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Abstract

This paper examines concerns about the impact that TTIP could have on existing and future climate
policies and laws from the inclusion of provisions on investment protection including investor-toState dispute settlement (ISDS), the reduction of non-tariff barriers and the introduction of rules for
trade in energy and raw materials. It argues that from an environmental perspective, ISDS should not
necessarily be seen as a regime that goes against the defence of the environment or prevention of
climate change. Although it might be used to challenge policies of an EU home State that increase levels of environmental protection, it can also be used to contest changes in an EU home State’s environmental policies that would reduce the protection of the environment, if foreign investment is affected.
To a large extent, this also holds true for other areas of TTIP negotiations. While the achievement of a
balance between rules that promote trade and those that maintain policy space for governments to
respond to environmental concerns has to be closely monitored, benefits for climate could be seized
from harmonization of carbon laws at the level of the strictest regulations of two parties, provisions
that promote trade in low carbon technologies and renewable energy and bilateral cooperation on
climate change.
Research for this paper was partly funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation under a grant to
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In the summer of 2013, the European Union (EU) and the United States (US) launched negotiations for
the conclusion of a bilateral free trade agreement, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership
(TTIP). There has been no information so far as to whether the parties to TTIP (Parties) are discussing
the inclusion in the agreement of provisions specifically related to climate change. Yet, in its initial
position paper on trade and sustainable development, the EU has proposed to include an integrated
chapter devoted to aspects of sustainable development, including climate change. 1
Concerns have been expressed with respect to the impact that TTIP could have on existing and future
climate and energy policies, particularly from provisions on investment protection including investorto-State dispute settlement (ISDS), from the reduction of non-tariff measures (NTMs) and from a proposed chapter on raw materials and energy.
The main concern with respect to the inclusion of ISDS in TTIP comes from the purported introduction
of a “new system of arbitration” which could lead to claims of foreign investors challenging national
environmental policies. 2 On substance, it has been argued that clauses routinely contained in investment treaties, often vaguely worded, have the potential to reduce the “policy space” of States or even
to provoke a “regulatory chill”, restricting the right of governments to take environmental measures. 3
The concerns regarding the reduction of non-tariff measures, through the disciplines of technical barriers to trade (TBTs) and regulatory coherence, are related to its use as a backdoor mechanism to erode
or reduce environmental protection, in particular with respect to measures for the mitigation of climate
change. 4 The proposed chapter on energy has provoked strong criticism on the part of NGOs and green
parties. 5 In a critical report, Earthjustice has voiced the concern that TTIP would expand fossil fuel
exploration while restricting investment in renewable energy. 6
According to the latest update provided by the EU, textual discussions of the investment chapter have
been suspended pending the outcome of the EU public consultation on investment protection and ISDS
expected for the coming months. Discussions on trade and sustainable development have included
substantive environmental issues, including the prevention of a race-to-the-bottom of environmental
regulations and the promotion of cooperation on trade-related issues of sustainable development. Both
parties have exchanged information regarding the negotiation of a chapter dedicated to energy and raw
materials. 7
Draft texts of the TTIP are not yet publicly available either for the investment chapter or for the provisions related to regulatory coherence, energy and sustainable development. General information about
TTIP has been released, in particular by European Officials 8 and the European Commission: 9 the latter
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reflects the initial position of the EU and includes papers on investment protection and ISDS, 10 regulatory coherence, 11 on raw materials and energy 12 as well as trade and sustainable development. 13 Therefore all the comments and observations in this memo are made on a preliminary basis, grounded in the
information that is currently publicly available.
It is important to note that provisions relevant for climate change could be contained in all chapters of
the TTIP. 14 As a thorough analysis of all chapters would exceed the scope of this memo, we will principally focus on the proposals related to investment, regulatory coherence and to the chapters on raw
materials and energy as well as sustainable development.

I.

