and apparently too

late) changed his position on this in any communication with CFC. As a result,

Claimant asked (relying on Life Teceivables Trust v. Syndicate 102 at Lloyd’s of
London, 549 F.3d 210, 217 (2d Cir. 2008)) that I draw a negative inference from

Stoehr’s nonappearance.

I note that the only offer of proof concerning Stoehr’s anticipated testimony was

presented by Claimant in its opening post-hearing brief (p. 6) and none was offered

at the time of the evidentiary hearing. Nevertheless, while I might have been

amenable to drawing some sort of negative inference I concluded that I did not

need to, and that I was able to draw the same conclusion from the evidence that

was actually offered as I would draw from any such negative inference.

The breach of contract claim arises from the agreement documented in the Term

Sheet. In a nutshell the proven allegations were that the parties agreed to put on a

conference, Respondent backed out at the last minute, Claimant went ahead with

the conference, and Claimant seeks now from Respondent the expenses that

Claimant incurred in putting on the Summit. I agree with this simplistic

description of this claim, but also agree with Respondent’s contention that in

proceeding with the conference after Respondent pulled out, Claimant was

required basically to spend only as much as was needed to put on the conference,

i.e., to comply with the duty to mitigate the damages sought herein by Claimant

against Respondent.

Fraud was claimed against each party by the opposing party. Fraud, either as the

basis for a claim or for a defense, requires an intention to deceive and its crucial

and foundational element. While I indeed found that representatives of both sides

had misrepresented facts on occasion I did not find that any such

misrepresentation had been made on the basis of an intent to deceive. Any such

misrepresentations were either harmless or amounted to puffery of the sort that is

either expected or should be suspected in such situations.

At the outset I note that it is a precept of contractual law that a party who claims

damages as a result of his performance and the other side’s breach of the contract

must mitigate the claimed damages. Perhaps as a result, failure to mitigate is a

recognized affirmative defense and appears in most breach of contract cases. No

such affirmative defense was asserted here by Respondent, although it was

apparent that such a defense was both suggested by other affirmative defenses and

was being relied upon heavily by Respondent during the evidentiary hearing.

Thus, the "failure to mitigate" defense was apparent to Claimant throughout the

discovery process and in the evidentiary hearing.

Claimant has presented its damage claims in five categories and has sought

"prejudgment" interest in any damages awarded in any of these categories. In total,

Claimant, which previously sought $650,000 plus additional damages according to

proof, alleges in its closing brief that it seeks $608,172 in damages, and $91,219 in

interest for six months, and describes the damages as arising in five general

categories, but does not describe the specific damages claimed in each of those

categories.

Respondent, on the other hand, claims that Claimant has failed to mitigate the
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[51].

damages claimed in each category and, in total, has failed to mitigate at least

$780,976.92 in its damages and possibly $781,461.32 in damages, and is entided to

no pre-award interest at all.

I agree that the categories of damage can be grouped into five categories, although

I describe the categories slightly differently than Claimant does. My categories are:

1. Room payments pursuant to a guarantee.

The largest element in Claimant’s damage claim is the category including payments

made to Pebble Beach Resort. As you can see from the list of categories that is

attached hereto as Ex. 2 and incorporated herein by reference this category

contains only three items, but the aggregate amount is large, $400,856.06. The

charges made by the resort to the sponsors of the Summit would have been

incurred inevitably, and perhaps twice (if the event were postponed).

The larger expense relates to a bill from Pebble Beach Resort for $343,618. The

smaller expense is for $56,843.62. Collectively, these bills indicate that little in the

way of mitigation was attempted by Respondent, which resulted in charges for

hotel rooms at an effective rate of more than $2,000 per night per room, and for

substantial charges for flowers, food, and the like. Respondent knew prior to the

commencement of the conference that there would be a smaller than usual

attendance for the conference, and the food, etc., that was presented at the

conference was more lavish than was needed, even considering that the

conference was supposed to be a topline affair.

