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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change has concluded that human
activities have resulted in warming of the
Earth’s Climate system. The panel also
raised an alarm regarding the rising levels
of global greenhouse gas emissions over
the years and further rise in the coming
decades. It is estimated that the emissions
will increase from 25 to 90 per cent from 2000 to 2030 primarily
due to developing countries.
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It is being forecasted that climate change will have implications
on trade and also on various sectors of the economy. The major
sectors which have been and will further be impacted due to
changes in environment are agriculture, forestry, fisheries and
tourism which are critical for developing countries. There is a
rising concern regarding the change in patterns of comparative
advantage of developing countries due to climate change which
will further have serious implications on the trends in international
trade. Other facilitators of trade like infrastructure and transport
may also be impacted by climate change. Developing countries
have put forth an argument that trade liberalization may help in
mitigating climate change. Opening of trade would facilitate
adoption of technologies which may help in reduction of emissions
and shift their country’s production to low energy intensive sectors
in case of presence of comparative advantage in the respective
sector.
In various rounds of negotiations amongst the members of WTO,
it has been seen that emphasis has been laid on reduction or
elimination of tariff and non-tariff barriers on trade of
environmental goods and services for encouraging sustainable
development. The main intention should be to enhance and
improve development and trade of more efficient, economical
and diverse environmental goods and services in the global market
which lead to mitigation and adaption to climate change.

(Dr. Rakesh Mohan Joshi)
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WTO and Environment Sustainability
Poonam Chauhan* and Jyotinder Kaur Chaddah**

Introduction
The mandate of original GATT
1947 agreement expanded with
the establishment of WTO in
1995. This considerably widened
mandate meant that trade
policies now influenced other
ministries’ responsibilities in
environmental sector.
Environmentalists assert that
without environmental
safeguards, trade will generate
uncontrolled growth causing
unsustainable natural resource
consumption and waste produc
tion. Thus, in 1994 Ministerial
Decision on Trade and
Environment created the WTO’s
Committee on Trade and
Environment (CTE). The paper
explores the role of WTO in
trade related environmental
issues. It researches the CTE’s
mandate and its contribution in
identifying and understanding
the relationship between trade
and the environment in order to
promote sustainable
development.
Keywords: Economic Growth;
Environmental standards; Trade
negotiations; environmental degradation; protectionism; MEAs
* Professor, K.J. Somaiya Institute of
Management Studies and Research,
Mumbai.
** Associate Professor, Guru Nanak
Institute of Management Studies,
Mumbai.
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XPANSION of World trade
has raised the issue of
relationship between trade and
environment. The link between
trade
and
environmental
protection is matter of debate
world over. World Trade
Organization (WTO) worked
towards creating free trade among
member nations to improve the
economic welfare of people,
However, there is growing
concern that economic growth
sometimes leads to damaging the
environment. Critiques have
claimed that WTO rulings have
undermined environmental
standards.
Environmental issues began
to be systematically addressed in
the WTO following the Decision
on Trade and Environment taken
towards the end of the Uruguay
Round at Marrakesh in 1994. The
Committee on Trade and
Environment was established in
the same year, with the explicit
mandate to resolve environmental
issues in the trading system. Some
new agreements under the WTO
also contained environmental
provisions (Sawhney A., 2004).
Environment-related cases
under the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT)/WTO
dispute settlement mechanism
have been rapidly increasing since
the 1990s. Under GATT, in the
Tuna-Dolphin case, the Panel

found that an import ban under an
embargo of tuna for the purpose
of marine mammal protection by
the United States (US) was not
justified under Article XX of
GATT. However, in the ShrimpTurtle case under the WTO, the
Appellate Body found the import
ban by the US qualified for
provisions justified by Article XX
(g), but failed to meet the
requirements contained in the
chapeau of Article XX. This
suggested the possibility that trade
restrictive measures were justified
under the WTO rules ( Harashima,
Y., 2008).
Historically, the Venezuela
Gas, Tuna-Dolphin and ShrimpTurtle cases were criticized as they
revealed a systemic bias in the
WTO rules and the WTO dispute
resolution process against the
rights of sovereign states to enact
and
effectively
enforce
environmental laws.
Trade measures play several
important functions in multilateral
environmental
agreements
(MEAs). However, because they
restrict the free flow of goods
between countries, these measures
also potentially conflict with trade
rules contained in the WTO
Agreements. (Neumayer E., 2004).
WTO jurisprudence has become
increasingly environmentally
friendly. There is, as Brack and
Branczik (2004) note, “continued
failure to make any substantial
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progress in rewriting WTO rules
— but significant changes in the
way in which existing rules have
been interpreted to deal with
environmental concerns.”
This study analyzes the role of
WTO in reconciling the trade
expansion with environmental
protection. It explores the role of
Committee on Trade and
Environment (CTE) in promoting
sustainable development.

Review of Literature
Expansion of International Trade
and Environment Concerns
The World Trade Organization
is based upon increasing
prosperity by opening markets to
greater trade flows. The role of the
WTO has been to establish an
agreement on rules of reciprocal
market access, and in so doing to
facilitate an environment of
certainty regarding trade and
investment in the world economy
(Jackson, 2002). Since 1950 world
trade has grown more than 20-fold
and has expanded three times
faster than world output growth.
International trade has been a
great stabilizer for many countries,
contributing
to
economic
expansion even at times of
slackening domestic demand
(Lamey P., 2008).
International trade had a long
period of expansion after World
War II. The recent slow pace of
trade growth is due to a
combination of factors, including
low import demand in developed
economies
and
moderate
import growth in developing
economies.
Trade liberalization, while
wealth generating in the
aggregate, does not necessarily
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lead to greater wealth for each
participant.
Instead,
the
multilateral trading system thus
far has resulted in winners and
losers, and will continue to do so
for the foreseeable future. ( Lewis,
M.K., 2007). The links between
trade and the environment have a
number of facets. First, there is the
impact of trade liberalization on
the environment of the countries
concerned, and more generally the
effects of greater international
economic
integration
on
environmental regulations, with
concern that this is leading to a
“race to the bottom” in
environmental standards. Second,
there are worries about the impact
of environmental regulations and
standards on trade and investment
flows (Jenkins, R., 2001).
Environmental degradation
has two main causes - market
failures and previous government
policy failures. Market failures are
situations in which the market
forces of supply and demand fail
to deliver an optimal degree of
environmental quality to society as
a whole. Government policy
failures are counterproductive
actions taken by governments for
an ostensible public purpose. The
Report points to energy,
agriculture, and fishery subsidies
as policy failures (Charnovitz, S.
2000). Increased trade in natural
resources is one of the biggest
driving forces in deforestation, soil
degradation, water overuse,
marine pollution and ultimately
species extinction (Houlder, V. &
Williams, F., 1999).
The environmental movement
led by NGOs such as the World
Wildlife Fund, Friends of the Earth
and Greenpeace remains deeply
suspicious of the WTO, owing to

a perception among activists that
dispute panels have placed trade
considerations above environmental ones (International: WTO/
Environment, 1999). WTO rules
should be amended to fit in better
with international environmental
agreements and accommodate
other environmental concerns.
The European Union, in particular,
supports rule changes in this
direction but developing countries
remain suspicious that it could
open the door
to
“green
protectionism” (Williams, F.,
1999).
Conflict
has
arisen
prominently between developed
and developing countries over the
balance of free trade and
environmental health. Most
developed countries have set high
environmental
protection
standards for the production and
quality of internationally traded
goods. On the other hand, a
developing country may disregard
the
adverse
effects of the
production process on the
environment in a drive to lower
production costs, expand exports,
and become competitive in the
world market (Ramangkura, V.,
2003).
Historically the WTO has
concentrated its negotiations on
issues of market access and not on
environment
degradation.
Environmentalists are dissatisfied
because they believe that WTO has
taken insufficient account of
environmental concerns, and that
it has failed to take into account of
the view that strong conditions are
required
for
sustainable
development (Tisdell, 2000).
The International Institute of
Sustainable Development drew up
“The Winnipeg Principles for
FOCUS WTO April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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Trade
and
Sustainable
Development” designed to
influence the policies of WTO
(Shaw N, Cosbey A., 1995). On first
perusal the Winnipeg Principle
seems relatively idealistic and
appears to be designed to yield
‘optimal’ solutions. However,
closer examination indicates that
they may provide scope for
“minimal”
environmental
standards and policies as a starting
point (Tisdell C., 2001).
Committee on Trade and
Environment (CTE) and
Sustainable Development
On 14 April 1994, the Ministers
directed the WTO to establish a
Committee on Trade and the
Environment (CTE) at the General
Council’s first meeting. While the
CTE has brought about no specific
results concerning its mandate, the
negotiating
positions
of
developing countries are changing
sharply (Harashima, Y., 2008).
Many developing countries were
negative about the establishment
of the CTE because they feared it
could lead to an increase in “green
protectionism.”
Moreover,
“developing countries as a whole
also tend to be hostile to the tradeenvironment proposals of
Northern countries, fearing that
new environmentally directed
trade restrictions will discriminate
disproportionately against their
exports, and potentially lead on to
other new bases for trade barriers,
such as labour or animal welfare
standards” (Brack and Branczik,
2004).
Disagreements among WTO
members over trade and
environment policies are always
present in spite of the fact that the
mandate of the organization’s
FOCUS WTO April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

Committee on Trade and
Environment (CTE) is very
constrained and seems to favor the
protection of commercial interests
over sustainable development
objectives (Boisson de Chazournes
and Mbengue, 2002). The
WTO secretariat released Special
Studies 4 which acknowledges the
global nature of environmental
problems
but
downplays
the WTO’s ability to handle the
environmental concerns and
discourages members from using
trade sanctions for purposes of
enforcing environmental policy
(Skeen, R., 2004). CTE has been
instrumental in identifying and
understanding the relationship
between trade and environment.
By providing the WTO Members
with a forum for debate and
discussion the CTE has become
fertile ground for the germination
of new proposals, some of which
have been incorporated into the
Doha negotiating agenda, thereby
making a positive contribution
towards smoothening the fault
lines between trade and
environment (Sinha, M., 2013). In
the CTE, member nations have
been exchanging information on
their
policies
impacting
environment.
Further, in McCormick, R.
(2006) analysis’ respondents
recognized CTE successes in
building awareness. Explanations
that experts offered for the
weakness of the CTE fell into three
categories. First was that the CTE
is weak and a low priority for most
WTO members. A second
suggested explanation is that there
is a lack of environmental
expertise on environment-related
issues (e.g., with the exception of
well resourced WTO members,
junior trade officers are often sent

to the CTE). Third, a few experts
indicated that the ten-point work
program weakened the original
mandate of the CTE, by targeting
specific environmental issues,
moving away from the promotion
of sustainable development, and
lacking direct opportunities to
recommend changes to the
multilateral trading system.’
If sustainable development is
to be rightly understood, then it is
a global development model
which aims to strike a balance
between economic, social and
environment policies that would
allow even future generations to
prosper. It is also concerned with
equity. There should be a wide
public participation in decision
making process. Therefore, the
states must cooperate and work
together in order to achieve
sustainable development. It has
gained official acceptance in the
international community (Singh,
N., 2009).

Implications
Environmental requirements
can impede trade and even be
used as a justification for
protectionism. Committee for
Trade and Environment ensures
that
sound
trade
and
environmental policies work
together. In one of the rulings, The
WTO has upheld a European
Union ban on imported seal
products, finding it addressed
“public moral concerns” about the
controversial hunt. This was
claimed as a victory by
conservationists and animal
welfare activists who have been
campaigning for years against
such hunts in Canada and
Norway. With the EU embargo in
place, some 34 countries now ban
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the trade in seal products. The US,
Mexico, Russia and Taiwan also
ban imported seal products.
(Goldenberg S., 2013).
These deliberations have also
led to WTO Secretariat introducing
official documents providing
information on some of the
multilateral
environmental
agreements that have an impact on
trade, and describing their
objectives, formation, signatories,
decision-making and other aspects
of their work.
Many WTO members consider
that the protection of the
environment is legitimate policy
objective. But they also
acknowledge that measures
designed to meet these objectives
could hinder exports. However,
there is a consensus that
sustainable development depends
on improved market access
particularly for developing and
least developed countries.
Sustainable development and
protection and preservation of the
environment are fundamental
goals of the WTO. They are
enshrined in the Marrakesh
Agreement, which established the
WTO, and complement the WTO’s
objective to reduce trade barriers
and eliminate discriminatory
treatment in international trade
relations (“Trade
and
Environment”, 2013). Since
protectionist measures are often
falsely
represented
as
environmental measures, the
WTO is often forced to evaluate
environmental
claims
in the context of trade disputes. In
practice, this means striking a
balance
between
trade
liberalization concerns and
environmental objectives (The
WTO and the Environment, 1999).
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Policy development in this area
will be evolutionary in nature.
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BOOKS
Trade in the Service of Sustainable
Development: Linking Trade to Labour
Rights and Environmental Standards by
Olivier De Schutter, Bloomsbury Publishing,
10 September 2015.