Investor to State Dispute Settlement

In recent years, we have witnessed an increasing sense of discomfort on the part of developed countries with respect to ISDS, a system to settle foreign investment disputes that they created and promoted over several decades. ISDS allows private foreign investors to use investor–State arbitration to sue a
host State for the alleged violation of an international investment agreement (IIA) concluded between
that host State and the investor’s State of origin (“home State”).
The first negative reaction came after Canada and the United States became respondents in cases
brought by foreign investors under Chapter 11 of the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), 15 and this attitude has persisted in the recent negotiations of the Comprehensive Economic
and Trade Agreement (CETA), 16 between the EU and Canada.
Today we are observing a similar debate in Europe with respect to the TTIP as some groups, including
civil society organizations, academia and certain government officials, view the proposed inclusion of
ISDS in that treaty as a menace. 17 Their concerns are not unfounded given the increasing number of
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proceedings that have been brought against developed countries, in particular Member States of the
EU. 18
A. TTIP is not introducing ISDS, the system is already in place
As we have already mentioned, one of the main concerns regarding TTIP comes from the assumption
that it is introducing ISDS as a “new system of arbitration” between the EU and the United States,
which could lead to cases challenging domestic environmental policies. This view, however, is not
accurate.
In fact, European countries were the first to promote bilateral investment treaties (BITs) together with
ISDS. 19 There are currently nine BITs between EU Member States and the United States that include
not only substantive investment protection but also provide for investor-State arbitration. They have
been signed exclusively with “accession states”, that is EU Member States from Eastern Europe, i.e.
Poland, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Romania, Estonia, Bulgaria, Latvia, Croatia and Lithuania. 20 Although they predate the countries’ accession to the EU, these treaties are all still in force. 21
They closely follow the “Dutch gold standard model BIT”, in that they are short treaties with broad
definitions for investors and investment, unqualified most-favoured nation (MFN) clauses, national
treatment (NT), fair and equitable treatment (FET), broad “umbrella clauses” that elevate a contract
claim to the level of a treaty claim, free transfer of funds in connection with an investment, no exceptions for special sectors, investor–State arbitration with no filter mechanisms and full compensation for
direct and indirect expropriation. 22
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All EU Member States – except Ireland – have BITs. 23 In addition, both the EU and its Member States
are parties to the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT), one of the few multilateral treaties that provides for
ISDS with respect to investments in the energy sector. Investors from the EU are the most frequent
claimants in the ISDS system. 24
To conclude, even if TTIP does not include investor–State arbitration, EU Member States are and will
continue to be exposed to ISDS. They are in fact one of the main drivers of the system, and as a group
represent the biggest share of home States of foreign investors that use ISDS. With respect to claims
coming from US investors, it is important to highlight that not only the “new” EU members that currently have BITs with the US are “unprotected”, but this applies to all Member States. American investors can indeed have recourse to “treaty shopping” or “nationality planning”, a technique which allows
foreign investors to benefit from an investment treaty of a third country by routing their investment
through that country. 25 As a result, American investors can take advantage of intra-EU BITs to file
claims against countries with which the United States does not have an investment treaty. 26
The system in place has served recently to challenge modifications of national environmental policies
of EU Member States: Last year, investors from Germany, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Cyprus brought a law suit against the Czech Republic using ISDS contesting the 2011
amendments that imposed a levy on electricity generated from solar power plants, arguing that the
levies undercut the viability of the investments and modified the incentive regime put in place to
stimulate the use of renewable energy. In 2013, investors from the Netherlands, Luxembourg and the
United Kingdom also brought a law suit against Spain, challenging a 7% tax imposed on the revenues
of power generators and a reduction of subsidies for renewable energy producers. 27 From the environmental point of view, these claims are not negative, as they challenge regulatory changes that decreased the incentives provided for renewable energies.
ISDS can, however, also be used to challenge environmental policies as is evidenced by cases in the
context of NAFTA. Two disputes against Canada initiated in 2013 by American investors illustrate this
point. The first, a claim by Lone Pine Resources, arose out of Quebec’s moratorium on hydraulic fracturing (“fracking”) that led to the revocation of the company’s gas exploration permits. In the second,
the claimant Windstream Energy LLC, contended that Ontario’s moratorium on offshore wind farms
(pending research on their health and environmental effects), breached its contract for the electricity
supply, which it had concluded with the Ontario Power Authority for a 20-year period. 28 Overall, it
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should be noted, however, that Canada, while being a respondent State in 22 ISDS claims has lost only
three cases so far.
In conclusion, the introduction by TTIP of ISDS would not create a new system of arbitration allowing
the challenge of environmental policies in the EU. That system is already in place through a network of
treaties containing ISDS. As evidence of this, on 28 August 2014, the EU published a Regulation on
financial responsibility under investor–State disputes, which define who is deemed to be best placed to
defend the EU’s and Member States’ interests in the event of any challenge under ISDS in EU agreements and the Energy Charter Treaty. 29 However, TTIP would extend the use of investor–State arbitration to all EU Member States and the EU to prevent the need for recourse to “treaty shopping” or “nationality planning”. Also, we should keep in mind that ISDS is a double-edged sword from an environmental perspective: although it can be used to contest environmental policies, it may also be used to
defend policies that reduce the level of environmental protection, as is evidenced by the cases that
were brought against Spain and the Czech Republic.
B. TTIP can provide more policy space and improve ISDS
A common concern with respect to ISDS is that IIAs contain certain broadly framed clauses, i.e. clauses on “fair and equal treatment” (FET) of foreign investors, a prohibition on “(indirect) expropriation”,
and the so-called “umbrella” clause, which may have the effect of reducing States’ rights to regulate
and are potential causes of “regulatory chill”. 30 This effect is increased by the fact the case law interpreting these clauses is not coherent and is sometimes unpredictable. Although certain authors have
come to the conclusion that there is no decisive empirical evidence for “regulatory chill” due to the
existence of ISDS, as arbitral tribunals usually stress the importance of “policy space, this does not
mean that there is no room for improvement. 31
From a procedural point of view, there is a commonly held opinion that judges would be better suited
to settle disputes with foreign investors than arbitrators. Domestic courts would, moreover, be a more
fitting forum for this process, as judicial decision-making in Europe and America offer better guarantees of transparency, accountability, and independence. 32
The European Commission is professedly working to address these concerns within the TTIP, clarifying investment protection rules and improving the way in which investor–State arbitration operates. 33
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In addition, it suspended the negotiation of the investment chapter so that it could hold a large public
consultation on investment protection and ISDS. 34
In the following sections, we will provide an overview of how the EU envisages improving the system.
Our analysis is based mainly on official documents of the EU and the recently consolidated text of the
CETA (announced on 5 August 2014), which provides an effective benchmark for future agreements. 35
1.

