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CESI@noon on TTIP: 

Fears of the Unknown  

 

 

Romain Wolff, President of CESI welcomed 

participants, numbering over 100, to CESI’s 

premises for the debate on the Transatlantic 

Trade and Investment Partnership. Mr Wolff 

opened by asking ‘What will TTIP change in 

our daily lives?’ admitting that the answer 

depends very much on who you listen to. He 

said the timing of the debate was right, with 

the 5th round of negotiations and the 

European elections on the horizon with 

consequential change in Brussels leadership. 

In voting in elections, the importance of being 

well informed was underlined. But how much 

do we actually know about the TTIP? Are we 

looking at another NAFTA? Will we see a “race 

to the bottom”? These were among the key 

questions Romain Wolff hoped the debate 

would address.  

Bernd Hüttemann, Secretary General of 

European Movement Germany pointed to the 

interesting composition of the organisers and 

participants: trade unions, business and 

European civil servants. Mr Hüttemann said 

that people at all levels in the EU have heard 

of the TTIP but were not necessarily well 

informed, either from the polity point of view 

or on the content. On similar issues in the 

past, awareness was much lower. Mr 

Hüttemann also highlighted the growth of 

local level discussion of European affairs, with 

the TTIP seemingly as a source of increasing 

an information gap.  

 

Jan Schmitz, TTIP coordinator at the 

European Commission, gave an overview of 

what the TTIP is, what is being negotiated, 

where negotiations are and allayed some of 

the fears referred to in the title of the debate. 

For the Commission, TTIP is a trade agreement 

which goes beyond the classic agreements in 
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trade. Mr Schmitz explained the three pillars 

of the TTIP: classic market access, in other 

words the reduction or abolition of tariffs, 

new access in public procurement and market 

access for services. The high volume of trade 

with the US was underlined; 2 billion every 

day is traded in goods and services. There is a 

high volume of duties payable as a result. The 

estimation of positive benefits to the EU 

economy, if tariffs alone were abolished, is 20 

billion every year.  

Secondly, public procurement is regulated in a 

transparent way in the EU, and as a result is 

de facto open to US companies. Mr Schmitz 

pointed out that the story is different in the 

US, resulting in an imbalance which can be 

rectified through the TTIP to the benefit of the 

EU. Fears surrounding regulatory standards 

were then addressed. Mr Schmitz stressed 

that lowering standards was not what was 

intended. He used the example of car safety 

standards regulation differing in the EU and 

the US. Models need to be accepted twice for 

certification, creating a heavy burden on 

producers, even though the intended level of 

safety for passenger cars was similar.  

Finally, trade rules make up the third pillar of 

the agreement: social standards, 

environmental standards, or rules on 

competition policy. This means if trade 

happens, there is a common understanding of 

the circumstances under which trade flows 

should take place. On environmental rules and 

labour rules, the fact is that mainly the EU and 

the US include such provisions in their trade 

agreements.  

Where are we in negotiations? The initial 

warm-up phase is completed. The real 

negotiation phase has just started. There is no 

text ready, however; drafting has just begun. 

On investment protection, Mr Schmitz 

underlined that investment protection is 

about the fair treatment of investors, 

transparency and due process. EU Member 

States have negotiated such agreements 

among themselves and with developed and 

less developed partners. Since the Lisbon 

Treaty it is negotiated at the European level.  

The ISDS criticism is linked to the existing 

system as there is no TTIP. On the contrary, 

TTIP can be seen a prime opportunity to 

improve the system and to ensure 

interpretations of such treaties do not harm 

the right of the state to regulate. Mr Schmitz 

invited participants to participate in the public 

consultation on the text that the EU should 

present to the US in the negotiations.  
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Paul de Clerck, Head of Economic Justice at 

Friends of the Earth Europe, outlined the role 

of civil society in trying to engage in the TTIP 

and briefly explained civil society cooperation 

(trade unions, consumer organisations and 

environmental organisations). He opened his 

remarks by asking what is at stake through 

TTIP, providing the answer of lowering already 

low standards. The TTIP will see non-tariff 

barriers, regulatory barriers, reduced or 

abolished, such as labour standards or health 

and safety.  

