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The practical implications of this radical assertion of investor privilege is two-fold. First, foreign IP investors, mainly from rich countries, could now directly sue virtually any government, rich or poor, to enforce any and all directly or indirectly incorporated IP-related treaties or the highest standard of comparable national IP law found anywhere in the world. These investor prerogatives sit on top of state-to-state dispute resolution mechanisms under TRIPS and other trade agreements. They sit on top of more stringent border and criminal enforcement measures that consume state resources. They sit on top of state-state investment clause dispute resolution. Finally they sit on top of new deterrent civil remedies, mandatory injunction rights and draconian damages. In other words, IP rightholders' enforcement options are now unbound.
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