34

Clarifying investment protection rules:
a.

Right to regulate: the EU wants to reaffirm in TTIP the right of the States to regulate
to pursue legitimate public policy objectives. 36 As reflected in Article X.4 of the
CETA draft, there is an explicit recognition of the right of each Party “to set its own
environmental priorities, to establish its own domestic levels of environmental
protection, and to adopt or modify its relevant laws and policies accordingly in a
manner consistent with the multilateral environmental agreements to which they are
a party”. Under that agreement, each Party shall seek to ensure that those laws and
policies provide for and encourage high levels of environmental protection and shall
strive to continue to improve those laws and policies and their underlying levels of
protection. 37

b.

“Indirect Expropriation”: 38 the EU wants to provide in TTIP a detailed set of
provisions giving guidance to arbitrators on how to decide whether or not a
government measure constitutes indirect expropriation. In particular, the Union
wants to ensure that when the State is acting to protect the public interest in a nondiscriminatory way, the right of the State to regulate should prevail over the
economic impact of those measures on the foreign investor. 39 Again, in the CETA
draft there is a specific provision declaring that except in the rare circumstance
where the impact of the measure or series of measures is so severe in light of its
purpose that it appears manifestly excessive, “non-discriminatory measures of a
Party that are designed and applied to protect legitimate public welfare objectives,
such as health, safety and the environment, do not constitute indirect
expropriations”. 40

European Commission, ‘Online Public Consultation on Investment Protection and Investor-to-State Dispute
Settlement (ISDS) in the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership Agreement (TTIP)’ (n 17).

35

‘Canada-European Union CETA (Draft)’ (Transnational Dispute Management (TDM) 1 August 2014).
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transfer of title or outright seizure”. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, Expropriation: A
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c.

2.

“Fair and Equitable Treatment” (FET): 41 This is a standard very frequently invoked
by investors, but not always clearly defined. As a result, tribunals have had
significant leeway in interpreting this concept in a manner that has been seen as
giving too many or too few rights to investors. In the TTIP negotiations, the EU aims
to set out precisely what elements are covered and which actions are not allowed. 42
The CETA draft declares that a party breaches the FET obligation where a measure
or series of measures constitutes: 43
•

Denial of justice in criminal, civil or administrative proceedings;

•

Fundamental breach of due process, including a fundamental breach of
transparency, in judicial and administrative proceedings.

•

Manifest arbitrariness;

•

Targeted discrimination on manifestly wrongful grounds, such as gender, race or
religious belief;

•

Abusive treatment of investors, such as coercion, duress and harassment; or

•

A breach of any further elements of the FET obligation adopted by the Parties.

Improving how ISDS operates:
a.

Preventing investors from bringing multiple or frivolous claims: To avoid this, the
EU wants to include in the TTIP a provision that the investor who loses the case will
be obliged to pay all litigation costs, including those of the respondent State and to
introduce provisions that enable arbitral tribunals to dismiss frivolous or unfounded
claims quickly. 44 In the CETA draft there is a provision establishing a “loser pays”
presumption to investment arbitration 45 and certain clauses allow host States to file
an objection that a claim is manifestly without legal merit or unfounded as a matter
of law, and arbitrators shall address and decide it as a preliminary question. 46

b.

Making the arbitration system more transparent: The EU wants to ensure that in
TTIP all ISDS documents are available to the public, there is access to hearings, and

41

FET is an absolute standard of protection. It applies to investments in a given situation without reference to how
other investments are treated by the host State. Therefore host States are unable to resist a claim under FET by
saying that the treatment is no different from that experienced by their own nationals or other foreign investors
operating in their country. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, Fair And Equitable Treatment: A Sequel (UNCTAD Series on Issues in International Investment Agreements II, United Nations 2012) 6
The precise content of the standard has been highly debated and it has been developed mainly through ISDS
litigation, although some investment treaties – like the ones usually negotiated by the US – contain elements
that could narrow the interpretation of the standard.

42
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interested parties (including other non-disputing parties and NGOs) are allowed to
make submissions. 47 For this purpose, in the CETA draft, there is an explicit
application of the UNCITRAL Transparency Rules in Treaty-based investor-State
Arbitration, 48 according to which hearings are to be open to the public, submissions
by third persons are admissible in ISDS proceedings previous evaluation of the
arbitral tribunal, and documents related to the arbitration are public, unless they are
classified as protected information. 49
c.

Dealing with conflicts of interests and consistency of arbitral awards: The EU wants
to include in the TTIP a binding code of conduct for arbitrators and aims to create an
appellate mechanism to ensure consistency and increase the legitimacy of the system
by subjecting awards to review. 50 According to the CETA draft, arbitrators shall
comply with the International Bar Association Guidelines on Conflicts of Interest in
International Arbitration or any supplemental rules adopted by the parties. 51
However, there is not yet an appellate mechanism, although it could be created under
Article X.42.1 of the Agreement to review, on points of law, awards rendered by an
arbitral tribunal.

d.