As a result, I reduced the portion of this claim by the degree to which I considered

it to be excessive, and awarded a total of $300,740.91 in this category.

2. Video production, including payments to Marty
Passetta.

At the outset of their relationship the parties anticipated that a video would be

prepared in conjunction with the Summit and that Respondent would use that

video thereafter for marketing purposes. As an initial step a producer of such

videos, Marty Passetta, was hired.

While Claimant may have paid some of the early expenses relating to that hiring,

Claimant was reimbursed for those expenses by Respondent, who subsequendy

paid the remainder of whatever was owed to Passetta. Claimant now claims as

damages the sum of $130,440.54 in video production-related expenses, none of

which contain Passetta’s name.

AU of those expenses relate to activities occurring after the date when Respondent

gave notice that it was pulling out of the Summit. Once Respondent pulled out, it

was obvious to both parties that Respondent would not be using any video of the

type described above for any purpose. Claimant, on the other hand, decided that it

would create and use a video of the Summit for its own marketing purposes. Thus,

these expenses claimed in this category as damages by Claimant all relate to

Respondent’s creation of a video for its own marketing purposes.

These expenses are not expenses that Claimant was forced to incur by Respondent,

but were voluntarily incurred by Claimant toward its goal of preparing a video

that Claimant could use for subsequent marketing purposes. Acceptance of these

expenses was not attributable to Respondent or to obligations arising out of the

Term Sheet, but were related directly to Claimant’s decision to prepare its own

video. Accordingly, I disallowed entirely this claimed category of damages.
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3. Rental of two houses.

Cannon rented two houses, and Claimant contends that these rentals were

unnecessary because the occupants could have stayed in rooms at the hotel.

Respondent testified as to what the rental cost was, but presented little

information describing why it was either necessary or appropriate to use houses

instead of having the same personnel meet in a hotel room.

Consequently, I disapproved this expense. I also disapproved the cost of

housekeeping of a house in Kosovo, primarily because I could not imagine why it

was either necessary or appropriate for Respondent to incur such an expense.

The total expense claim made here, which I disallowed in its entirety, was

$62,337.50.

4. Salaries for Keith Regalbuti & Alan Kostrinski.

These individuals were hired by Cannon for Claimant when it became apparent

that no existing employees at either party either knew what to do or had

experience in putting on a conference of the type envisioned for the Summit.

Papermaster initially agreed to either pay or reimburse Respondent for the

salaries of these individuals. The claimed expense paid by Claimant for the salaries

and expenses of these individuals was $106,453.96, which I allowed as damage to

Claimant.

5. Additional expenses.

Claimant included a "catchall" category, as I do too, although the components of

mine may differ from Claimant’s. I allowed some, disallowed some, and cut others

where I felt that the expense was probably justified but not in the amount claimed

(e.g., first class air travel) - all as shown in greater detail on Ex. 2 to this award. The

total of the expenses that I included in this category was $81,373.26, of which I

determined that $37,452.41 was reasonable and should be awarded to Claimant as

damage.

Interest : Although the Civil Code section cited by Claimant to support its claim for

interest talks about prejudgment claims for interest in civil litigation, I presume

that a similar justification can be made for an award of pre-award interest in a

commercial arbitration, and that comparable (to CC § 3289) should apply. If that is

the case, then interest can be awarded only where the debt is for a "fixed or

readily ascertainable sum". Here, it is apparent (at least, according to my

interpretation, as set forth above) that Respondent breached its contract with

Claimant and owes damages to Claimant as a result. The amount of such damages,

however, is hardly something that Respondent could have known ahead of time.

Consequendy, I feel that there is missing here the key element of any pre-award

interest claim, namely a "fixed or readily ascertainable sum" for breach of contract

that should have been paid by Respondent to Claimant. Accordingly, I reject the

claim for pre-award interest in its entirety.

