This U.S.-EU joint statement’s overall tone and
specific worrying buzz words reflect the agenda
that had been pushed by the largest U.S. and
European banks, agribusinesses and other
powerful industry groups in the Transatlantic
Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) talks
undertaken during the previous administration.

Increasing exports of liquefied national
gas (LNG) from the U.S. to Europe
would create more market incentives
for LNG companies to increase the
environmentally destructive practice of
fracking across the U.S., even when
many U.S. states have already or are
considering banning the controversial
practice altogether.

This sounds suspiciously like a revival
of the problematic and highly
undemocratic “regulatory cooperation”
agenda from TTIP. While cooperation
among regulators is not inherently a
bad idea, it IS very dangerous for such
cooperation to happen in the context of
trade negotiations that have explicitly
prioritized reducing costs for
businesses over any protection of
consumers or the environment.

“Non-tariff barriers” is trade-speak for any
domestic policy or regulation that can affect
multinational corporations’ ability to move
goods or services across borders. Many
consumer, health, or environmental
safeguards we rely on to protect people and
the environment are considered “non-tariff
barriers” by business interests. Given that,
does inclusion of this clause mean that the
goal of these negotiations will be zero
domestic safeguards on either side of
the Atlantic?

This is all very worrying. For instance, the
U.S. chemical industry sought to use TTIP to
undermine Europe’s superior chemical safety
regime (known as REACH), which is much
more robust in protecting the public from
unsafe chemicals than the broken U.S.
policy. Meanwhille, European
pharmaceutical manufacturers called for the
U.S. FDA to relinquish its current
responsibility to independently approve the
safety of medicines sold in the United States.
This language suggests that this dangerous
industry wishlist may be revived.

This raises alarm bells. What is the mandate
of this “Executive Working Group”? Will there
be any mechanisms to ensure that it is
democratically accountable on both sides of
the Atlantic. What are the nature of the
“negotiations” it is undertaking?