Introducing safeguards for the State Parties: The EU wants to include in the TTIP
provisions that will allow States to maintain control over how the investment
provisions are being interpreted (including FET). 52 In the CETA draft, the Parties
shall regularly, or upon request of a Party, review the content of the obligation to
provide FET, and a Committee on Services and Investment may develop
recommendations in this regard and submit them to the Trade Committee for
decision. 53 In a previous draft of CETA (2013) the EU proposed the inclusion of an
“umbrella clause” (Canadian investment treaties typically do not contain such
clause), which could make it possible for investors to claim a breach of contract or
other agreement as a violation of the treaty itself, broadening host State
commitments and leaving them more exposed to international arbitration claims. 54
However, the umbrella clause is not found in the CETA draft of 1 August 2014.

47

European Commission, ‘Investment Protection and Investor-to-State Dispute Settlement in EU agreements’ (n
10) 2, 8–9.

48

‘Canada-European Union CETA (Draft)’ (n 40), Article X.33.
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In July 2013, UNCITRAL adopted a package of rules aiming to ensure transparency in investor-State arbitration, ratifying the work done by delegations to UNCITRAL over the course of nearly three years of negotiations. The new rules which officially came into effect on April 1, 2014, are part of the UNCITRAL Arbitration Rules and are also available as a stand-alone instrument for application in disputes governed by other arbitral rules. They provide for a significant degree of openness throughout the arbitral proceedings ensuring
transparency from the beginning to the end of treaty-based investor-State arbitrations to which they apply.
They contain one article that governs the scope and manner of application of those provisions (Article 1); three
articles mandating disclosure and openness (Articles 2, 3, and 6); two governing participation by non-disputing
parties (Articles 4 and 5); one setting forth exceptions from the disclosure requirements (Article 7); and one
regarding management of disclosure through a specific repository (Article 8).”

50

European Commission, ‘Investment Protection and Investor-to-State Dispute Settlement in EU agreements’ (n
10) 2, 8–9.

51

‘Canada-European Union CETA (Draft)’ (n 40), Article X.25.6.

52

European Commission, ‘Investment Protection and Investor-to-State Dispute Settlement in EU agreements’
(n10) 2, 8–9.

53

‘Canada-European Union CETA (Draft)’ (n 40), Article X.9.3.

54

Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder and Howard Mann (n 16) 4.
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In contrast to CETA, the current investment treaties concluded by Member States of the EU generally
do not include this type of clause. For instance, none of the BITs currently in force between the United
States and EU Member States have provisions explicitly recognizing the right to regulate in environmental matters, neither do they provide a clear definition of FET and indirect expropriation. They also
do not contain obligations on transparency of investment arbitration nor include codes of conduct for
arbitrators or filters for frivolous or multiple claims. Finally, eight BITs between EU Members and the
United States include an “umbrella clause” – the Croatia-United States BIT being the exception. 55
To conclude, if the negotiations fulfil the objectives purported by the EU, the TTIP could provide an
important opportunity to improve the ISDS regime for EU countries, including provisions that assure
more policy space and an upgraded dispute settlement process. This, however, presupposes that current
European BITs with the US will be terminated. If that does not happen, TTIP will only create an extra
layer of investment regulation, while retaining all the substantive and procedural problems previously
discussed. 56 Progress, however, cannot be taken for granted. Civil society needs to closely monitor the
negotiations, as it did for CETA. 57 For example, the repeated critique about the inclusion of an “umbrella clause” seemingly convinced the European Commission to scrap it. 58
Finally, it should be emphasized that the inclusion of investment protection and ISDS in the TTIP
could serve as a catalyst for the improvement of the overall regime of foreign investment. Given the
importance of both the EU and the US in overall trade, the TTIP may serve as a template for future
bilateral negotiations and could even lay the groundwork for a multilateral investment agreement. 59 On
the other hand, if the EU were to promote domestic courts as a sole forum to deal with foreign investment disputes, and were to scrap ISDS in TTIP, this might open the door to the abandonment of the
ISDS by developing countries with potentially far-reaching consequences.

II.