AWARD

Now I, having been duly sworn, and having duly heard the proofs and allegations

of the parties, do hereby AWARD as follows:

1. Respondent Nano Vision Pte LTD shall pay forthwith to Claimant Peninsula

Ventures 1, LLC the sum of $444,647.27; and
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2. In addition, the administrative fees and expenses of the American Arbitration

Association ("the Association" and the compensation and expenses of the

Arbitrator totaling $51,032.98 shall be borne by said Respondent. Therefore,

Respondent shall pay forthwith to Claimant the additional sum of $26,503.99,

representing Claimant’s previous payment of such costs to the Association.

3. This Award is in full settlement of all claims and defenses submitted in this

arbitration. All claims or defenses not expressly granted herein or expressly

deferred are hereby denied.

Product

Pricing (/en/pricing)

Request a Demo

(https://jusmundi.typeform.com/to/Z9USXq)

Search Engine (/en/search)

Wiki Notes (/en/wiki)

Directory (/en/directory/arbitrators/all)

States Profiles (/en/d/profile/state)

Firms Profiles (/en/d/profile/firm)

Conflict Checker (/en/conflict-checker)

Resources

Blog (https://blog.jusmundi.com/)

ICC x Jus Mundi Partnership

(/en/partnership/icc)

IBA x Jus Mundi Partnership

(/en/partnership/iba)

RAC x Jus Mundi Partnership

(/en/partnership/rac/awards)

Help Center

(https://help.jusmundi.com/en/)

Tutorials

(https://tutorial.jusmundi.com/)

Reports

(https://reports.jusmundi.com/)

Coverage

Investment Arbitration

(/en/coverage/investment-

arbitration)

Commercial Arbitration

(/en/coverage/commercial-

arbitration)

PIL & Law of the Sea

(/en/coverage/public-

international-law-and-law-of-the-

sea)

International Trade Law

(/en/coverage/international-

trade-law)

Company

About Us (/en/about)

We are hiring! 

❤

(https://www.welcometothejungle.com/en/companies/jus-

mundi)

Newsletter (https://hnfq5lps.sibpages.com)

Terms of Use (/en/terms-of-use)

Cookies

Privacy Charter (/en/privacy-charter)

https://twitter.com/JusMundi_com
https://www.linkedin.com/company/27021413/
https://www.facebook.com/JusMundicom/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/louiscolumbus/2020/04/26/top-25-machine-learning-startups-to-watch-in-2020/?sh=2a45df041f52
https://www.law.com/newyorklawjournal/2020/11/20/the-increasing-use-of-data-analytics-in-international-arbitration/
https://www.maddyness.com/2020/04/03/maddymoney-177-millions-mars-2020/
https://jusmundi.com/en/pricing
https://jusmundi.typeform.com/to/Z9USXq
https://jusmundi.com/en/search
https://jusmundi.com/en/wiki
https://jusmundi.com/en/directory/arbitrators/all
https://jusmundi.com/en/d/profile/state
https://jusmundi.com/en/d/profile/firm
https://jusmundi.com/en/conflict-checker
https://blog.jusmundi.com/
https://jusmundi.com/en/partnership/icc
https://jusmundi.com/en/partnership/iba
https://jusmundi.com/en/partnership/rac/awards
https://help.jusmundi.com/en/
https://tutorial.jusmundi.com/
https://reports.jusmundi.com/
https://jusmundi.com/en/coverage/investment-arbitration
https://jusmundi.com/en/coverage/commercial-arbitration
https://jusmundi.com/en/coverage/public-international-law-and-law-of-the-sea
https://jusmundi.com/en/coverage/international-trade-law
https://jusmundi.com/en/about
https://www.welcometothejungle.com/en/companies/jus-mundi
https://hnfq5lps.sibpages.com/
https://jusmundi.com/en/terms-of-use
javascript:openAxeptioCookies()
https://jusmundi.com/en/privacy-charter