IN the Bretton Woods era, trade liberalization, the
improvement of labour rights and working
conditions, and the strengthening of environmental
policies, were seen as mutually supportive. It needs
to be examined if this is always true. Another
important aspect to be deliberated upon is can
protection of the rights of workers and to
improving environmental protection, particularly
through climate change mitigation strategies,
within an agenda focused on trade liberalization
move together. The books also highlights the
importance and compatibility pursuing trade
policies that aim to expand the volumes of trade,
without linking such policies to labour and
environmental standards, seen as ‘non-trade’
concerns. This book analyses the above aspects with
special consideration of linkages of trade, labour
rights and environment legally under the World
Trade Organisation.
The book begins by assessing Trade and Labour
Rights as well as Trade and Environmental
Standards. It also throws light on the use of
Environmental and Labour Conditionalities in
Trade Policies. The book further assesses the goods
and services which do not comply with WTO
disciplines with reference to GATS. The author
further explores the Special Regime of Border Tax
Adjustments under WTO Law and in determining
the level of the Compensatory Tax.
Another key area of Generalized Systems of
Preferences, its origin and the Emergence of
‘Special Incentives’ within the EU are addressed
in the book. The book also explores the area of
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labelling schemes and if it is supporting ethical
consumerism. The book highlights the compatibility of Labelling Schemeswith WTO Law.
Towards the end, the author focuses on
‘Sanctions’ for Non-compliance with Labour Rights
or Environmental Standards and also ‘Carbon
Equalization’ through Border Tax Adjustments.
It concludes that trade can work for
sustainable development, but only if we see it as a
means for social and environmental progress,
including climate change mitigation, and if we
avoid fetishizing it as an end to be pursued for its
own sake.
Reflections on the Debate Between Trade
and Environment: A Study Guide for Law
Students, Researchers, and Academics
by Dr. Yvonne Nana AfuaIdun, Xlibris Corporation,
8 January 2014.

THIS book is intended to provide information for
students, researchers, and academics in the field
of international environmental law and the law of
international trade. It can serve as a simple guide
in this regard. It discusses the trade and
environment debate with relevant case studies and
legislation from WTO and EU jurisprudential
perspectives. The book also pays attention to the
relevance of this debate regarding African
countries in their implementation of trade and
environmental policies within the context of a green
economy and how these relate to pertinent
environmental issues, such as climate change,
pollution, and waste trade.
The book contributes mainly in developing an
understanding by the reader of trade and
environment at the grassroot level. It sheds light
on the events within WTO for environment
protection and enhancement and also on the
provisions enacted by WTO for the same. The book

FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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elaborates on the new agreement on technical
barriers to trade, agriculture and sanitary and
phytosanitary measures. Trade and environment
are also impacted by subsidies, countervailing
measures and trade in services as well as intellectual
property.

Handbook on Trade and the Environment
edited by Kevin P. Gallagher, Edward Elgar
Publishing, 2010, 368 pages,
ISBN: 978 1 84980 083 9

IN

this comprehensive reference work, Kevin
Gallagher has compiled a fresh and broad-ranging
collection of expert voices commenting on the
interdisciplinary field of trade and the
environment. For over two decades policy-makers
and scholars have been struggling to understand
the relationship between international trade in a
globalizing world and its effects on the natural
environment. The authors in this Handbook
provide the tools to do just that.

The book explains the theoretical aspects with
the practical implication of cases. A few interesting
cases are the shrimp turtle case, Sri Lanka’s ban on
genetically modified organisms and the tuna
dolphin cases. With respect to the European Union,
the case of Danish bottles is interesting and
provides complete understanding of how trade
impacts environment along with measures taken
to protect the climate change.

The editor’s well-worked introduction
synthesizes the emerging themes of the collection,
which is divided into three sections: trade and
environmental quality, trade and environmental
politics, and trade and environmental policy. Topics
include the extent to which trade liberalization
creates ‘pollution havens’ where dirty industries
flock to poorer countries with lax environmental
standards, and conversely, how multinational
corporations bring ‘cleaner’ environmental
technologies to developing countries when they
choose to move abroad. The volume also addresses
the extent to which national environmental policy
and/or global environmental agreements clash
with the emerging rules of the World Trade
Organization and whether such environmental
policies hinder export competitiveness. Finally,
numerous political economy analyses of the
complex political coalitions that arise to adapt to
and mitigate changes in trade and environmental
policy are provided. In addition to broader
overviews of the field, in-depth case studies of
nations and regions are offered, including the
United States, the European Union, China, India
and Mexico as well East Asia, Latin America, and
Africa.

Environment and Trade: A Guide to WTO
Jurisprudence, Nathalie BernasconiOsterwalder, Earthscan, 2012, 391 pages.

INTERNATIONAL

trade rules have significant
impacts on environmental law and policy, at the
domestic, regional and global levels. At the
World Trade Organization (WTO), dispute
settlement tribunals are increasingly called to
decide on environment- and health-related
questions. Can governments treat products
differently
based
on
environmental
considerations? Can they block the import of
highly carcinogenic asbestos-containing products
or genetically modified crops? Does the WTO
allow governments to protect dolphins or
endangered sea turtles through the use of import
restrictions on certain products? How can civil
society participate in WTO dispute settlement?
This Guide, authored by five world leaders on
international environmental and trade law at the
Center for International Environmental Law
(CIEL), is an accessible, comprehensive, one-of-akind compendium of environment and trade
jurisprudence under the WTO. Providing an overview for both experts and non-experts of the major
themes relevant to environment and trade, it also
analyzes how WTO tribunals have approached
these themes in concrete disputes and provides
selected excerpts of the most significant cases.

The volume will serve as a guide for scholars
new to the field as well as students and policymakers needing a quick reference to the research
on the interface between trade and the
environment.

•
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NEWS
Environmental Goods Agreement
Negotiators Agree Roadmap for
Conclusion
A group of countries participating in a tariff-

liberalizing effort on green goods trade have
identified a series of steps geared towards securing
a deal by the end of the year, following a round of
talks held last week in Geneva, Switzerland.

According to several trade watchers, another
“highlight” of last week’s round was the release
of a revised list of products by the chair of the
talks, Andrew Martin of Australia, following a
series of meetings with each participant in the
Environmental Goods Agreement (EGA)
initiative.
The list, based on an earlier version circulated
last December, reportedly includes around 300
tariff lines and “ex-outs.” Initial reactions to the
chair’s list indicated that this would be a suitable
basis on which to move forward, sources said.
The move comes hot on the heels of a statement
following a meeting of trade ministers from the
Group of 20 (G-20) major advanced and emerging
economies in early July aiming to conclude an
ambitious, future-oriented EGA by the close of
2016. The deal should seek to eliminate tariffs on a
broad range of environmental goods.
The trade ministers’ statement also calls for
EGA participants to reach a “landing zone” by the
annual G-20 leaders’ summit this time scheduled
to take place in Hangzhou, China from 4-5
September. Sources said that the statement had
helped participants focus on charting a roadmap
to reach these targets, especially in light of earlier
stalls in the talks.
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The EGA has been billed as an “open
plurilateral” deal with participants signalling plans
to extend the tariff elimination benefits of the deal
to all WTO members on a most-favoured nation
(MFN) basis.
Steps to a Deal
An ambassadors-level meeting for the 17 WTO
participants – with the 28-nation EU participating
as one in these talks – will be held at the end of
August. The occasion will likely confirm last
week’s progress towards a landing zone, along
with any intersessional work that occurs throughout
this month.
Some sources said that the Hangzhou G-20
summit could then provide another opportunity
to demonstrate political support for the deal or to
welcome a landing zone, which could involve
acknowledging the chair’s draft product list as well
as the importance of other systemic issues.
However, several sources signalled that they
did not expect an agreement to be unveiled at that
stage either in terms of product coverage alone or
in its completed form, suggesting that there was
not enough time to address outstanding issues
before then.
Additional opportunities for high-level political
engagement are on the cards. Ministers from EGA
participants may meet informally or bilaterally on
the margins of a ministerial event in Oslo, Norway,
at the end of October.
Negotiators last week also discussed holding
another ministerial meeting towards the end of
the year – as referred to in the G20 trade
ministers’ statement – in order to bring the deal
across the finish line, although the precise timing
of this is still to be determined. Several technical
rounds of talks will also likely be held in midSeptember and mid-October to help shape the
final agreement.
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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Landing Zone
The chair’s list will be reviewed in further detail
throughout August by governments participating
in the EGA. The list reduces the number of
products under consideration and draws on
technical efforts over the last few months to
identify product coverage.
Several commentators suggested, however,
that some commercially sensitive products have
been maintained on the chair’s list in recognition
that countries will likely need to bargain over these
in the final stages. These goods include bamboo,
bicycles, electric motors, and batteries, among
others.
Building on work undertaken since the formal
launch of the talks in July 2014, other products under
discussion involve areas such as clean energy, energy
efficiency, air pollution control, and environmental
monitoring and analysis, among others.
EGA participants had previously signalled that
the deal will build on a voluntary effort to cut tariffs
to 5 per cent or less on a list of 54 environmental
goods agreed by the 21-nation Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) alliance. Some of
the goods under consideration in the EGA also
reportedly overlap with those included in the recent
update of a separate plurilateral tariff-cutting deal
known as the Information Technology Agreement
(ITA).
Participants also recognized the need to
identify landing zones on systemic issues relating
to the deal, such as setting the level of “critical
mass” – in other words, ensuring participants cover
a significant volume of world trade in the goods
selected for liberalization. Other topics still pending
include addressing related concerns over “freeriders,” as well as options for staging periods for
eliminating tariffs on certain products.
Some sources said that while it was tricky to
discuss critical mass and staging before having a
deal on which products will form part of a final
EGA, participants have recognized the importance
on moving forward on all fronts.
More Work Ahead
China has floated a few proposals during the
EGA talks to address the potential issue of freeFOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

riding, including a “snap-back clause” that would
see participants restore tariffs under certain
circumstances. More recently, Beijing has
suggested the possibility of seeking a waiver to
WTO rules in order to exclude a clear free-rider
from receiving most-favoured-nation (MFN)
treatment.
Regarding critical mass, convergence is
reportedly emerging around a 90 per cent critical
mass threshold, although it is unclear yet whether
this will be an exact or approximate criteria.
On staging, several parties have suggested
building on the ITA expansion model, where
tariffs on an additional 201 information and
communication technology goods are either
eliminated immediately or progressively over a
three-year period. In exceptional cases some
tariffs can be eliminated of a period of five or
seven years.
The US had circulated a proposal for the EGA
along these lines last March, which provided
additional details on what percentage of products
could be included in each staging category. China
also offered a staging proposal that month, which
would give developed countries three years to
remove tariffs, while developing countries would
have several different options.
China’s staging offer had also included the
possibility of maintaining indefinitely a low level
of tariffs on certain products, a move panned by
others. References to “tariff elimination” in the
G-20 trade ministers’ statement in July may suggest
political progress in addressing this issue, trade
watchers say.
Other areas that will need to be clarified
include a potential work programme that could
focus on non-tariff barriers (NTBs) to
environmental goods trade and barriers to
accompanying services trade. Many EGA
participants have also expressed interest in
establishing a process for updating the list as new
environmentally-beneficial goods are developed.
While the EGA’s primary focus is on tariff
elimination, several participants support discussing
other issues such as NTBs or environmental
services trade as part of a work programme once
the deal is concluded.
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A few other WTO members are reportedly
actively considering whether to join the EGA. Some
analysts said that the unveiling of a final deal could
see new partners come on board once it is clear
what they are signing up to.
(http://www.ictsd.org 4 August 2016)

Using Services Trade to Drive
Economic Transformation:
Bangladesh’s IT Sector
The Challenge

WHILE ‘trade-led growth’ tends to evoke images
of manufactured exports, the fact is that services
trade, too, offers avenues for developing countries
to shift people and resources into higherproductivity activities.

Though some developing countries –
emblematically India – have successfully linked
services sectors, notably information technology (IT),
to the global division of labour, many other
developing and least developed countries have run
into obstacles along the way. Bangladesh’s IT and
IT-enabled services (ITES) industry is a case in point:
its double-digit growth rates in the past decade have
been fuelled mainly by domestic demand. Despite
globally competitive prices, strong government
support and high-quality ‘boutique-style’ solutions,
Bangladeshi tech companies have made only modest
inroads into global markets.
Bangladesh’s IT and ITES companies have
been held back in export markets by weak
country branding, insufficient marketing skills,
skills shortages, and challenges accessing
potential clients. Greater exports for the sector
would support the growth of indigenous
companies and attract the attention of larger
international technology companies, creating
virtuous circles of trade, investment and job
creation.
The Response
To generate new export revenues for
Bangladesh’s IT and ITES industry sector, ITC
is working with the Dhaka Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and the Bangladesh
Association of Software and Information Services
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(BASIS), the main industry association, to
enhance
their
ability
to
promote
entrepreneurship and help Bangladeshi
businesses, especially SMEs, connect to foreign
markets. Since ITC started working with BASIS
in 2010, its membership has doubled, to over
1000 companies. Its portfolio of services for
members has expanded, too. For example,
through partnerships with multiple financial
institutions, BASIS now facilitates access to loans,
foreign currency banking, and online payment
systems.
The project also aims to directly connect
companies to international clients through
business-to-business (B2B) events targeting
selected markets such as the United Kingdom and
the Netherlands. In addition, it offers workshops
and training to strengthen small and mediumsized enterprise (SME) export marketing
capacities.
The Results
In 2015, six B2B events facilitated 237 bilateral
meetings between 40 small and mid-sized
Bangladeshi tech companies and potential clients.
The meetings yielded some 27 deals, involving 16
of the Bangladeshi companies, worth a total of
nearly US$1 million. Prior to these meetings, the
SMEs were trained to take a structured approach
in selecting target markets, based on the Export
Marketing Plan of the Dutch government’s Centre
for the Promotion of Imports from developing
countries (CBI). They also received individual
coaching on developing customized export
marketing strategies.
GraphicPeople, a Dhaka-based firm with 360
employees providing digital and print production
services, signed contracts in 2015 with three British
advertising agencies for services such as website
and banner creation. The deals trace their origins
to a B2B event in London in November 2014.
"The leads took time to mature, but it was
eventually very successful", said Imtiaz Ilahi,
GraphicPeople’s managing director. "Our revenue
has gone up between 5% and 7%, thanks to these
contracts."
Being matched with people in decision-making
roles who understood the financial benefits of
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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offshoring was particularly important for finalizing
the deals, Ilahi explained. He suggested that the
United Kingdom, given the English language and
its familiarity working with international
companies, marked a logical first step for
GraphicPeople into the broader European Union
market.
Another deal saw DataSoft Systems, an 18-year
old Bangladeshi software product and services
company, develop an application to accompany a
driver’s manual for Maruboshi Europe, a firm
specializing in technical writing for the auto
industry. The sophisticated application, which
relies on augmented-reality technology, went well
beyond what the Amsterdam-based subsidiary of
a Japanese company initially expected to procure.
"I went to Bangladesh [with ITC] intending to
outsource graphic work, and I came back with a
notebook stuffed with ideas, full of inspiration and
new energy [as well as] plans to develop a complete
new product for my company", said Vicente Ariza
Alcalde, a manager in Maruboshi’s desktop
publishing and data processing department.
"Today this plan is a reality."
A November "boot camp" in Dhaka equipped
31 startups and a group of female entrepreneurs
to pursue venture capital more effectively. One of
those companies, Humac Lab, went on to win a
pitch competition event in Dhaka with an app,
called Madviser, to compare cell phone offers by
analyzing phone usage patterns. The event was
backed by ITC and Seedstars, a worldwide
initiative on technological capacity and gender
inequality in entrepreneurship that supports seedstage tech startups in 55 countries.
In its work with BASIS, ITC applied its proven
AIM for Results methodology to help TISIs
understand and improve their performance.
Through this process, BASIS developed a threeyear internal strategy and a new framework for
measuring results, enabling it to deliver improved
services to its fast-growing membership base.
The Future
Four B2B events are planned in 2016 – in East
Africa, Sweden, Switzerland and the United
Kingdom. The group of beneficiary companies will
continue to expand; ITC plans to offer
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individualized coaching on sales and marketing in
developed economies.
Humac Lab, which won the Dhaka pitch
competition event, is set to participate in a global
Seedstars Summit in Lausanne, Switzerland, in
2016, opening up access to venture capital firms,
potential clients, and mentors.
(http://www.intracen.org/news/ 4 July 2016)