Non-Tariff Measures, Regulatory Coherence and TBTs

As tariffs between the US and the EU are already low, a key aim of TTIP is to reduce or eliminate nontariff measures (NTMs) 60, in particular unjustified technical barriers to trade (TBTs) 61, aligning rules
and regulations on both sides of the Atlantic in order to achieve “regulatory coherence”. 62 The elimination, reduction and prevention of unnecessary regulatory barriers are expected to provide the greatest
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10 December 2013).
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(CETA)’ (Seattle to Brussels Network 5 March 2014) 1, 5; Nathalie Bernasconi-Osterwalder and Howard
Mann (n 16) 4.
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both”. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), Classification of Non-Tariff
Measures (UNCTAD/DITC/TAB/2012/2, 2012) 1, 4.
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benefit of the TTIP. 63 The goal is to help the EU and the US to avoid, to the extent possible, unnecessary divergences when developing new regulations or revising existing ones, as well as when developing international standards. 64
Although there are clear benefits of reducing and eliminating NTMs , concerns have been raised that
the general levels of environmental protection will be lowered. Whether this will happen will largely
depend on how the objectives are implemented both at the level of the general principle of “regulatory
coherence” and the concrete modalities regarding the reduction or elimination of NTMs.
A. Regulatory Coherence
Whereas under CETA, the EU agreed with Canada merely a chapter on “regulatory co-operation”, 65 it
has been reported that the TTIP will include a new cross-cutting “horizontal chapter” on regulatory
coherence. This chapter would apply to all goods and services sectors providing a general discipline
for policymakers when monitoring existing regulations and adopting new ones. The goal of this chapter is to promote regulatory coherence through the adoption of a suite of procedural requirements, such
as transparency, public consultation, regulatory impact assessment (RIA), early warnings, and ex post
analysis of existing regulations, which build upon existing procedures under the relevant WTO
Agreements (such as TBTs). 66 It is not yet known whether the chapter on regulatory coherence will
merely consist of further procedural requirements or of substantive additions to disciplines covered in
other chapters. It is also not clear whether it will include a “body with decision-making power” and a
dispute settlement mechanism. 67
For both the EU and the US, this new chapter offers a unique chance to develop and implement international regulations and standards (multilateral or plurilateral), reduce the risk of unilateral and purely
national solutions leading to regulatory segmentation that can have an adverse effect on international
trade and investment. It may also serve as a positive example for third-country markets around the
world, while maintaining high levels of environmental protection. 68

63

In principle, regulations will be defined in a broad sense, covering all measures of general application, including
environmental regulation, and considering both legislation and implementing acts, regardless of the level at
which they are adopted and of the body which adopts them. See European Commission, ‘EU-US Transatlantic
Trade and Investment Partnership: Trade Cross-Cutting Disciplines and Institutional Provisions (Initial EU Position Paper)’ (n 11) 1; Business Europe and U.S. Chamber of Commerce, ‘Transatlantic Trade and Investment
Partnership (TTIP)’ (2014); Transatlantic Task Force on Trade and Investment, ‘A New Era for Transatlantic
Trade Leadership’ (February 2012).

64
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(Draft)’ (n 40), Chapters 26-28.
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Trade Representative, ‘U.S. Objectives, U.S. Benefits In The Transatlantic Trade And Investment Partnership:
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Although there is no public (or leaked) text on the regulatory coherence provisions of the TTIP, the EC
has mentioned three fundamental points as negotiating objectives that are related to environmental
protection: 69
a)

Regulatory coherence could not mean lowering of present levels of protection for the
environment. By way of example, the EU approaches to regulations on chemicals, hormones,
and genetically modified organisms (GMOs) are different to those applicable in the US. The
EC holds that the levels of protection reflected in the EU laws and regulations on these issues
are not to be changed because of TTIP.

b) Maintaining the right to regulate to reach the high level of protection that each party
considers appropriate. Disciplines on future environmental regulations or determinations of
equivalency for existing ones should not be to the detriment of such right. The EU should not
be prevented from regulating to respond to new phenomena or to react to new scientific
evidence if necessary – even in areas in which the Union has agreed with the US to recognise
each other’s regulations as equivalent.
c)

The tools used to achieve the regulatory objectives of TTIP will depend on the issues and
the specificities of each sector: Sectorial annexes would contain commitments for specific
goods and services sectors. The EC’s declared purpose is not only to achieve greater
regulatory compatibility with the US but also to be able to jointly promote global regulations
and standards in specific sectors, as the EU and the US already do in the area of technical
regulations and safety standards for electric vehicles.