 

The deregulatory agenda summarises what Mr 

de Clerck considered to be the reality of what 

TTIP is about. In theory, he conceded that 

higher standards could in theory increase, 

however for him there is no evidence that this 

will happen, but rather there are many 

indications which suggest the contrary. The 

Commission has discovered two tricks to 

affect existing or future standards: mutual 

recognition (differing standards could be 

recognised within EU, standards are 

sidelined). Mr de Clerck quoted SUVs as an 

example of safety standards. In the EU, SUVs 

are considered as cars, while in the US they 

are considered to be light vehicles (which have 

lower safety standards compared to cars). In 

complying by US rules, this lowers standards. 

The regulatory corporation council would 

screen EU regulation, checking if it is 

compatible with the US and not a regulatory 

burden. For Paul de Clerck, this is a powerful 

tool to avoid standards being brought to the 

table.  

On public procurement, the possibilities of 

local, regional governments are also affected 

negatively according to Mr de Clerck. He 

highlighted the TTIP as a business-driven 

agenda. The EU position was said to be 

influenced by the business lobby. Considering 

the meetings in the lead up to TTIP with the 

Commission (130 stakeholder meetings, 119 

with business making 93%), Mr de Clerck was 

not surprised by how TTIP is developing. On 

transparency, it was admitted that TTIP is a 

slightly more open than previous trade 

agreements which were carried out in 

complete secrecy. Compared to any other 

regulatory negotiations, the TTIP is not 

transparent. Governments must enter into 

reading rooms to access documents and then 

sign on.  

On the economic impact, the most optimistic 

scenario is seen by Mr de Clerck as 0.5% in 10 

years. The TTIP will mean 400,000 jobs in 15 

years for 28 member states (so only 950 jobs 

per year per member state). On ISDS, it was 

asked why investors should have preferential 

treatment for settlements: this is 

discriminatory for national investors who are 

unable to take advantage of this procedure.  
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Andreas Galanakis, Policy Director, American 

Chamber of Commerce to the European 

Union pointed out that trade is a good thing, 

benefiting consumers, business and SME’s. 

Trade between the EU and the US has existed 

for centuries. 50 million jobs are based on a 

Transatlantic Partnership. 

 

For Mr Galanakis, TTIP merely goes the extra 

mile to enhance the partnership. Those who 

will benefit the most are the SMEs and the 

consumer. Online trading from the US is 

currently difficult, but will be another benefit 

stemming from the TTIP. No businesses are 

applauding the possibility to lower standards. 

It was stressed that citizens on both sides of 

the Atlantic can benefit.   

Jan Schmitz took the opportunity to address 

some issues raised so far. On the so-called 

“deregulation agenda”, it was made clear that 

mutual recognition will take place only if there 

is agreement that the intended regulatory aim 

is the same. If there is no agreement, there 

will be no mutual recognition. On the 

regulatory corporation council, the US has 

huge resources to attempt to influence the EU 

system. Does the EU currently have influence 

over the US applying international standards?; 

the US regulates without consultation the EU 

regulators. In this case, it is sensible that the 

EU can have an impact through an exchange 

of views. Replying to accusations of a strong 

business lobby, Mr Schmitz underlined the 

Commission’s open door policy, which civil 

society should take more advantage of. There 

are however limits to transparency in trade 

negotiations, as in any serious negotiation. 

The text is public , way ahead of the vote in 

the Council and the European parliament 

which both have to ratify the agreement. The 

length of the process means patience is under 

pressure which can result in frustration (in 

comparison to a shorter process such as 

labour negotiations). The potential increase of 

0.5% EU GDP as a consequence of TTIP means 

120 billion additional EUR in the economy: this 

is not a small number and will mean jobs. On 

ISDS, it was conceded that there are problems 

with the existing, but the system is in place 

and there is no support from Member States 

governments for removing it all together. The 

public consultation attempts to repair these 

problems and give the critics a say in 

improving it, by making concrete suggestions.  