Several WTO Members Call for
Further Work on Trade and
Climate Policy Coherence
S EVERAL WTO members highlighted

the
importance of the Paris Agreement on climate
change at the 30 June meeting of the Committee
on Trade and Environment, where they
called for coherence between trade and climate
policies.
At the meeting, a representative of the
United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) gave a presentation
on the Paris Agreement and the status of climate
change discussions. Singapore, Mexico, and
China discussed their Intended Nationally
Determined Contributions (INDC) they had
submitted to the UNFCCC. Chinese Taipei,
meanwhile, presented its experience with
renewable energy policy.
New Zealand provided an update on some
governments’ efforts to eliminate fossil fuel
subsidies and, with Norway, called for more WTO
members to join in on stepping up reforms to do
away with inefficient subsidies as part of climate
change mitigation. New Zealand said there was
value in sharing information and working towards
coherence with other international organizations
and their policies.
Some members supported action to address
wasteful fossil fuel subsidies and others added
that there was merit in continuing discussions
on the issue. Several members, however,
considered that initiatives on fossil fuel subsidy
reform were being conducted in the context of
the G20 and other organizations and had no
relation to the WTO, while others said the
reduction of subsidies should also take into
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account the needs of developing countries to
address poverty.
Citing the need for coherent trade and climate
policies, three delegations — Korea, Canada, and
Costa Rica — presented a proposal to deepen the
understanding of the relationship between these
two areas. They proposed reviewing what has been
discussed at the WTO on issues related to trade
and climate change. To this end, they suggested
an exchange of views with experts at the
committee’s regular sessions. The proposal further
calls on members to consider how to continue such
discussions in the committee and in other WTO
bodies.
Some members backed the proposal while
several asked for further clarification, including
through an informal meeting, and indicated the
importance of addressing other environmental
issues besides climate change, such as the treatment
of chemical waste. Several members further noted
that work on the implementation of the Paris
Agreement is still in its early stages, while some
reiterated that the work must recognize the need
for differentiated treatment for developing
countries.
Environmental Provisions in
Regional Trade Agreements
The European Union and New Zealand shared
their respective experiences with environmental
provisions in regional trade agreements (RTAs).
The EU recognized the need to ensure that
sustainable development is integrated in their trade
agreements. The EU said it partly accomplished
this by making reference to existing international
agreements and including provisions upholding
each side’s right to regulate for environmental
protection provided that parties complied with
their international commitments. The EU RTAs also
identify and facilitate trade and investment
practices that contribute to enhanced
environmental protection, the EU said. Besides
these, best practices in policy making such as
consultation, evaluation, and review as well as
dispute settlement mechanisms are also included
in the RTAs.
New Zealand, for its part, said their experience
with implementing environmental provisions in
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RTAs shows that it is best to tailor approaches to
each trade partner. Bespoke cooperation activities
help ensure environmental objectives are met, New
Zealand said.
Trade in Environmental Goods
Australia provided an update on the
Environmental Goods Agreement (EGA) being
negotiated among 17 participants.
The current 17 EGA participants are Australia;
Canada; China; Costa Rica; the European Union
(representing 28 members); Hong Kong, China;
Iceland; Israel; Japan; Korea; New Zealand;
Norway; Singapore; Switzerland; Chinese Taipei;
Turkey; and the United States.
Australia said significant progress has been
made since the last update was provided to the
committee in October 2015. EGA participants are
now focusing on a well-developed list of around
350 tariff lines, Australia added. The 14th
negotiating round held in June was comprised
of positive and constructive discussions where
the participants reaffirmed their commitment to
concluding an ambitious EGA in a timely manner,
Australia said. Discussions, it added, are
continuing on how to make the EGA a living
agreement that will expand to cover more goods,
services, and non-tariff barriers. The next
round of talks will be held on 25-29 July,
Australia said.
Bolivia, for its part, said initiatives like this
undermine multilateral efforts.
A representative from the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
presented a paper which found that stringent but
well-designed environmental policies in a
country tend to encourage the development and
exports of environmentally-friendly goods and
services.
Other Issues
Members also heard at the meeting Canada’s
experience with governance and regulation of
forests and forest products. Ecuador shared the
country’s experience with organic agricultural
certification for small and medium-sized
enterprises. Several other international
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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organizations made presentations: the International
Tropical Timber Organization, the UN Commission
on Trade and Development and the UN
Environment Programme.
(www.wto.org 30 June 2016)

WTO-Grantham Institute Panel
Debate Trade’s Contribution to
Clean Energy Solutions
TRADE policy can support climate action

and
sustainable development goals by making clean
energy solutions more accessible, participants
heard at a 29 June expert panel discussion held
as part of the WTO’s annual advanced course on
trade and the environment and organized
with the Grantham Institute, Imperial College
London
Speakers at the event discussed how trade can
help bring climate technology solutions to where
they are needed most and thereby help countries
around the world achieve sustainable development.
“It is hugely important that the trade
community engages with climate scientists and
policy makers on what needs to be done,” Professor
Joanna Haigh, Grantham Institute co-director, said
in her keynote address.
Prof. Haigh discussed the rise in carbon dioxide
concentrations in the atmosphere, its link to global
warming, and the damages rising temperatures
could wreak in the future. Actions meant to help
populations merely adapt to climate change are not
enough nor are commitments countries have made
in the form of nationally determined contributions
in the Paris Agreement for climate action, Prof.
Haigh said.
Instead, more steps need to be taken to cut
carbon emissions, she said.
A panel of speakers presented clean energy
technology solutions as well as the policy barriers
affecting their widespread use.
Opening the panel discussion, WTO Trade and
Environment Division Director Aik Hoe Lim noted
how tariffs and non-tariff barriers such as divergent
product standards impact the cost-efficient
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deployment of these technologies as well as the
participation of small and medium enterprises. He
also drew attention to the linkage between
investments and services, and how services trade
restrictions can pose challenges to the deployment
of clean energy technologies.
Grantham Institute project manager Laila
Read discussed the growing potential and
competitiveness of solar, wind and energy
storage technologies, and the benefits and
barriers to carbon capture and storage.
Predictable, long-term policy frameworks would
support further deployment. Other actions that
will drive rollout include making assembly chains
more competitive, achieving economies of scale,
and policies to facilitate connections to existing
power grids.
Stefaan Simons, the Dean of the College of
Engineering, Design & Physical Sciences at Brunel
University, called on participants to consider
removing restrictions that hinder the trade and use
of resource-efficient energy systems including
recycled goods.
Assaad Razzouk, Group Chief Executive of
Sindicatum Sustainable Resources, injected a
private sector view into the discussion. Clean
energy solutions, he said, face difficulties in the
form of competition posed by subsidized fossil
fuels as well as “bureaucratic tangles” that hamper
investment.
As for intellectual property considerations
that could affect developing countries’ access to
clean energy technologies, WTO IP Counsellor
Jayashree Watal noted that several developing
countries are among the main owners and users
of patented clean energy technologies, and that
the Paris Agreement encourages collaborative
approaches with developed countries in the
technology area.
Pakistan Ambassador Syed Tauqir Shah
highlighted the situation of developing countries,
stating that clean energy approaches must also take
into consideration the energy consumption needs
of poorer countries and their growth and
development objectives.
“We have to align trade and climate agreements
so trade becomes a driver for low-carbon growth,
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rather than carbon becoming a cause of trade
conflicts,” he said. “Our approach to the trade and
climate change issue should not blunt the
competitiveness of developing countries,” he
added. He concluded with a call for collaboration,
saying: “Multilateral institutions have to join forces
to support collective efforts to address climate
change.”

Electrotechnical Commission, the International
Laboratory
Accreditation
Cooperation/
International Accreditation Forum and the United
Nations Economic Commission for Europe). Also,
regulators shared their experiences concerning
national schemes, including Japan’s “Top-Runner”
Programme and the United States’ Energy Star
Programme.

Mr Lim, closing the event, said: “What we
heard today is that trade is already working to
deploy clean energy technologies. However, we
also heard that trade policy, in some cases, can do
more.”

One key point emphasized by WTO members
was the need to harmonize national requirements
with international standards whenever possible,
as companies may find it difficult to export their
products if required to comply with multiple
standards to achieve an “energy efficient” label.
They underlined that aligning standards and
regulations helps lower the cost of energy efficient
products, making them more attractive for
consumers and saving energy. There is also scope,
it was pointed out, to make energy labelling
schemes less confusing.

(www.wto.org 29 June 2016)

Standards Can Help to Ease Trade
in Energy Efficient Products and
Reduce CO2 Emissions
AT the Technical Barriers to Trade Committee
meeting on 14-16 June 2016, WTO members
discussed how complying with standards can
promote trade in energy efficient products and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. At the same
time, they acknowledged the need for increased
global cooperation on regulations for energy
efficiency. Members also aired trade concerns
about 56 trade measures, including 10 new ones,
covering topics ranging from food, medicines and
cosmetics to toys, telecoms and tyres.
Energy Efficiency
WTO members discussed their regulations for
energy efficient products, which are imposed to
save energy and thereby reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. These standards — covering products
such as household appliances, TVs and cars — set
out minimum energy performance standards,
provide ways of testing for energy efficiency
performance, and regulate energy management
systems.
Members heard presentations from the private
sector, including Schneider Electric, Consumer
Technology Association and the Association of
Home Appliance Manufacturers, and from
international and regional organizations (such as
the International Energy Agency, the International
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This “thematic session” was the Committee’s
first on a particular industrial sector. The aim of
these sessions is to increase cooperation among
regulators globally and to raise awareness about
new or emerging regulatory issues.
Specific Trade Concerns
WTO members aired specific trade concerns
(STCs) regarding ten new trade measures
introduced by members. They also discussed 46
previously raised issues. Regulations on food
and drinks topped the meeting’s agenda,
accounting for one-third of the STCs. Other STCs
concerned regulations on IT equipment, medical
devices, cosmetics, toys, motor vehicles, tyres,
endocrine disruptors, canola oil, detergents and
soaps, steel and wood products, chemicals
and genetically modified organisms (GMOs).
Some detail on five of the new STCs is provided
below.
According to the WTO’s Technical Barriers to
Trade (TBT) Agreement, members can regulate
their products to protect consumer safety, health
and the environment, but they need to do it in a
way that does not unnecessarily restrict trade in
these products and without discriminating against
other WTO members. Discussions in the Committee
can help to avoid trade frictions escalating into
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disputes brought to the WTO’s Dispute Settlement
Body.