From the US point of view, the horizontal chapter on regulatory coherence offers an opportunity to
develop cross-cutting disciplines on regulatory practices, to achieve market integration, and to remove
“behind the border” trade barriers. These objectives should be achieved through the promotion of
greater transparency, participation and accountability in the development of regulations. This includes
evidence-based analysis and decision-making, a “whole-of-government approach” 70 to regulatory management, and giving stakeholders (public and private, foreign and domestic) adequate opportunity to
comment on proposed regulations, ensuring that regulatory processes not only respect democratic
principles, but also provide regulators with input from a wide range of stakeholders. 71 For the US,
transparent regulatory processes ensure better quality regulations that can achieve important objectives,
such as protecting the environment whereas a lack of transparency and accountability in regulatory and
standards processes can lead to unnecessary, costly, or duplicated rules that reduce competitiveness
and act as discriminatory barriers. 72
Seemingly, a different emphasis is placed by the two Parties on how regulatory coherence should be
achieved. While the European approach is more focused on the substance, the American approach is
more procedural, highlighting the importance of how regulations are adopted. Both Parties intend,
however, to achieve and maintain high environmental standards.
Some civil society groups and green parties have articulated the fear that the US is seeking to adopt a
“science-based” approach to addressing environmental issues that would dilute the EU’s “precautionary principle” which guides the regulatory risk assessments of the EU. 73 Other commentators, however, point out that differences between the regulatory standards of the EU and the US are often not
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grounded in science, but rather are based on subjective, idiosyncratic, political preferences, and cultural values often applied under the guise of differences in “level of protection”. 74
B. Reduction and elimination of NTMs, in particular TBTs
There are two ways of reducing the trade-inhibiting impact of TBTs and regulatory measures: harmonizing national standards, so there is only one set of norms in the first place (harmonization) or recognizing multiple norms, so that goods are only required to meet one set of norms to allow them to be
sold in all markets (mutual recognition). 75 To achieve harmonization, a common definition of both the
policy objective and the technical requirements is required. Mutual recognition, by contrast, refers to
the reciprocal acceptance of the measures applied in the two countries.
Harmonization of regulation is a double-edged sword. On the one hand, it reduces transaction costs
and removes barriers to transatlantic trade, increasing welfare within the TTIP negotiating partner
countries. At the same time, it gives third country enterprises security and enables them to concentrate
on meeting a single standard, so long as the standard is not prohibitive. On the other hand, ex-ante
harmonization reduces the benefits of regulatory competition for the best solution. Once a standard is
agreed upon, it will be rather difficult to change it even when it becomes obvious that it is not achieving its objective. 76
Negotiating harmonization is also difficult for political reasons, as all firms prefer a single set of
norms, but they all want the norms chosen to be theirs. It is also time-consuming to determine whether
each of the proposed regulatory modifications permits an equal level of regulatory protection in each
country. 77 Complete harmonization has proved to be impracticable, even inside the EU, as is evidenced
by the failure of the “Old Approach” that prevailed from 1969 to 1984. In the “New Approach” of
1985, legislative harmonization is limited to the adoption of the essential safety or general interest
requirements, with which products put on the market must conform, and therefore enjoy free movement throughout the EU. 78
The EU has stated that the reduction or elimination of NTMs could be achieved for future regulations
through early consultation and closer cooperation among the regulators of the EU and the US bilaterally and in international fora. Compatibility between existing regulations is sought by way of mutual
recognition agreements (MRAs), and/or exchange of data and information. 79 This “regulatory cooperation” would be built on principles and disciplines of the WTO Agreement on Technical Barriers to
Trade (TBT) establishing on-going mechanisms for improved dialogue and cooperation on TBT issues. 80
For the EU, TTIP should recognize that the systems of the US and the EU have different levels of
protection, none of which should be imposed on the other party.
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In addition, the reduction of TBTs should not be more trade-restrictive than necessary to achieve the
public interest objective, or result in new barriers to the countries’ trade with the rest of the world, or
compromise existing voluntary instruments of transatlantic co-operation. 81 This approach has been
followed by the EU in CETA, where the EU has strengthened its cooperation with Canada in the areas
of technical regulations, standards, metrology, conformity assessment procedures, market surveillance
and monitoring and enforcement activities, following the general scheme of the Chapter on Regulatory
Co-operation and giving special emphasis to MRAs. 82
The EU has further proposed to establish a “Regulatory Cooperation Council” (RCC), an entity with
high-level participation of regulators from the EU and the US to oversee the development of regulatory
processes on both sides, with the goal of avoiding or minimizing regulatory differences. This Council
would have subsidiary bodies responsible for specific sectors (e.g. a Chemical Sectors Joint Cooperation Committee). 83 A possible model could be the Regulatory Cooperation Forum (RCF) that has been
established under CETA with a view to enhancing convergence and compatibility between regulatory
measures. 84
It seems, however, that the US has not adhered to this proposal. American negotiators are focusing on
improvements of the regulatory process and expect the EU to adopt a “notice and comment” process,
as followed in the United States to adopt rules. 85 The creation of the RCC has been criticised based on
the argument that it undermines the democratic process on both sides of the Atlantic and because it
would slow down the development and implementation of legislation. 86 This clash of views has raised
doubts that anything meaningful with regard to TBTs and regulatory coherence in general can actually
be accomplished within the TTIP. 87
To conclude, the benefits and risks deriving from regulatory coherence and reduction or elimination of
TBTs are difficult to identify precisely in advance but may become clearer as talks progress and become more concrete. Finding an appropriate balance between trade rules that promote liberalized trade
and maintaining policy space for governments to respond to environmental concerns will in any case
remain a big challenge. 88
When the status of negotiation of TTIP is clearer, careful consideration should be given to the use of
MRAs or harmonization procedures. To prevent regulatory coherence from leading to an erosion of
environmental standards, one possibility would be to identify those regulations that are absolutely
fundamental and may not be compromised by TTIP negotiations. This should be done by policy mak-
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ers on the basis of sound engagement with civil society, including the scientific community. Furthermore, MRAs would have to be handled with extreme care to avoid an agreed “equivalence” becoming
a de facto deregulation or a “race to the bottom”. This could be done, for instance, by determining
areas where mutual recognition cannot be used. For instance, it has been suggested that regulations on
food, chemicals and financial services should not be considered appropriate for MRAs. 89 A similar
approach could be adopted for regulations on climate change. This still leaves the possibility for making progress by resorting to harmonization (if it is possible to develop an ambitious common standard).

III.