Sibylle Martin, a participant from the 

European Commission, wanted confirmation 

on the 120 EUR billion figures being cited.  
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Jan Schmitz replied that this figure is from the 

CEPR 2013 study, which itself is in the medium 

range of available estimates, with some 

studies predicting higher and some lower. 

Paul de Clerck  outlined his view on flaws and 

confusion around how the figures are being 

used.  Mr de Clerck sees the Commission as 

creative in using studies in a positive light. On 

transparency, Mr de Clerck admitted that 

negotiations per se require some secrecy. 

However, positions need not to be secret. 

Negotiation positions need not be 

confidential, but can be transparent to other 

stakeholders, such as the European 

Parliament.  

Romain Pardo, Junior Policy Analyst at the 

European Policy Centre, gave an overview in 

terms of the heated debate surrounding TTIP 

and outlined potential difficulties. For Mr 

Pardo, the main rule of the TTIP means 

tackling regulation, a delicate area which 

reflects economic considerations but also 

social, cultural and even historical identity. 

Identifying the most problematic sector, he 

pointed to agriculture, a heavily subsidised 

sector on both sides of the Atlantic. The 

challenge incorporates health and 

environmental standards. The US has a more 

scientific approach, where the EU adopts a 

precautionary principle. Mr Pardo was careful 

to point out that the TTIP does not only 

involve a European defense and a US offense 

approach; the US can also be on the defensive 

in terms of standards in some areas. On data, 

the value of European data is expected to 

grow to nearly 1 trillion EUR by 2020. Data 

means trust, which has been eroded between 

the US and EU through NSA scandal. The 

difference in culture is clear in data 

protection; in the EU, data protection means 

human rights, whereas in the US, it means 

market and consumer information. The 

Commission is making efforts to boost 

transparency, through briefings and consulting 

stakeholders, which is important with the 

ACTA shadow hanging over TTIP.  

 

Among other challenges cited by Mr Pardo 

was once again the issue of the ISDS, which 

the German government indicated it does not 

want included. This will be difficult given the 

ratification by European Parliament and the 

Council. The overall US strategy negotiating is 

also not clear in terms of multilateral trade.  
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Andreas Galanakis, Policy Director, American 

Chamber of Commerce to the European 

Union remarked on the level of discussion on 

TTIP in the US, indicating that perhaps eyes 

were more focused on the Trans Pacific 

Partnership (TTP), seen as a more difficult 

agreement. The TTIP agreement is not 

controversial given the shared values, culture 

and history. American investment in Europe is 

already large. There is more US investment in 

Ireland than in China. The TTIP means 

tweaking the partnership. Much Brussels 

debate has brought broader issues beyond 

trade to the fore.  

 

Jean-Paul Soyer, Secretary General of U4U, 

drew attention to the actual benefits of 

NAFTA and highlighted that they were 

disappointing. Is the TTIP a new way to give 

life to the ACTA agreement which was too far 

reaching for European public opinion? Mr 

Soyer sees the Commission’s position on 

mutual recognition as a little naïve. Food 

standards in meat production and the use of 

chlorine therein, have different philosophies 

in the EU and the US. In meat production, the 

poultry sector will not be able to survive in 

Europe if standards are mutually recognised. 

Concerns over the separation of de facto 

economic governance by businesses from real 

democratic processes were also raised.  

 

Klaus Heeger, Secretary General of CESI, 

stressed that technical terms mean we are 

unaware of what the impact of TTIP might be. 

Regulatory convergence means either mutual 

recognition or harmonisation. If the agenda is 

set on cutting red tape or opening market 

access, how can social, labour, environmental 

or consumer protection be kept. Trade unions 

should not be against free trade, but a need to 

ensure that standards (EU or US) are 

protected and respected, not only by the 

regulatory council, was made clear. CESI is not 

against TTIP but it needs accountable entities 

to ensure at EU level standards are protected.  

 

Bernd Hüttemann, referred back to the 1992 

establishment of the internal market, 

remarking that nobody has doubted the 

regulations since then. In thinking about 

concerns for the TTIP and comparing it to the 

single market discussions 20 years ago, Mr 

Hüttemann asked the panel what has 

changed.  
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Romain Pardo sees a difference in context. 