New Trade Concerns
Ukraine’s Exports to Russia
Ukraine claimed that while Russia allows
imports of certain products, including dairy,
beer, juice, confectionary and wallpaper, from
other WTO members, it bans these imports from
Ukraine. According to Ukraine, Russia applies
the ban in a non-transparent, unjustified and
discriminatory manner, and is therefore not in
compliance with WTO rules. Russia said the
objective of this temporary suspension is to
prevent “deceptive” trade practices and to
protect consumer health and safety as imports
of some Ukrainian producers fail to comply with
Russia’s technical regulations.
Egypt’s Factory Registration System
Eleven WTO members (Australia, Canada,
Chile, China, the European Union, Norway, South
Africa, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine and the
United States) raised concerns about Egypt’s new
requirements for compulsory registration of
factories. Under this regulation, products can be
imported into Egypt only if they are produced by
manufacturing plants registered with Egypt’s
General Organization for Export and Import (or
imported from companies owning registered
trademarks).
Members highlighted the absence of a period
for comment before the regulation entered into
force. They also drew attention to the lack of a
sufficient transition period for compliance
(normally six months), and the burdensome and
unclear registration process. Members asked if the
registration requirements also apply to domestic
producers (in line with the national treatment
principle) and whether Egypt had taken a riskbased approach in identifying the wide scope of
products covered by the measure. Egypt said that
the registration procedure was designed to
safeguard consumer health and safety against
imports of substandard and illegal products and
that several steps had been taken to ensure
registration did not impose excessive burdens on
trade procedures.
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

East African Community Alcoholic Beverage
Standards
Chile, the EU, South Africa and the US
supported the efforts of Kenya and the East African
Community (EAC) to address health problems of
certain alcoholic beverages but said that
international standards would address this health
objective in a less trade-restrictive manner than the
EAC standards. They asked EAC members to
notify regulations implementing these standards
to the TBT Committee. Kenya reported ongoing
work to harmonize standards at the EAC level,
including those relating to alcoholic beverages.
Chemicals in Furniture and Soap
The EU questioned the consistency of China’s
testing methods for safety of wood-based furniture
with relevant International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) standards. China said that
while its testing methods are largely based on ISO
standards, differences were introduced to take
account of use of these products.
Mexico said that Colombia’s requirement that
testing of phosphorus and the biodegradability of
surfactants in detergents and soaps be carried out
only by Colombian laboratories is overly restrictive
and costly. Colombia said it would accept a
supplier’s declaration of conformity consistent
with ISO/IEC 17050 and that mutual recognition
could be possible under bilateral agreements or
through the ILAC Mutual Recognition Agreement
and the IAF Multilateral Recognition Agreement.
International Developments in Regulations and
Standards
The Committee granted ad hoc observer status
to the Caribbean Community and Common Market
(CARICOM) Regional Organization for Standards
and Quality (CROSQ). The Committee also heard
recent developments from observer organizations
working with the TBT Committee.
The African Organization for Standardization
(ARSO) reported that several international
standards addressing tariff barriers will soon be
put for adoption before the Organization’s Council.
The International Electrotechnical Commission
(IEC) reported progress in developing and harmonizing electrotechnical standards across Africa.
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The African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of
countries presented its work on improving effective
participation in the TBT Committee through
enhanced coordination. The Bureau international
des Poids et des Mesures (BIPM) announced
Qatar’s recent membership and reported progress
in redefining the numerical value of measurement
units.
The International Organization of Legal
Metrology described its cooperation with the
International Maritime Organization (IMO) on
weighing of shipping containers in the context of
the IMO Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) Convention,
and announced Thailand’s recent membership of
the OIML. The United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe reported on governments’
ongoing work on harmonization of technical
regulations for vehicles and regulatory cooperation
in general.
(www.wto.org 14 June 2016)

Greenpeace to Release Secret
Documents on EU-US Trade Deal
GREENPEACE said it was in possession of leaked

The US and the EU have been trying to reach a
deal on the world’s largest trade agreement since
2013.
It is billed as a free-trade and investment deal
for the 21st century, focused on harmonizing
regulations, lowering barriers on investment,
opening access to government contracts and
addressing new areas like data trade and consumer
protections.
But it is facing rising resistance and protectionist
sentiment, as critics question the benefits of more
open trade.
In Europe in particular there is deep suspicion
that TTIP will erode social and consumer
protections to the advantage of big business.
Greenpeace says the confidential documents
prove that long-standing environmental
protections are being ignored and claims there is
no mention at all in the proposed text of global
goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
The group also says the US wants the EU to
drop its so-called “precautionary principle” under
which products that may be harmful are banned.

documents showing that a planned huge free trade
deal between the United States and the European
Union poses “major risks for climate, environment
and consumer safety”.

Instead, the less strict US approach “that aims
to manage hazardous substances rather than avoid
them, finds its way into various chapters,”
according to Greenpeace.

The campaign group said it would publish 248
pages of classified documents to “shine a light” on
negotiations for the Transatlantic Trade and
Investment Partnership (TTIP), an ambitious treaty
both sides want completed by year-end but which
is facing mounting opposition.

“It is time to shine a light on these negotiations.
Hard-won environmental progress is being
bartered away behind closed doors,” said Faiza
Oulahsen,
campaigner
for
Greenpeace
Netherlands.

The leaked pages will be published online,
Greenpeace said in a statement.
It says the cache — obtained by Greenpeace
Netherlands — represents two-thirds of the TTIP
draft text as of the latest round of talks in April,
and covers a range of issues from telecoms to food
and agriculture and trade barriers.
“These leaked documents confirm what we
have been saying for a long time: TTIP would put
corporations at the centre of policy-making, to the
detriment of environment and public health,” said
Greenpeace EU director Jorgo Riss.
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TRADE FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
FORUM 2015,
1-2 OCTOBER 2015, GENEVA

Building Sustainable Supply
Chains
ONLY days after the international community

adopted an ambitious set of Global Goals for
Sustainable Development, the International Trade
Centre is bringing together leaders from business,
standards organizations, governments, and civil
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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society to look at how supply chains, particularly
for food, can be made more sustainable.
ITC’s second annual Trade for Sustainable
Development Forum, from 1-2 October in Geneva,
will look at innovative solutions to make food and
agricultural supply chains more sustainable. It will
explore challenges that different supply chain
players still need to overcome, and consider how
governments can build a more supportive policy
environment. These issues are at the heart of Goal
2 of the United Nations system’s new post-2015
development agenda, which calls for ending
hunger, achieving food security, and promoting
sustainable agriculture.
The event, which is held under the umbrella
of the World Trade Organization’s annual Public
Forum, will highlight how technology can be
leveraged to connect small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) to sustainable supply chains, so
as to spur broad-based job growth while improving
environmental and social performance.
Supply chain traceability from farm to table will
figure prominently in the discussions. The new Blue
Number Initiative, recently launched by ITC in
partnership with the United Nations Global
Compact and GS1, the non-profit global
organization for supply chain standards, provides
farmers and agri-businesses anywhere in the world
with a unique identification number – a Blue
Number. The online network will enable farms to
enhance their visibility and connect to potential
customers and suppliers. Importantly, it will help
farmers better understand how to improve their
sustainability performance, and help governments
identify where best to target aid that will boost
developing country trade.
The Forum will also serve as an occasion to
take stock of the Trade for Sustainable Development Principles, which emphasize sustainability,
transparency, accessibility, and alignment with the
UN’s development agenda. Launched a year ago
by ITC, the initiative helps stakeholders from
across the supply chain to find common ground
on sustainability standards. Thus far, over 40
companies, NGOs, standards bodies and business
groups have signed on to the principles. Representatives from some of the signatories will share their
experiences in implementing the principles.
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The Forum will close with experts and senior
policymakers from Europe, North America and
China looking ahead at the fast-changing landscape
of sustainability initiatives, and sharing their views
on interventions would yield the maximum impact
over the next year.
(http://www.intracen.org/news 30 September 2015)

Going beyond Standards
Certification to Fuel Sustainable
Development
STANDARDS are one way to drive sustainability.

However, certification alone is not enough. To
ensure sustainable change, all players – businesses,
governments and civil society included – must find
innovative ways to implement standards and
communicate that information.
That was the message shared by experts at the
International Trade Centre’s (ITC) Trade for
Sustainable Development (T4SD) Forum 2015 on
1-2 October in Geneva, held concurrently with the
World Trade Organization’s Public Forum.
In other words, making standards more
visible and understandable to all involved in
supply chains – by engaging with smallholders,
working with government and using new
technology – will ensure that sustainability
standards remain relevant.
During sessions on emerging trends and
challenges in sustainable trade, new initiatives
involving small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs), solutions for sustainable supply chains and
key policy aspirations, participants analyzed the
current sustainability landscape and looked at
ways to make supply chains more sustainable going
forward.
Supporting Sustainability Through SMEs
Promoting sustainable development requires
SMEs to meet international sustainability
standards.
"Life is not always fair," said Mika Vepsäläinen,
Chief, Market Access Section (Economic
Cooperation and Trade Division), United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE).
"Producers must meet global – not national –
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standards to reach global markets. The cost of
compliance must be bearable."
Compliance isn’t easy for smallholders and SMEs.
They need financial help and technical assistance
to achieve certification, since most of them are not
able to reach economies of scale on their own, said
Charles Arden-Clarke, Head, 10YFP Secretariat,
Sustainable Lifestyles, Cities and Industry, United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).
To achieve this goal of enabling SMEs to
comply with standards, it is not enough to equip
national or international organizations with
information and skills. There must be partnerships
and strong communication with local services
providers, association networks and technical
resources, according to Morag Webb, Policy
Advisor, COLEACP. These bodies can then transfer
the information to SMEs.
"Innovation, therefore, lies in the way that we
implement sustainability standards, not in the
standards themselves", said Mathieu Lamolle,
Standards Database Coordinator, ITC Standards
Map.
Backing Producers with Policies
Governments have a major role to play in
shaping the public debate to make sustainable
production the norm rather than the exception, said
the speakers. Policy frameworks can help bring
farmers and exporters to higher capacity levels and
trading performance.
Voluntary sustainability standards have to be
tackled in a holistic manner, including in the
context of trade policy, according to Silvia
Formentini, Team Coordinator for Trade and
Sustainable Development, Directorate-General for
Trade, European Commission. "Foreign trade
agreements can be a powerful tool to promote
corporate social responsibility and voluntary
sustainability standards."
The German government is making moves to
ensure that consumers have information on social
and environmental standards, said Hendrik
Schmitz Guinote, Counsellor, Development Policy,
Permanent Mission of the Federal Republic of
Germany to the Office of the United Nations in
Geneva.
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Governments should collaborate more fully
with the private sector to support the development,
application and promotion of sustainability
standards. The speakers stressed that the
participation of all actors – from producers to
consumers and policymakers to certification bodies
– is necessary to build more sustainable supply
chains. To make this easier to do, there should be
a "common language" for standards, said Kristian
Moeller, Secretary and Chief Executive Officer,
GLOBALG.A.P.
The Trade for Sustainable Development Principles are designed to facilitate the conversation.
The principles set the foundation for collaboration
among organizations committed to enacting values
that support sustainable trade: sustainability,
transparency, harmonization and the alignment
with the United Nations’ development agenda.
Using Innovative Ideas
A new solution designed to promote
transparency in supply chains is the Blue Number
Initiative, launched by ITC, the United Nations
Global Compact and GS1, the non-profit global
organization for supply chain standards. It
provides farmers and agri-businesses anywhere in
the world with a unique identification number – a
Blue Number – which makes their products more
easily traceable. The online network will enable
farmers to enhance their visibility and connect to
potential customers and suppliers.
"We must match what farmers are already
doing in terms of complying with sustainability
standards with what people expect," said Puvan J.
Selvanathan, Head, ITC Office to the United
Nations in New York. "The Blue Number Initiative
is about ensuring that there is empowerment within
countries as much as in global supply chains."
(http://www.intracen.org/news/ 13 October 2015)

Fairtrade Speaks at UN Meeting
on Sustainable Development
Goals
F AIRTRADE took part in the United Nations

meeting on the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) last week, calling on decision-makers to
make sure that Fair Trade principles, and the voices
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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of smallholder farmers and workers are reflected
in the SDG framework.
Fairtrade America’s executive director Hans
Theyer delivered the remarks on behalf of the
international Fairtrade system at the UN Economic
and Social Council (ECOSOC) meeting on the SDGs
on Thursday 9 July.
Fairtrade’s statement (in full, below) concludes:
“We must listen to smallholder farmers and
workers. Delivering the sustainable development
goals requires the voices of smallholder farmers
and workers to be heard at the highest levels of
government and commerce.”
As Harriet Lamb, CEO of Fairtrade
International, stated in her recent Huffington Post
opinion piece, “We all know that there are no quick
fix solutions. For sure, inclusive growth relies on
involving farmers and workers, consumers and
companies in finding solutions - and it needs
Governments to step up their responsibilities too.
The problems faced by farmers and workers in
developing countries result from centuries of
marginalization and exploitation.”
Here is the statement in full:
Statement submitted by Fairtrade Labelling
Organizations International, a non-governmental
organization in consultative status with the Economic
and Social Council
Fairtrade is a global movement for change
working directly with businesses, producers,
consumers and campaigners to make trade fair for
farmers and workers. Fairtrade changes the way
trade works through better prices, decent working
conditions and a fairer deal for farmers and
workers in developing countries. We represent 1.5
million Fairtrade farmers and workers. Over
euro 5.5 billion per year is spent through Fairtrade,
supporting sustainable livelihoods, human rights
and environmental stewardship.
The draft sustainable development goals
address vital areas where farmers and workers in
international supply chains need action. But to
deliver for the poorest, the framework must
address these issues:
1. Inclusive trade which benefits the poor, not
trade for its own sake (Goal 17.14). Trade
liberalization does not guarantee poverty
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

reduction — and can undermine it. This is
especially so when rich countries demand access
to least developed countries’ markets while
restricting access to their own. Indeed, some
Fairtrade farmers have seen liberalization in
the banana and sugar industries lead to
widespread loss of jobs, with poor adjustment
support for those least able to cope. The
sustainable development goals indicators must
assess trade deals not by the gross domestic
product forecasts alone, but by the medium to
long-term impact on livelihoods for the
poorest. Delivering the sustainable development goal commitment to trade policy
coherence demands widespread institutional
reform and accountability to ensure that trade
agreements — bilateral, regional and
multilateral — are fully aligned with poverty
and sustainability goals.
2. Sustainability in supply chains must be paid for
(Goal 8). If we are to achieve poverty reduction
and environmental sustainability through trade,
then fair prices must be paid. Governments are
willing to regulate markets in the short-term
interests of the consumer, but they fail to address
global market dominance, despite the impact on
sustainability and poverty reduction. We need a
global commitment from traders and retailers to
pay living wages and meet the cost of sustainable
production.
3. Market share of certified socially, economically
and environmentally sustainable goods as an
indicator (Goal 12.6). Under Goal 12.6, the
United Nations Environment Programme has
recommended the percentage market share of
certified sustainable goods as an indicator.
While supporting this, “certified sustainable”
must mean more than environmentally
sustainable. Certification in sustainability must
consider poverty, environment and economic
benchmarks and it must be independent and
transparent.
Finally, we must listen to smallholder farmers
and workers. Delivering the sustainable
development goals requires the voices of
smallholder farmers and workers to be heard at
the highest levels of government and commerce.
(http://www.fairtrade.net/new/13 July 2015)
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WTO and UNEP Enhance Dialogue
on Trade and Environmental
Issues
A flagship event on trade and environment

Today we have taken an important step forward
to improve multilateral cooperation and dialogue
on these issues.”