A chapter on trade and sustainable development

There has been no information so far as to whether the TTIP parties have discussed the inclusion in the
agreement of provisions specifically related to climate change. Yet, in its initial position paper on trade
and sustainable development, which is available to the public, the EU proposes to include in the TTIP
an integrated chapter devoted to aspects of sustainable development including climate change, and to
consider how trade liberalization or trade-related regulatory cooperation can contribute to achieving
climate change objectives. More generally, this leads to the question of how TTIP can ensure increased
production of renewable energy, contribute to higher levels of energy efficiency and be implemented
in a sustainable manner. In addition, according to the paper, the TTIP should include the adherence to
core MEAs and other environment-related bodies as internationally recognized instruments to deal
with global and trans-boundary environmental challenges, including the fight against climate change. 90
The inclusion of chapters related to sustainable development and environmental protection is a common practice under EU and US PTAs. All recent EU PTAs contain chapters on trade and sustainable
development. 91 The US is directly mandated by Congress under the Trade Act of 2002 to include in all
its PTAs environmental chapters with some legally binding commitments. 92 Moreover, NAFTA and
some US PTAs concluded with third countries contain comprehensive side agreements on environmental protection.
In terms of the content, environmental provisions contained in environmental and sustainability chapters of EU and US PTAs can be divided into three groups. 93 The first group of provisions seeks to
prevent the relaxation of environmental laws for trade and investment purposes. The second group
embraces provisions supporting cooperation on green technologies. The third group includes provisions aimed to facilitate the information exchange. These provisions could particularly serve the purposes of climate change policy, as they could develop public awareness of climate change and generate
support of the society for climate actions. 94 The proposed TTIP chapter on trade and sustainable development will most likely incorporate the standard environment-related provisions contained in existing
EU and US PTAs. Yet, it might also be expanded to include provisions specifically related to climate
change, particularly on the parties’ cooperation under a post-Kyoto international climate agreement. 95
An important condition for the regulatory effectiveness of the TTIP chapter on sustainable development is legal bindingness of its provisions. It should be noted that the PTAs of the EU and the US
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differ significantly with respect to the legal enforcement of environmental provisions. 96 Environmental
commitments under FTAs and EPAs concluded by the EU have a mainly declarative character. They
usually do not provide a dispute settlement mechanism for environmental matters. The EU usually
excludes environmental chapters of FTAs and EPAs from the dispute settlement mechanism, which is
normally foreseen in these agreements for disputes arising under trade and investment provisions.
Instead, environmental disputes in EU PTAs can be settled through consultations at special PTA committees on trade and sustainable development or by decisions of panels comprising environmental
experts. By contrast, environmental commitments under US PTAs have binding status, supported by
the possibility of arbitration. 97 So far, however, there has been no case of a formal dispute settlement.
Some US PTAs 98 provide furthermore for public submission mechanisms, which allow individuals to
complain about the failure of a party to a PTA to enforce its environmental laws. 99

IV.

A chapter on energy and raw materials

Trade in energy is a prominent topic of the TTIP negotiations. Seeking to fill the gap in international
rules on energy trade, the EU strives to include in the TTIP a separate chapter with legally binding
obligations for trade and investment in energy and raw materials. 100 In the view of the EU, transaparent
and non-discriminatory rules for trade and investment in raw materials and energy, if agreed between
the EU and the US, could be multilateralized through future negotiations with other countries. 101
In order to increase competition in the energy sector, the EU would like to have rules restricting trade
monopolies, prohibiting price discrimination through dual pricing and supporting access to transport
facilities for energy products. 102 It would also like to include provisions prohibiting local content requirements in subsidy schemes for renewable energy (e.g. feed-in tariffs). 103 It also proposes rules that
give access and national treatment to companies of one party operating on the territory of the other
party in all areas related to energy business (e.g. prospecting, exploring, production, sale, purchase,
export and import etc.). 104 Measures taken to guarantee the safe operation of energy networks would
fall under exceptions, provided that these measures are not implemented in a way that constitutes a
means of arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination.
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The negotiating parties also give a high priority to the promotion of renewable energy and energy
efficiency. 105 TTIP negotiators strive to facilitate the achievement of these objectives based on the
developement of common approaches, policies and the use of international standards where appropriate. 106
Finally, the EU is interested in the cancellation of US export restrictions on energy products, particularly crude oil and gas, to be able to import them from the US. Exports of energy to the EU would
automatically qualify under the requirements for the issuance of export licences in the US. 107
NGOs and representatives of green parties have already voiced their concerns about the negative impact of the proposed rules on energy in TTIP on protection of the environment and climate. 108 The
criticism is particularly strong with respect to the liberalisazion of energy export regime, which might
lead to the prevailence of shale gas on the EU market to the detriment of renewable energy.While the
consumption of shale gas is much less carbon-intensive than the consumption of coal, the extraction
process and especially transportation of shale gas is associated with greenhouse gas emissions. 109
The proposed rules on competition in the energy sector are another area of criticism. These rules are
viewed as unfavourable for renewable energy as they would leave little policy space for the promotion
of renewable energy through various national support schemes. 110 Allowing for “freedom of transit” in
the transportation of energy and transmission of electricity might further create obstacles for the environmental regulation. 111
Concerns about increased competitive disadvantages of renewable energy that might be caused by
imports of US shale gas in Europe are really important and should be thouroughly investigated. At the
same time, comparison should also be made with the present situation of considerable consumption of
coal in Europe and the prospects of its substitution with less carbon-intensive gas. 112 As regards the
proposed rules prohibiting the local content requirements in the context of support schemes for renewable energy, such TTIP provisions would not create an additional limit to the policy space available for
the promotion of renewables. The outcome of the recent WTO dispute on the Canada-Feed-in Tariff
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Program has indeed confirmed that feed-in tariff schemes with local content requirements are unlawful
under the WTO Agreement to which both the EU and the US are parties. 113
Moreover, it is uncertain whether all the initiatives proposed by the EU regarding the energy sector
would be supported by the US. It is currently not clear to what extent the US would agree to liberalize
its export regime for energy goods. 114 In a recent non-paper on energy and raw materials, circulated by
the EU on 27 May 2014, it is noted that the US has so far been hesitant to discuss a solution for US
export restrictions on crude oil in the TTIP through binding legal commitments. 115 Such reluctance by
the US can be explained by its concerns that the increased energy exports would drive the domestic
energy prices up, thereby causing competitive disadvantages for its oil refineries, petrochemical and
other energy-dependant industries and consumers. 116 The document further reports that the US has
shown only limited openness towards considering energy-specific provisions on transport and transit
and cooperation provisions on off-shore safety, and that a clear agreement to discuss a comprehensive
chapter on energy and raw materials is still lacking. In the recent round of negotiations on energy and
raw materials in TTIP, EU and US negotiators discussed offshore risk management and safety. 117