The single market exists even if it is 

incomplete. On TTIP the public is more 

informed and it is a more fashionable topic. 

The technical aspect means there is often a 

lack of understanding. Mr Pardo then asked 

his own question on what impact TTIP might 

have on European policies such as CAP 

(agriculture) or REACH (chemicals). 

Andreas Galanakis, Policy Director, American 

Chamber of Commerce to the European 

Union, pointed to the fact that there is no 

study which does not show any economic 

benefits in TTIP. On public information, Mr 

Galanakis sees TTIP as one of the most 

transparent processes in history for the EU 

and the US, with negotiating weeks and many 

public discussions.  

Jan Schmitz does not see “ACTA II” being 

adopted; in this the European Parliament was 

very clear. Mr Schmitz then explained how 

trade unions and civil society can influence 

TTIP. National governments, the Parliament 

and the Commission are all open to dialogue. 

It was underlined that the text will not be 

voted in secret. The text will be public and at 

that point, there will be attempts to influence 

MEPs one way or the other.  

 

Bernd Hüttemann asked the panel if the 

European Parliament will ‘take it or leave it’ 

when the text is put to a vote. 

Romain Pardo points to the elections at the 

end of May, seeing a risk in not including 

certain stakeholders in the negotiating 

process. On ISDS, the TTIP raises points of 

discussion which might not normally be raised 

about European regulation. In this, there is a 

big opportunity not to be missed for some 

stakeholders.  

Jan Schmitz clarified that in the case where 

the ISDS is included in TTIP, it will replace the 

existing agreements Member States have with 

the US with all the potential loopholes. This 

would mean better protection of rights to 

regulate for Member States. The precedent 

setting of the US and the EU including ISDS 

with improved rules can have implications on 

future and even existing Treaties.  

Bernd Hüttemann took a final question from 

Twitter on how TTIP might impact on EU-US 

energy cooperation in the context of the 

North American energy industry and EU 

energy security, linking this to current 

discussions on Ukraine and relations with 

Russia.  

Jan Schmitz replied that the US has a lot of 

natural gas, not produced in the same 

quantities in the EU. Instead of exporting from 

Russia, there are some preferences to export 

more from the US. The US, however, has 

restrictions on exporting to Europe. The TTIP 

will attempt to provide legal assurances that 

Member States can import oil and gas from 

the US. 
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Adem Kumcu, President of UNITEE, 

highlighted concerns from entrepreneurs of 

ethnic origin who trade more than average 

SME’s, stemming from their bicultural and 

bilingual assets. An entrepreneur is as much a 

social actor as it is an economic actor, and it is 

for this reason that UNITEE decided to 

cooperate with trade unions on the TTIP 

debate. One of the most important assets for 

a business is its human capital.  

For UNITEE, the legal order of the EU and the 

US mean democracy, transparency and 

accountability in decision-making processes. 

The challenges of TTIP are clear: jobs need 

created, economies need stimulated. This is 

not only our life but for future generations. 

Patience, cooperation and open discussion is 

crucial. Citizens need to be better informed on 

the consequences of TTIP on their daily lives. 

Citizens are not judging it because they do not 

know enough about it. The lack of 

communication is one of the EU’s biggest 

faults. UNITEE called for an impact assessment 

on costs versus benefits in TTIP, to find out the 

advantages and disadvantages, as well as 

greater inclusion of social partners and civil 

society. Dr Kumcu ended by quoting James 

Surowiecki’s The Wisdom of Crowds: ‘Diversity 

and independence are important because the 

best collective decisions are the product of 

disagreement and contest, not consensus or 

compromise.’  

Bernd Hüttemann closed the debate by 

stressing that TTIP is not just a Brussels bubble 

debate but one which is seeing a great deal of 

engaged debate in Member States as well. 

Some counter attacks will come from national 

governments who have been caught by 

surprise by the level of national debate.   

 

The CESI@noon on ‘TTIP: Fears of the 

Unknown’ took place at CESI’s premises 

on Monday 28th April. The event was co-

organised with member organisation 

Union for Unity and UNITEE. The report 

was written by CESI staff.  

 

For more information, please contact 

contact@cesi.org 
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