The event provided an opportunity to take
stock of the increasing interconnections between
trade and environment since the establishment of
the WTO and to look ahead to what needs to be
done to ensure these two areas continue to be
mutually supportive in the years to come.

“International trade governance is evolving
quickly. We need to assure that new structures do
not come at the cost of the environment, but are
drivers of an inclusive Green Economy. UNEP looks
forward to continuing collaboration with the WTO
as it prepares for its Ministerial Conference in
Nairobi and for the decades to come.”

marking the 20th anniversary of the WTO was held
at WTO headquarters on 28 April 2015 with the
participation of Director-General Roberto Azevêdo
and the Executive Director of the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), Mr. Achim
Steiner.

The event brought together leaders and
renowned experts in the field of trade and
environment, including the Executive Secretary of
the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions
and the Secretary-General of the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES).
DG Azevêdo highlighted the increasing
importance of trade-related measures aimed at
environmental goals and the role of WTO
institutions and activities in ensuring such
measures contribute efficiently to sustainable
development.
Mr. Steiner and Mr. Azevêdo emphasized the
need to redouble efforts at all levels to ensure
that trade and environmental policies go hand in
hand.
Director-General Azevêdo said: “20 years ago
the founders of the WTO saw clearly that the wellbeing of habitats, societies, and economies are not
separate. Rather, they are inextricably linked. Their
vision was of global cooperation in trade as a means
to unleash growth, alleviate poverty, raise living
standards and ensure full employment, while also
protecting the environment.
“In the 20 years since then, the connections
between trade and the environment have grown
significantly. We must therefore do more to ensure
that trade and environmental policies work better
together, both at national and international levels.
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Executive Director Steiner said: “Trade brings
the world closer together—bringing with it many
opportunities but also challenges. It will not drive
sustainable development by itself, but only if the
international community clearly commits itself to
trade-related policies and other support measures
that are conducive to environmental, social and
economic sustainability.

(www.wto.org 28 April 2015)

WTO Environmental Goods
Agreement (EGA)
CANADA announced that it would join a number
of other World Trade Organization (WTO)
members, including China, the European Union,
Japan and the United States, in negotiations
towards a new WTO Environmental Goods
Agreement (EGA). These negotiations were
officially launched on 8 July 2014 in Geneva,
Switzerland. This initiative is open to all WTO
Members to join.

Since the agreement by Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) Leaders in September 2012
to reduce applied tariffs on a list of 54
environmental goods by the end of 2015, interest
has been building among APEC and non-APEC
economies in Geneva to find a way to re-engage
in environmental goods tariff negotiations at the
WTO.
Canada is a leader in the global sustainable
technologies market, a burgeoning market that is
expected to more than double its 2012 estimated
value by 2022, growing from $1.1 trillion to some
$2.5 trillion. The conclusion of an ambitious
agreement could enhance access to a broad range
of environmental goods, such as products related
to the production of renewable energy, airFOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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handling equipment, water treatment technologies,
waste management or recycling equipment, and
environmental and atmospheric monitoring
instruments.
More open trade will create new markets for
Canadian manufacturers, provide incentives for
Canadian businesses to develop new products to
protect the environment, and increase the
availability and lower the cost of environmental
goods for Canadians. As a result, an ambitious
agreement will significantly facilitate the
achievement of the green growth and sustainable
development objectives of WTO Members by
creating a win-win situation for trade and the
environment.
(http://www.international.gc.ca 24 January 2014)

WTO Members Ready to Discuss
How to Advance Talks in
Environment Negotiations
WTO members expressed their commitment to

meet the July 2015 deadline for outlining a work
programme on completing the Doha Round, in an
informal meeting on trade and environment on 17
December 2014. However, they indicated that
progress in this area will depend on the
level of progress in some other areas of negotiation.
WTO trade and environment negotiators
resumed their discussions on 17 December
following the breakthrough achieved at the General
Council meeting on 27 November 2014. At this
meeting, WTO members agreed to set July 2015 as
the new deadline for agreeing a work programme
for completing the Doha Round of negotiations as
a whole.
“This leaves us with only limited time to define
our contribution to the work programme,” warned
Ambassador Ruamraksa of Thailand, who chairs
the environment negotiations taking place in
“special sessions” of the Trade and Environment
Committee.
The purpose of this informal meeting was to
hear WTO members’ initial views on ways to move
the negotiations forward, keeping in mind that 2015
will be a significant year for the environment. The
next United Nations Climate Change Conference
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

will be held in Paris in November. Also, work will
continue on integrating the proposed Sustainable
Development Goals into the post-2015
development agenda. “It would be important for
the WTO to send an appropriate signal on this
matter,” said Ambassador Ruamraksa.
The chairperson proposed to hold an informal
information session in February 2015 with a
presentation of the state-of-play in the negotiations
on the relationship between the WTO and
multilateral
environmental
agreements
(paragraphs 31(i) and 31(ii) of the 2001 Doha
Declaration). In response to comments from several
developing countries, the Chairperson decided to
expand the scope of the information session to also
cover trade liberalization in environmental goods
and services (paragraph 31(iii) of the 2001 Doha
Declaration).
In response to Director-General Roberto
Azevêdo’s speech to the General Council on 27
November, several members called for a
“reasonable, pragmatic approach” and for
negotiations to focus on “what is doable”.
Although recognizing the importance of the
environment negotiating mandate in the post-Bali
work programme, some members, particularly
developing countries, emphasized the need to
tackle first other key issues of the Doha Round:
agriculture, non-agricultural market access and
services. These issues, they argued, can contribute
to development objectives, including poverty
alleviation.
(www.wto.org 17 December 2014)

ARTICLES
Action to Prevent Climate Change Helps
Investors, Businesses by Jonas D. Kron,
The Sacramento Bee, 2 August 2016.

CLIMATE change is the defining investment issue

of our generation. As a firm that manages more
than $2 billion in assets, we understand the financial
risks of a warming planet – and the opportunities
in driving clean-energy investments and reducing
greenhouse-gas emissions. Which is why we
support Senate Bill 32, which will continue
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California’s progress on mitigating climate change,
and why we are meeting with legislators to discuss
its merits.
The future is clean energy, and California is
setting the pace. Here, better than anyplace in the
world, people understand the importance of
leading innovation and gaining a competitive
advantage.
Preventing global temperatures from rising
another 2 degrees is good for economic growth
and financial prosperity. Corporate reports, Wall
Street research and academic papers from Deutsche
Bank, Harvard Business School and the University
of Oxford all underscore how companies that focus
on sustainability perform better financially over
time and are more resilient. Smart clean-energy
initiatives help investors and businesses be more
profitable, cut costs and manage risks caused by
climate change.
If the financial opportunities are real, the
consequences of inaction are even bigger – $44
trillion in cumulative lost Gross Domestic Product
by 2060, according to Citigroup. And because most
investors are widely diversified – exposed to most
industries and markets – there is no way to hide
completely from this financial risk. As University
of Cambridge researchers have described it: No
single investment strategy is able to offer more
than 50 per cent hedging for these climate-change
risks. Which means that it is in investors’ interests
for policymakers to take the necessary steps to stay
within 2 degrees of current temperatures.
What we need to do is bolster California’s
landmark climate programmes by passing SB 32,
safeguarding the state’s cap-and-trade programme,
protecting the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and
extending the state’s greenhouse-gas reduction
goals beyond 2020. We support these steps because
they strengthen California’s leadership in
addressing climate change and because many of
the companies we hold investments in, including
Nike, Autodesk, General Mills and Starbucks, say
these efforts help their bottom line. Companies that
are catalyzing California’s low-carbon economy,
such as Hannon Armstrong and Tesla, are also
growing and generating returns for our portfolios.
California is seeing wide-ranging benefits from
its climate leadership. The state’s economy is
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growing while per capita energy use and carbon
intensity have fallen. As a Bloomberg column
recently noted, California’s healthy economy is in
no small part due to its commitment to addressing
climate change and encouraging clean-energy
innovation. Last year the state posted a 3.29 per
cent growth rate and created 483,000 jobs, the most
of any state by far. This remarkable success and
the lack of national climate policy make the state’s
leadership all the more critical. If California
weakens its efforts, it could have ripple effects on
other states, US policy-makers and international
efforts.
Just as crucial is the signal that these policy
changes will send to business. Companies thrive
and innovate in times of policy continuity. For
instance, California’s clean-energy companies
outperform similar companies in other states on a
number of metrics, including revenue growth,
percentage of revenue invested in research and
development, and gross margin, according to
Bloomberg.
As institutional investors, our mandate is to
deliver appropriate long-term, risk-adjusted
returns to our clients. To do so we must address
the challenge and opportunities of climate change.
As California debates extending its leadership in
combating climate change, we ask that legislators
and the governor consider the perspectives of
investors and businesses. We believe that
continuing to promote clean energy and driving
innovative climate solutions is good for California’s
economy, its businesses and its residents.
(http://www.sacbee.com)

Market Mechanisms in the Paris Climate
Agreement: International Linkage under
Article 6.2 by Robert Stavins, the
energycollective, 2 August 2016.

T HE

Harvard
Project
on
Climate
Agreements hosted a research workshop in
Cambridge, Massachusetts, on 14-15 July 2016, the
purpose of which was to identify options for
elaborating and implementing the Paris Climate
Agreement, and to identify policies and institutions
that might complement or supplement the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) process. We were motivated
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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by our recognition that while the Paris Agreement
sets forth an innovative and potentially effective
policy architecture for dealing with global climate
change, a great deal remains to be done to
elaborate the accord, formulate required rules and
guidelines, and specify means of implementation.
Participants in the workshop – International
Climate Change Policy after Paris – included twentyone of the world’s leading researchers focusing on
climate-change policy, representing the disciplines
of economics, political science, international
relations, and legal scholarship. They came from
Argentina, Belgium, China, Germany, India, Italy,
Norway, the United Kingdom, and the United
States.
The Harvard Project will next focus on
communicating the ideas, insights, and
recommendations of workshop participants to
climate negotiators and policy-makers, in the
expectation that they might prove useful in
elaborating and implementing the Paris
Agreement. Each participant is preparing a
brief—based largely on her or his presentation
during the workshop. These briefs, together with
a workshop summary, will be conveyed to
participants in the Twenty-Second Conference of
the Parties (COP-22) of the UNFCCC in
Marrakech, Morocco in November 2016. This will
be done in meetings with negotiators
representing UNFCCC member governments
and in a side-event panel at COP-22.
Today I wish to share with readers just one of
these draft briefs – namely, my own – on the topic
of “International Linkage under Article 6.2 of the
Paris Agreement.”
A Key Challenge for Sustained Success of the
Paris Agreement
For sustained success of the international
climate regime, a key question is whether the Paris
Agreement with its Intended Nationally
Determined Contributions (INDCs), anchored as
they are in domestic political realities, can
progressively lead to submissions with sufficient
ambition? Are there ways to enable and facilitate
increased ambition over time?
Linkage of regional, national, and sub-national
policies can be part of the answer. By “linkage,” I
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