V.

Conclusions

The inclusion of ISDS in the TTIP would not create a new regime allowing American investors to
challenge governmental policies and regulations of EU host States. That regime of investor–State arbitration is already in place with respect to nine “new” EU members through BITs signed previously to
their accession to the EU. “Old” EU members are also exposed to ISDS if American investors use
“treaty-shopping” or “nationality-planning” to take advantage of intra-EU BITs. However, TTIP would
directly extend the use of investor–State arbitration to all EU Member States and the EU as a whole.
TTIP notwithstanding, EU Member States are and will continue to be exposed to ISDS, via a network
of international investment agreements, as EU Member States are one of the main drivers of the system, being the group of countries with the largest number of IIAs in force, and the home States with
the highest number of foreign investors acting as claimants in ISDS.
From an environmental perspective, ISDS should not necessarily be seen as a regime that goes against
the defence of the environment or prevention of climate change. Although it might be used to challenge policies of an EU home State that increase levels of environmental protection, it can also be used
to contest changes in an EU home State’s environmental policies that would reduce the protection of
the environment, if foreign investment is affected.
The likely impacts of the TTIP on environmental legislation in general, and climate change regulations
in particular, can at this stage not be fully ascertained and will depend to a large extent on how the
purported objectives are implemented. A race to the bottom in the area of carbon regulations may in
particular result from the harmonisation of carbon-related standards, if the alignment of standards is
done at the level of the lower standards of the two parties. Another risk for the emissions reduction
arises from the possible recognition by the parties of each other’s existing standards. 118 While the mutual recognition of standards has no impact on climate policies and legislation of the parties as such, it
can have an impact on their emissions. The recognition of less stringent norms of one party as equiva-
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lent by the other party can give a competitive advantage to imports not bound by stringent carbon regulations and will eventually lead to carbon leakage.
Notwithstanding the clear risks that the TTIP carries for domestic climate change regulations, it should
be highlighted that the process of regulatory convergence and reaching mutual recognition agreements
in specific sectors is considered to be extremely complex and time-consuming. Commitments in the
area of regulatory convergence under TTIP are likely to be rather general and, in most cases, will not
affect specific legal acts of the parties.
While the achievement of a balance between rules that promote trade but maintain policy space for
governments to respond to environmental concerns will have to be closely monitored, environmental
NGOs should also seize the opportunity to actively support the inclusion of provisions that promote
trade in low carbon technologies and stimulate bilateral cooperation on climate change. TTIP negotiations could particularly be used to align carbon regulations and standards at the level of standards,
which are stricter. 119 Another measure that could be pursued in the course of TTIP negotiations is the
dismantling of trade barriers to environmental goods and services. From the point of view of climate
change, the liberalization of environmental services, in particular, would constitute a major breakthrough. Liberalization of trade in certain services can indeed play a very positive role by favouring
services and service providers whose impact on the environment is positive. The most obvious target is
environmental services per se, as any efficiency gains associated with liberalization would appear to
entail more or less immediate environmental benefits. Environmental protection, through the application of such services, becomes cheaper, and hence is more likely to happen. A second target for proenvironmental liberalization could be environmentally produced services of any kind, as opposed to
competing (like) services that are not produced in an environmentally friendly manner. A third target
could be preferential treatment of service suppliers who meet certain environmentally relevant criteria,
such as emission standards, thus providing them with incentives for increased environmental performance and thereby improving the overall environmental outcome. 120
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