mean connections among policy systems that allow
for emission reduction efforts to be redistributed
across systems. Such linkage is typically framed as
being between two (or more) cap-and-trade
systems, but national policies will surely be highly
heterogeneous under the Paris climate regime.
Fortunately, research – by Gilbert Metcalf of Tufts
University and David Weisbach of the University
of Chicago – indicates that linkage between
pairings of various types of domestic policy
instruments may be feasible.
Linkage and the Paris Agreement
Experience indicates that linkage will bring
both merits and concerns in most applications.
To begin with the good news, linkage offers a
number of important advantages. First, it offers
the possibility of achieving cost savings if
marginal abatement costs are heterogeneous
across jurisdictions, which they surely are. In
addition, linkage can improve the functioning of
individual markets by reducing market power,
and by reducing price volatility, although we
should recognize that price volatility will also
be transmitted from one jurisdiction to another
by linkage. Finally, linkage can allow for the
UNFCCC’s important principle of Common but
Differentiated Responsibilities (CBDR), but do
so without sacrificing cost-effectiveness.
The possibility of linkage also raises concerns,
including that there will be distributional impacts
within jurisdictions, that is, the creation of both
winners and losers. Also, linkage can bring about
the automatic propagation from one jurisdiction
to another of some design elements, in particular,
cost-containment mechanisms, such as banking,
borrowing, and price collars. In this and other
ways, linkage raises concerns about decreased
autonomy.
Linkage under Article 6.2 of the Paris
Agreement
It was by no means preordained that the Paris
Agreement would allow, let alone encourage,
international linkage. Fortunately, the negotiations
which took place in Paris in December 2015,
produced an Agreement that includes in its Article
6.2 the necessary building blocks for linkages to
occur.
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Under Article 6.2, emissions reductions
occurring outside of the geographic jurisdiction of
a Party to the Agreement can be counted towards
achieving that Party’s Nationally Determined
Contribution
(NDC)
via Internationally
Transferred Mitigation Outcomes (ITMOs). This
enables both the formation of “clubs” or other
types of coalitions, as well as bottom-up
heterogeneous linkage. Such linkage among Parties
to the Agreement would provide for exchanges
between compliance entities within the jurisdictions
of two different Parties, not simply the
government-to-government trading (of Assigned
Amounts or AAUs), as was the case with the Kyoto
Protocol’s Article 17.
Linkage among Heterogeneous Nationally
Determined Contributions
There are three types of heterogeneity which
are important in regard to linkage under Article
6.2 of the Paris Agreement. First is heterogeneity
among policy instruments. As demonstrated by
Metcalf and Weisbach, not only can one cap-andtrade system be linked with another cap-and-trade
system, but it is also possible to link a cap-andtrade system with a carbon tax system. In addition,
either a cap-and-trade system or a tax system can
be linked (via appropriate offsets) with a
performance standard in another jurisdiction.
(Linkage with systems employing technology
standards are not feasible, however, because such
systems are not output-based.)
A second form of heterogeneity that affects
linkage and is potentially very important under
the Paris Agreement is heterogeneity regarding the
level of government action of the relevant
jurisdictions. Although the Paris Agreement has
as Parties both regional jurisdictions (in the case
of the European Union) and national jurisdictions,
sub-national jurisdictions are also taking action in
some parts of the world. In fact, linkage has
already been established between the state of
California in the United States and the provinces
of Québec and Ontario in Canada.
A third form of relevant heterogeneity is
with regards to the NDC targets themselves.
Some are in the form of hard (mass-based)
emissions caps, while others are in the form of
rate-based emissions caps, either emissions per
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unit of economic activity, or emissions per unit
of output (such as per unit of electricity
production). There are also relative mass-based
emissions caps in the set of existing NDCs, such
as those that are relative to business-as-usual
emissions in a specific future year. Beyond these,
there are other parties that have put forward
NDCs that do not involve emission caps at all,
but rather targets in terms of some other metric,
such as the degree of penetration of renewable
energy sources.
Combinations of various options under these
three forms of heterogeneity yield a considerable
variety of types of potential linkages, which may
be thought of as the cells of a three-dimensional
matrix. Not all of these cells, however, represent
linkages which are feasible, let alone desirable.
The Path Ahead – Key Issues and Questions
There are a substantial number of issues that
negotiators will eventually need to address, and
likewise, there are a set of questions that
researchers (including within the Harvard Project
on Climate Agreements) can begin to address now.
Among the key issues for negotiators will be the
necessity to develop accounting procedures and
mechanisms. Also, it will be important to identify
means for the ITMOs to be tracked in order to
avoid double-counting of emissions reductions.
And a broader question is whether and how the
UNFCCC Secretariat or some other designated
institution will provide any oversight that may be
required.
For research, three questions stand out. First,
among pairings from the (3-D matrix) set of
instrument – jurisdiction – target combinations that
emerge from the three types of heterogeneity
identified above, which linkages will actually be
feasible? Second, within this feasible set, are some
types of linkages feasible, but not desirable? And
third, what accounting treatments and tracking
mechanisms will be necessary for these various
types of linkages? Future research will need to focus
on these and related questions in order to achieve
the potential benefits of Article 6.2 of the Paris
Agreement. Please stay tuned as this work
develops.
(http://www.theenergycollective.com)
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Investing in Clean Tech Not Enough,
Governments Need Optimal Policy
by David Popp, The Globe and Mail,
2 August 2016.

G OVERNMENTS

across Canada are making
support for green energy technology a top priority.
But they should remember that simply providing
subsidies to increase the supply of such tech is not
enough. The optimal policy mix includes carbon
pricing, to create demand for new tech, combined
with government funding focused on developing
distant techs not economical for private companies.
Subsidizing consumers who adopt new tech is not
the solution.
Ontario’s Climate Change Action Plan includes
up to $375-million of research and development
support for low-carbon tech, and billions more for
subsidies to encourage use of low-emission tech.
Alberta’s government is proposing a carbon tax,
with some revenue devoted to supporting lowemission technology. Federal policies include the
$2-billion Low Carbon Economy Trust to support
projects that reduce emissions.
How should governments design such policies
to get the most bang for the public buck? There
are three principles they should have in mind.
First and most important, Incentives matter.
Supporting tech development requires more than
just investing in new clean tech. Policy must also
create demand for them throughout the economy,
either through carbon taxes or cap-and-trade
markets.
Ontario will begin a cap-and-trade market to
reduce carbon emissions in 2017. British Columbia
has a carbon tax in place and Alberta is committed
to a similar price on emissions by 2018.
Both cap-and-trade and carbon taxes create
demand for clean tech through price signals. The
Ontario government predicts that gasoline prices
will rise by 4.3 cents a litre because of its cap-andtrade system. Monthly housing heating costs will
increase by $5. Higher prices encourage consumers
to conserve energy and switch to cleaner
alternatives. So far, so good, for most provincial
plans.
Second, Flexibility matters. Both cap-and-trade
and carbon taxes offer flexibility. Cap-and-trade
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rewards innovative firms that discover better ways
to reduce pollution. A carbon tax is flexible in a
simpler way: Emissions fall as firms with better
tech choose to reduce pollution rather than pay.
Well-placed investments in green tech should
enhance the flexibility offered by cap-and-trade.
Limiting choices reduces the benefits of both capand-trade and a carbon tax.
Forcing specific solutions or technologies on
consumers puts the government in the business of
picking winners. It may also be wasted money.
Subsidies to buyers of energy-efficient housing and
electric vehicles go to those who can already afford
these things. Some of these families would buy
energy-efficient housing even without a subsidy.
The third principle is Efficiency. A combination
of policies – including both cap-and-trade and
technology support – reduces emissions at
significantly lower cost than any single policy.
But technology support should focus on what
businesses and residents are unlikely to do on their
own. Governments should focus targeted support,
especially in research and development, on
emerging tech not yet cost-competitive.
The optimal policy mix can also help families
cope with higher energy prices from cap-and-trade
or carbon taxes. At least some of the revenue
should be returned to taxpayers. Policy-makers
should follow the lead of B.C., which used revenue
from the province’s carbon tax to reduce lowincome tax brackets and offer tax credits to lowincome households.
Cap-and-trade or carbon tax policies offer
flexibility that lowers the cost of reducing
pollution. Provinces are starting strong with carbon
pricing, but must do more to ensure that their
technology support is well designed.
(http://www.theglobeandmail.com)

Canada’s International Trade Strategy
Needs Mending: Analyst by Chuck Chiang,
Vancouver Sun, 20 July 2016.

CANADA is falling behind on international exports

in key markets because of a lack of coordination
between the federal government, the provinces
and the private sector, a foreign trade analyst and
former diplomat said this week.
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Omar Allam added that a cohesive Canadian
game plan on how to approach the global market
is crucial, given Canada’s need to quickly adjust to
major changes in the global trade scene, such as
the Brexit, the Trans-Pacific Partnership and the
potential Donald Trump administration in the
United States.

He added that provinces such as B.C., Ontario
and Quebec have not been shy in making their own
forays into foreign markets. One of the more recent
examples is Quebec premier Philippe Couillard’s
visit last week to Europe in the wake of Brexit.
But Allam also noted the by-province approach isn’t
the most efficient way to promote trade.

Allam, chief executive and founder of global
consultancy Allam Advisory Group, had served as
a senior Canadian diplomat in India and Africa
before entering the private sector. He said his
experience in markets like India reflects a Canadian
foreign trade effort that lacks alignment, often
resulting in wasted efforts as some initiatives are
duplicated by different groups.

“If we are doing this in piecemeal, where
another province may decide to do that, then the
question is: Are we coordinated as Canada? Or, are
premiers just going to do their own thing because
that’s what they are elected to do?” he said, adding
that the next step for Ottawa should be to create a
new bipartisan international trade and investment
advisory council, as well as to complete an
inventory of Canada’s resources, capabilities, the
markets where efforts should be focused and the
Canadian enterprises ready to participate.

“In India, you’ve got a lot of active interest
from the federal and provincial sides, you have
the Canada-India Business Council, you have other
Canada-India chambers of commerce,” Allam said.
“There are a lot of people playing in the same pot
in terms of offering similar services … We have
technology policies in place and are working on a
free-trade deal. We have a nuclear agreement. But
why isn’t trade increasing?”
Statistics show Canada’s trade deficit reaching
$3.28 billion in May, essentially unchanged from
the $3.32 billion — a record high — in April. More
alarming, Allam said, was the fact that trade in
non-American markets — where most economists
project Canada would be making the biggest trade
gains — the Canadian trade deficit has widened
to a record $6 billion.
“The reality is, when you look at the statistics,
you are seeing a drop in exports, imports are even
falling faster, and what should be even more of a
cause for concern is that our trade with countries
other than the US has widened,” he said. “… What’s
happening is, you are getting people tripping over
each other, exhausting the same networks in the
Indian marketplace, and we are not capturing quality
opportunities quick enough to pass them on to
Canadian companies ready to bid on projects.”
It is not all problematic, Allam noted. He said
items such as Global Affairs Canada’s upcoming
international assistance review results, Ottawa’s
refresh of defence and innovation strategies, and
cross-country climate-change consultations as signs
of things moving in the right direction.
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“When it comes to priority, we should be
looking at everything we’ve done in the past: What
are we doing right, what are we doing wrong, and
asking ourselves the question of how do we
strengthen Canada’s competitive advantage in the
international market?” he said. “What is the
fundamental competitive position of Canada?… If
we don’t have a strategy and keep contributing to
this problem, we will become a has-been.”
(http://vancouversun.com)

Why Climate Change Could be Brexit’s
Biggest Loser by J.J. Mitchell, The
Huffington Post, 19 July 2016.

SINCE the Brexit vote, the UK has focused on the
immediate political, constitutional and economic
implications. With the pound sterling down by
roughly 10 per cent, UK business confidence at its
lowest in 4½ years and consumer sentiment
dropping to a two-decade low, Brexit’s aftershocks
have been quick to appear. But the longer-term
effects—what Brexit means for climate change, for
example—won’t be fully understood for months
or even years as the UK struggles to work out a
trade negotiation strategy.
Nonetheless, we’re already seeing indications
of the second-order effects to come. One kneejerk
reaction has been a selloff in the price of carbon,
which has been down 15 per cent since the vote
and more than 40 per cent since January.
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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In an article written before the Brexit vote, I
suggested that the EU faces the difficult choice
between an EU-imposed, top-down climate
policy agenda or a bottom-up, state-driven
policy. The UK referendum represents just one
of several potential domestic flare-ups that could
complicate the EU’s path towards ratifying the
Paris Agreement. Four national elections and at
least two referendums from Italy and Hungary
are to come over the next 18 months, each capable
of depriving the EU of critical resources and
energy going into the COP22 climate
proceedings this November.
For the UK, Brexit’s implications for climate
change have been less understood in the transition
between governments. While Boris Johnson’s
miraculous resurrection as Foreign Secretary
captured the media’s attention, we mustn’t
overlook the conspicuous holes in Theresa May’s
reorganization. To make room for the new Brexit
and International Trade departments, May has now
integrated the Department of Energy and Climate
Change (DECC) into a Department of Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy headed by Greg
Clark.
The integration may make business sense, but
the department’s new title suggests climate
change has now been positioned primarily as a
strategic industry to drive economic growth. But
the great risk here is that the business of
monetizing climate change gets in the way of
climate policy-setting. Indeed, the risk of
regulatory capture should itself be a strong
enough argument for dedicated oversight on
energy and climate change policy.
At best, the reorganization suggests May’s
government is deprioritizing climate change. At
worst, the move speaks to fears of a dismantling
by Tory climate sceptics. The words of Mary
Creagh, Labour MP and Chair of the Parliament
Environmental Audit Committee, seem prescient:
“Euroscepticism and climate scepticism are often
two horns of the same goat.”
Brexit also presents a bigger climate change
challenge for the rest of the EU. At 13 per cent of
total EU greenhouse gas emissions, the UK is the
second largest greenhouse producer, but it has also
been one of the most aggressive in terms of
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commitment to greenhouse reductions. In its 5th
Carbon Budget announced at the end of June, the
UK not only renewed its commitment to climate
legislation but increased its 2032 reduction target
to 57 per cent compared to its previous target of
50 per cent. The EU, by contrast, only seeks a 40
per cent reduction by 2030.
The EU’s smaller emissions reduction target,
however, still depends on the UK, Germany,
France and Italy whose aggressive emissions cuts
compensate for the contribution shortfall from
other countries. Without the UK, the 27-member
EU will have to find a way to cut greenhouse gas
emissions by an additional 7 per cent in order to
hit its original 40 per cent target by 2030.
Germany is already gearing up towards more
ambitious cuts and signalling their intent to ratify
the Paris Agreement by COP22 as France did last
month. But with the UK out, climate laggards like
Poland and the Czech Republic would need to carry
more of their own weight. Few other EU countries
have the resources to make up for the UK’s
departure in short-order.
The EU may disclose next week how its
burden-sharing expectations — signed at COP21
and originally including the UK — will change
under its 2030 emissions reduction plan. The
growing risk now is that the EU’s collective
effort towards ratification devolves into
fragmented, single-state commitments that
undermine the EU’s international climate
leadership role.
Other matters like the UK’s participation in the
EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) pose further
complication. There’s strong rationale for why the
UK should remain in the EU ETS, the least of which
are driving ETS market reforms and supporting a
strong global carbon price. But by the UK’s own
admission, there isn’t a Brexit contingency plan —
and unfortunately, the damage to ETS relations
has already begun. Ian Duncan, Conservative MEP
from Scotland who led ETS reforms at the
European Parliament, formally offered his
resignation letter following the Brexit vote.
Participation in the ETS as part of the single market
will almost certainly conflict with the UK’s refusal
to accept the EU’s freedom of movement
stipulation.
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Over the last decade, climate policy in Britain
evolved by continuity and strong leadership
through both Labour and Conservative
governments. Brexit has potentially put at risk
some of the progress made following last year’s
momentous Paris Agreement—the question is how
much. According to Rahul Bansal, Deputy Director
of Climate-KIC, a European Commission-funded
public-partnership focused on climate change
innovation, “In the short term, climate policy may
take a back seat to the economic side effect of
Brexit, but the issue is too large and important to
remain contained in the long term. The UK will
always play a leadership role in this area.” For the
EU, though, Brexit is unfortunately only one of
several electoral speed bumps ahead down a much
longer, unknown road.

energy use in manufactured goods and services,
tax incentives, and the removal of restrictions that
hinder a growing trade in renewable energy and
low-emission technologies.

In a post-Brexit speech at the Business &
Climate Summit two weeks ago, Amber Rudd—
formerly head of DECC and now May’s new Home
Secretary—subtly hinted at a new pragmatism
without demoting climate change and pledged that
the UK’s international leadership role would not
be diminished. While that offers some hope, the
disappearance of DECC and the elevation of
climate sceptics in cabinet positions suggests
otherwise. Let’s hope for the UK’s sake—and the
planet’s—that Rudd’s words ring true and Britain’s
climate change leadership and continuity is
maintained.

Professor Haigh stated her concern for the
continuing rise in the concentration of greenhouse
gases like carbon dioxide in the atmosphere,
despite international agreement to limit their
emission.

(http://www.huffingtonpost.in)

New International Trade Agreements
Could Benefit Green Industries, Say
Experts by Simon Levey, Imperial College
London, 6 July 2016.

T RADE

can help tackle climate change, by
increasing demand for green products and giving
more people access to clean energy technologies.
This is according to a panel of experts, who
spoke to policymakers at the World Trade
Organization (WTO) last week about how
favourable international agreements could benefit
the environment and help industries with green
credentials to prosper.
They highlighted a key role for predictable,
long-term policies, international standards for
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On 29 June in Geneva, Switzerland, an audience
of around 100 people, including participants on the
WTO’s annual advanced course on trade and
environment, listened to speakers convened by the
WTO and the Grantham Institute – Climate Change
and the Environment, a global challenge institute
of Imperial College London.
“It is hugely important that the trade
community engages with climate scientists and
policy-makers on what needs to be done,”
Professor Joanna Haigh, Grantham Institute codirector, said in her keynote address.

“Actions meant to help populations merely
adapt to climate change are not enough, nor are
commitments countries have made in the form of
nationally determined contributions in the Paris
Agreement for climate action,” she said.
“Instead, more steps need to be taken to cut
carbon emissions.”
Opening the panel discussion, WTO Trade and
Environment Division Director Aik Hoe Lim noted
how the removal of tariffs and other trade
restrictions affecting imports of goods and services
could encourage the uptake of effective green
technologies.
He also highlighted that small- and mediumsized businesses could particularly benefit from the
increase in trade, but warned that their
participation could be hampered by the wide range
of standards and technical regulations that
currently exist between different countries and
regions.
Stefaan Simons, the Dean of the College of
Engineering, Design & Physical Sciences at Brunel
University, called on participants to consider
removing restrictions that hinder use of resourceefficient, low carbon technologies, including those
that incorporate recycled materials and can be
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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either easily repaired or remanufactured. Tax
incentives, he added, could also help.
Grantham Institute project manager Dr Laila
Read talked about renewable energy technologies
like solar and wind power. In this area, she said,
international trade could open up new markets for
products and their components, and allow
manufacturers to share knowledge and create new
international standards.
She called for policy-makers to support plans
to connect renewable energy sources to existing
power grids. For example, new technologies that
are capable of storing large quantities of energy
produced at times when it is in surplus could then
be used when demand exceeds supply.
Assaad Razzouk, Group Chief Executive of
Sindicatum Sustainable Resources, injected a
private sector view to the discussion. Clean energy
solutions, he said, face difficulties in the form of
competition posed by subsidized fossil fuels, as well
as "bureaucratic tangles" that hamper investment.
Pakistan Ambassador to the WTO, Syed Tauqir
Shah, highlighted the situation of developing
countries, stating that clean energy approaches
must also take into consideration the energy
consumption needs of poorer countries and their
growth and development objectives.
“We have to align trade and climate agreements
so trade becomes a driver for low-carbon growth,”
he said.
WTO IP Counsellor Jayashree Watal told the
audience that several developing countries are
among the main owners and users of patented clean
energy technologies, such as China’s dominance
in solar thermal energy generation technology.
She also said that under the 2015 Paris
Agreement for climate change, developed and
developing nations are encouraged to work
together on technology that can curb the growth
in carbon dioxide emissions.
Mr Lim, closing the event, likewise said: “What
we heard today is that trade is already helping to
roll out clean energy technologies. However, in
many cases, trade policy can do more to move
things in the right direction.”
(http://www3.imperial.ac.uk)
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One Year on, the SDGs Provide Reason
for Hope by Paula Caballero, Voices, The
World Bank, 8 January 2016.

WITH

the adoption of a universal development
agenda and growing commitments to fight climate
change from all corners, 2015 will be remembered
as a high water mark for international cooperation.
Almost a year later, when the news is dominated
by violence and nationalism, it’s tempting to give
in to pessimism about global trends. But I find
reason to hope when I see the implementation of
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) gaining
traction.
The SDGs were the result of the most
collaborative and inclusive process in UN history
and signal a very real shift in the way people think
about tackling development challenges to deliver
a viable future for both the planet and its people.
There is growing understanding that the two are
indelibly linked.
We are much better equipped to deal with the
challenges of the new century – whether it be
migration, climate change, groundwater depletion,
violence or malnutrition – than if we had simply
rolled over the limited set of goals for developing
countries minted by the United Nations (UN) at
the turn of the millennium.
For starters, the SDGs are universal. The
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) which
preceded them were generous and well-intentioned
but focused solely on developing countries. Today
we know development is a spectrum, not a
condition. There are pockets of vast wealth in poor
countries and pockets of stubborn poverty in
wealthy ones. Income disparity has risen to the
top of political discussions and action across many
countries in recent years for good reason. At the
World Bank, ending poverty now includes a focus
on equity (or “shared prosperity”) – a welcome
recognition of the fact that GDP per capita does
not tell a country’s full story.
The SDGs consider the whole planet as a public
good which needs to be administered in a strategic
and concerted way, with long-term vision. From
oceans to forests, pandemics to pollution, what
happens locally in one country can have huge
repercussions on the wellbeing of its neighbours
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and on tomorrow’s poverty. It’s encouraging to
think we have collectively agreed to tackle these
challenges from Bangkok to Bamako, or London
to Lima.

in the hallways of the UN during the High Level
Political Forum on Sustainable Development held
recently in New York. A relentless transformation
is underway.

The second point worth noting is that the SDGs
embrace complexity. Today’s challenges can
seldom be tackled in isolation. There are tradeoffs and synergies between sectors, between urban
and rural spaces, and there are cross-cutting issues
such as gender, climate change, or job generation
that demand integrated approaches.

This leads to a final thought. I want to rebut
the notion that the SDGs are a UN construct,
divorced from the day to day reality of decisionmaking. The SDGs were drafted and adopted by
the totality of the world’s countries and we are
now seeing country after country gearing up to
align its policies, plans and budgets with these
goals. For the first time in history, both developed
and developing countries are tackling the
same development agenda. Ultimately we are one
species, on one planet.

Take for example the issue of hunger. While
the MDGs aimed to halve hunger, they were
silent about nutrition or food systems. It was an
example I often used in the early days when I
was trying to get buy-in for the SDG concept.
The SDGs offer many more entry points to tackle
malnutrition and understand linkages between
adequate food supply and health, early childhood
development, a country’s competiveness, and
long-term growth. At the World Bank too, there
is growing recognition that these issues are
connected and that solving them will require
multi-sectoral approaches.
The same goes for protecting forests. There is
growing awareness that if you want to slow
climate change (SDG #13), provide clean and
adequate water for multiple uses (SDG #6), and
maintain biodiversity (SDG #15), transport
infrastructure or agriculture expansion need to be
planned in a way that does not come at the expense
of forests. Trade-offs need to be managed so that
economies can grow more sustainably without
undermining future growth. This is an agenda that
the Bank has also taken up more explicitly this year
with the adoption of a Forest Action Plan which
supports country efforts to undertake “forestsmart” investments across sectors.
Thirdly, thanks to the SDGs, we now see
development through a much wider prism.
Regardless of one’s field of expertise or work, the
SDGs are a permanent, visible and tangible
mapping of the many fronts and layers required
for sustainable development. Those 17 iconic
images are already redrawing the contours of how
individuals around the globe understand and
approach development. The nature of the dialogue
around development is changing. It was palpable
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(https://blogs.worldbank.org)

Time to Think Differently About Trade
by Michael Brune, Sierra Club, 24 May 2016.

THE last time an international trade agreement
surfaced as a major issue in a presidential campaign
was in 1992, when Ross Perot predicted that the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)
would create a “giant sucking sound” as jobs
headed to Mexico. Bill Clinton won that election
and NAFTA went into effect the following year ultimately proving Perot right.
The outlook is still uncertain, however, for the
massive trade pact known as the Trans-Pacific
Partnership (TPP), which was signed this year but
still requires approval by Congress. The Obama
administration hasn’t sent the agreement to the Hill
because, at this point, it doesn’t have the votes.
Part of the reason is that all three of the remaining
Democratic and Republican presidential candidates
have said that they don’t support the TPP - at least
not in its current form.
On the one hand, that’s good news, because
the TPP is deeply flawed. It would be bad for the
environment, bad for workers, bad for human
rights, and bad for public health. For details on
just how devastating the TPP would be to the global
climate, see the Sierra Club report Climate
Roadblocks. It’s sobering reading.
But here’s the perverse thing about the TPP
(and similar agreements such as one currently
under negotiation with the European Union):
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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Increasing international trade doesn’t actually require
that we sacrifice our environment, health, jobs, or human
rights. To be clear, the reasons why these so-called
trade agreements are so dangerous has little to do
with trade. They’re terrible because the powerful
corporate insiders who do the negotiating (in
secret, of course) pack them with provisions that
protect and empower giant, multinational
corporations - including some of the biggest
polluters on the planet.
It doesn’t have to be this way. There’s no
reason we couldn’t have trade agreements that
prohibit corporations from suing governments over
public health or environmental protections (as
TransCanada is currently threatening to do over
the Keystone XL pipeline rejection). In fact, we
could negotiate agreements that would do the
opposite.
Why not adopt a model for international
trade that not only allows nations to tackle
climate disruption but actually requires stronger
action? This could include incentives and
protections for clean energy investments but not
for investments that harm our climate. We could
restrict and even ban fossil fuel exports, put limits
on shipping emissions, and offer powerful
incentives for trade in goods that dramatically
reduce climate pollution while penalizing
trade in goods that do the opposite. We
could accelerate progress rather than
undermine it. Strengthen rather than weaken our
movement.
At the same time, we could negotiate trade
deals that protect workers around the globe.
Rather than shipping jobs overseas and throwing
our wages overboard, we could have trade
pacts that, for example, encourage the local
production of goods, which would not only
generate new jobs but also create vibrant local
economies.
Trade agreements can be powerful agents of
change, which is why bad ones are so dangerous.
But the power of trade could and should be
harnessed to advance the public’s interest.
Although the presidential candidates have all
come out against the TPP, it would be even better
if they also proposed forward-thinking trade
policies that put even more wind in the sails of
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the global climate movement by keeping fossil
fuels in the ground, promoting clean energy, and
prioritizing human rights over corporate
protectionism.
For now, though, our first job is to stop
corporate lobbyists from convincing Congress to
pass the TPP. Let your representatives know that
trade agreements should be used to help us achieve
our climate goals - not take us in the opposite
direction.
(http://www.sierraclub.org)

The Peru Trade Deal Turns Ten: The
Consequences of Irresponsible Trade
Past, Present, and Future by Ilana
Solomon, Sierra Club, 12 April 2016.

TODAY, April 12th marks the 10-year anniversary
of the signing of a trade pact between the US and
Peru. This trade agreement was the first, and only,
US trade agreement that the Sierra Club did not
oppose. The Peru free trade deal was the first ever
trade agreement to have a legally binding
environment chapter, and it also included an
“Annex on Forest Sector Governance” that laid out
pages of detailed obligations that Peru must
undertake to stop illegal logging and the illegal
timber trade. While the Sierra Club strongly
opposed the polluter-friendly investment rules
included in the deal, we took a gamble that a strong,
binding environment chapter might counter the
weight of the flawed investment chapter. Ten years
after the signing of the pact, it is clear that bet
didn’t pay off.

Despite the detailed rules in the pact that
required Peru to reduce illegal logging, the illegal
logging crisis continues today unabated. Peru’s
own government found in 2014 that 78 per cent
of Peru’s wood slated for export was harvested
illegally. In October 2015, Peru’s forestry
oversight agency found that in 94 per cent of 144
surveyed logging operations, wood slated for
export had been logged illegally. In January 2016,
Peru’s government responded to the finding by
firing the person in charge of the forestry
oversight agency.
Despite such flagrant violations, the United States
Trade Representative (USTR) consistently refused
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requests to enforce the trade deal’s anti-illegal logging
provisions. In the first 2,581 days of the agreement,
Peruvian timber companies with a documented track
record of illegality sent well over 100 shipments of
wood to the US. Not once did the USTR use the tools
in the trade pact to demand that Peru verify the
legality of any of these shipments.
It wasn’t until February 2016, more than
seven years after the Peru trade deal took effect,
that the USTR made its first such request, for a
single shipment from a single exporter. This
almost complete lack of enforcement undercuts
US businesses and workers by allowing US
consumers to unwittingly support environmental
destruction.
This isn’t the only example of how the USPeru trade pact is failing workers, communities,
and our environment. The environment chapter
of the deal also included an obligation requiring
that neither country waive or weaken its
environmental laws in order to attract trade or
investment. And yet, in 2014, the government of
Peru explicitly rolled back an array of
environmental protections, including stripping
the environmental ministry of enforcement
powers, in order to attract foreign investment.
Though environmental groups once again called
on USTR to use the Peru trade deal to reverse
this weakening of environmental protections,
USTR has failed to take action.
While the environment chapter hasn’t proved
capable of protecting the environment, the
investment chapter of the pact has proven
dangerous for our environment. In 1997, Doe Run
Peru – a Peruvian subsidiary of the US-based
company Renco Group Inc. – took control of a
metallic smelter and refinery complex in La
Oroya, Peru—one of the ten most polluted sites
in the world. As part of its contractual
obligations, Doe Run was required to implement
a series of environ-mental cleanup projects in La
Oroya, including the installation of new sulphuric
acid plants to help combat the pollution produced
by its complex.
The company twice failed to meet its deadlines
for the environmental clean-up and was twice
granted extensions by Peruvian authorities to
complete its environmental remediation
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obligations. When the Peruvian government
decided to not give Doe Run a third extension,
Renco Group Inc. retaliated by using the
“investor-state dispute settlement” rules in the
Peru trade deal. These rules allowed Renco to
sue the government of Peru for $800 million in a
private trade tribunal. The corporation claimed,
among other issues, that Peru’s decision to not
grant Doe Run yet another time-consuming
extension violated its trade pact right to “a
minimum standard of treatment.” The case is still
ongoing.
The good news is that on this 10-year
anniversary we don’t just have to reflect back –
we can also look forward. The US and Peru are
both part of a new proposed trade deal, the
Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), that has been
signed but not approved by Congress. Among
other major threats, the TPP would expand the
dangerous investor-state rules that Renco is using
against Peru to thousands of new foreign firms,
empowering major polluters to challenge US
climate policies in private trade tribunals. The
pact also would require the US Department of
Energy to automatically approve exports of gas
to countries in the pact, thereby facilitating
increased fracking and climate disrupting
emissions. To make matters worse, the TPP’s
provisions against illegal logging are not even
as strong as the ones in the Peru deal that have
failed to curb logging abuses.
As Sierra Club executive director Michael
Brune said upon the TPP’s symbolic signing
ceremony in a casino in New Zealand, “Signing the
TPP is Russian roulette for our economy and our
climate.” We took a gamble on the US-Peru trade
pact, but we won’t make that bet again.
(http://www.sierraclub.org/)

Free Trade and the Environment
by Deborah James, Global Exchange

FOR decades, governments have worked together

through the United Nations to develop agreements
to protect the natural resources of our shared
planet. Unfortunately, so-called “free trade
agreements” threaten to erode many of the
advances in global environmental protection,
endangering our planet and the natural resources
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necessary to support life. The North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and certain
agreements of the World Trade Organization
(WTO) were written to prioritize rights for
corporations over protections for our shared
environment.
But rather than being repealed, corporate
interests are negotiating the expansion of these
corporate rights. The US-Dominican RepublicCentral American Free Trade Agreement
(CAFTA), soon to go before Congress, and the
proposed Free Trade Area of the Americas
(FTAA), currently in negotiations, are modeled
on NAFTA. In addition, negotiations are
proceeding within the WTO to expand many of
its policies.
These new agreements threaten global
biodiversity, would accelerate the spread of
genetically engineered (GE) crops, increase natural
resource exploitation, further degrade some of the
most critical environmental regions on the planet,
and erode the public’s ability to protect our planet
for future generations.
No Protections for the Environment
Neither CAFTA nor the FTAA require
member countries to adopt internationally
recognized standards for environmental
protection. Nor does either agreement ensure
that member countries don’t lower or waive their
existing environmental laws in an effort to attract
investment. What’s more, rules in CAFTA and
the FTAA would actually prohibit member
countries from enacting many new environmental
regulations, allowing those regulations to be
challenged as “barriers to trade.” This strips the
public from a fundamental democratic right to
pass laws that protect our environment in favour
of corporations’ “right” to profit from
environmental destruction.
Mega-Diverse Countries
Latin America is one of the most biologically
and culturally diverse regions on the planet. Four
of the five Central American countries included in
CAFTA have tropical areas that have been
identified as “critical regions” for their
biodiversity. Additionally, 7 of the world’s 12
“megadiverse” countries (Mexico, Brazil,
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

Venezuela, Peru, Ecuador, Costa Rica and
Colombia), are found in the Americas. “Megadiversity” countries represent the majority of the
world’s biodiversity and surviving Indigenous
peoples, the true guardians of biodiversity.
Unfortunately, so-called “free trade” agreements
directly contradict important international
legislation designed to protect the rights of
Indigenous peoples and biodiversity, like the
Convention on Biological Diversity as well as the
International Labour Organization Convention 169,
which states that Indigenous groups must be
consulted on issues that affect their rights to land
and livelihood.
Piracy of Global Biodiversity
In the last decade, the biodiversity of the
Americas has been targeted by “life science”
corporations (the growing consolidation of
pharmaceutical, agrichemical and seed companies)
in search of “green gold.” These corporations are
pillaging humankind’s patrimony of traditional
knowledge and biodiversity to create and patent
drugs and agricultural products to sell for profit.
The quest to patent life forms, especially medicinal
plants and crops, threatens our food security,
access to healthcare, and the biological and cultural
diversity of the Americas.
Intellectual property rules in CAFTA and the
FTAA would require that member countries
grant protections to the patenting of life forms.
This would facilitate a massive increase in
“bioprospecting” or the practice of corporations
patenting Indigenous communities’ knowledge
of plants and then profiting from that knowledge
– while forcing Indigenous communities to
pay for what they had previously held in
common.
No GE Food Labeling
Despite the fact that independent polls in
virtually every country on the planet demonstrate
that people want genetically-engineered (GE)
foods labeled, corporations and the US government
have refused to do so. Giant agribusiness multinationals ADM and Cargill have generally refused
to segregate GE from non-GE crops, eliminating
consumer choice and imposing GE foods on
consumers. With CAFTA and the FTAA, labeling
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laws would be prohibited as “more burdensome
than necessary” for agribusiness investors.
More GE Contamination
Dozens of crops have been developed and
domesticated in the Americas over the last 10,000
years, including corn and potatoes, two of the
world’s most important crops for food security.
The traditional cradles of food diversity are
threatened by encroaching genetic contamination.
The experience of Mexico under NAFTA offers an
example of what’s to come for Central America
under CAFTA. NAFTA forced open protected
Mexican corn markets to a flood of cheap imports
of corn from the US. Corn imports into Mexico have
displaced at least one and a half million farmers
and are steadily eroding the genetic diversity of
thousands of native corn varieties. Then, in
September 2001, genetic contamination of native
corn varieties was discovered as a result of the
introduction of artificially low-priced GE corn
from the United States under NAFTA. The
expansion of GE crops threatens food security
around the world.
CAFTA and the FTAA completely disregard
international law, such as the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety, designed to regulate the
cultivation and trade of genetically modified
organisms.
A Bill of Rights for Corporations?
While limiting public regulation for
environmental protections, CAFTA and the FTAA
would grant expansive powers to corporations.
CAFTA’s investor protections are modeled after
one of the most hotly contested sections in NAFTA
— its Chapter 11 — a virtual Bill of Rights for
corporations. These provisions allow corporations
to sue governments for “damages” if a government
law affects their profits. Chapter 11 of NAFTA has
undermined the sovereignty of democratically
elected governments, and their ability to act in the
public interest. An issue over a Quebec
environmental law banning specific pesticides
reveals how these provisions undermine
environmental protection.
Quebec law bans a popular weed killer called
2, 4-D, which is considered a possible human
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carcinogen, and has been shown to adversely
affect the immune system and reproductive
functions in humans, among other impacts. But
now a corporate lobbying group representing
some of the makers of the pesticide are
threatening to challenge the law by suing the
Canadian government under NAFTA’s Chapter
11. The provincial government of Quebec and
Canadian taxpayers have been given a harsh
choice: pay the corporations millions of dollars
in future lost profits, or repeal the law. Similar
Chapter 11 cases have led to the overturn of
environmental laws and millions of dollars in
fines paid to corporations. If CAFTA is enacted,
investor-to-state lawsuits will be spread to the
corporations of six additional countries,
threatening critical environmental protection in
the US and Central America.
Limiting Public Regulations
Both CAFTA and an agreement currently
under negotiation in the WTO covering Services
would make it increasingly difficult for
governments to regulate and limit multinational
corporate activity in environmentally-damaging
activities such as oil extraction, forestry, electricity
generation, road construction, and waste
incineration in the interests of environmental
protection.
In addition, under the proposed WTO rules on
Services, governments could be required to let
foreign corporations violate environmental
standards. For instance, requirements that that a
percentage of electricity be produced from
environmentally-friendly energy sources could be
found to “discriminate” against a foreign service
companies if those companies don’t provide
environmentally-friendly energy, and would have
to be scrapped under proposed WTO rules – even
if the standard is the most effective way to protect
the environment.
Natural Resources and the WTO
Corporate interests are also negotiating the
expansion of the WTO through an agreement on
Non-Agricultural Market Access, or NAMA.
Primarily involving industrial manufactured
goods, NAMA also includes trade in natural
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resources such as forest products, gems and
minerals, and fishing and fish products. NAMA
aims to reduce tariffs as well as decreasing or
eliminating so-called Non-Tariff Barriers (NTBs),
which can include measures for environmental
protection and community development.
Eliminating tariffs in natural resources would
dramatically increase their exploitation. The
World Forum of Fish-harvesters and Fishworkers has warned of the devastation to fish
conservation posed by NAMA. Even the US
Trade Representative has acknowledged that
eliminating tariffs on wood products would
dramatically increase logging, exacerbating
deforestation in some of the world’s most
sensitive forests.
The WTO has already identified a wide range
of environmental policy tools as potential “barriers
to trade”: the certification of sustainably-harvested
wood and fish products; restrictions on trade in
harmful chemicals; and packaging, marketing and
labeling requirements such as organic and Fair
Trade labeling.
Increased Trade Increases Our Dependency
on Oil
Increasing trade increases our consumption
of and dependency on oil, which has created a
massive global crisis of human-induced climate
change. The rise of global temperatures means
more severe droughts and floods that will
literally change the face of the Earth; the loss of
coastal lands and the destruction of forests; an
increase in heat waves and other human health
hazards; and the extinction of plant and animal
species. Our consumption of oil also leads to
violations of the human rights of peoples in oilproducing countries such as Ecuador, Colombia,
Indonesia,
and
Nigeria,
who
suffer
environmental health problems, displacement,
and contamination of their communities.
Increased trade – and hence dependence on oil –
will also contribute to global insecurity by
providing further incentive for the drive
towards war as the US government struggles
for control over this most strategic global
resource.

Environmentalists Oppose CAFTA
Most environmental organizations in the
United States have written letters to the US. Trade
Representative and members of the US Congress,
voicing their opposition to CAFTA. Groups as
diverse as Center for International Environmental
Law, Defenders of Wildlife, Earthjustice, Friends
of the Earth, League of Conservation Voters,
National Environmental Trust, Natural Resources
Defense Council, National Wildlife Federation, the
Sierra Club, and US. PIRG have sounded out a
warning about CAFTA’s negative potential impact
on our shared environment. And in Central
America, over 800 social organizations – including
many environmental groups – signed a petition in
July of 2004 urging the US Congress to reject
CAFTA.
We Can Stop CAFTA and WTO Expansion
“Free trade” agreements are generally little
more than code words for corporate expansion
across the globe at the expense of communities and
our environment. CAFTA may be sent to Congress
for approval this year, and the WTO negotiations
will continue through a key Ministerial meeting in
December 2005 in Hong Kong. But we can stop
CAFTA from being approved and the WTO from
being expanded – and instead work for global trade
agreements that protect our planet for generations
to come.
(http://www.globalexchange.org/resources/wto/
environment)

The World Trade Organization Under
Challenge: Democracy and the Law and
Politics of the WTO’s Treatment of Trade
and Environment Matters,
by Gregory Shaffer, 5 July 2014.

T HIS

article examines how the World Trade
Organization addressed trade and environment
issues through a political process, as opposed to
the judicial one, which has been the focus of most
WTO legal scholarship.
It examines the operation of the WTO
Committee on Trade and Environment, treating
(Conted. on p. 48)
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Trade And Climate Change Policy Beyond 2015
Policy Brief
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
No. 36, September 2015
Trade policies can have an impact on the climate
change mitigation efforts of countries, just as
policies for addressing climate change can influence
trade among countries. This relationship will enter
a new phase in 2015 as significant changes in the
policy landscape emerge from the adoption by the
United Nations of a universal post-2015
development agenda, sustainable development
goals and a climate change agreement.
A Challenging Collective Transformation
There is a unique opportunity in 2015 for the
international community to craft a global agenda
for sustainable development that is peopled
centered, economically and environmentally
sustainable, climate change resilient and
development oriented. Such an agenda includes
responding to the climate change imperative of
reducing global warming without undermining
economic growth and social development for
current and future generations. It should generate
a long-awaited transformation in the global
economy towards low-carbon, resource-efficient
and socially inclusive development.
Such a transformation, which decouples
economic growth and development from climate
change, must proceed in a just and equitable
manner. For developing countries, such decoupling
should facilitate, and not undermine, opening new
trade and investment opportunities, generating
jobs, growing national economies, widening access
to basic necessities and essential services, and
reducing poverty. Developing countries thus call
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for emerging global governance frameworks to
include key principles of common but differentiated responsibilities in climate change mitigation;
policy space in international trade agreements and
in implementing sustainable development goals;
and effective partnerships with developed
countries and international institutions to provide
required
financing,
technology
and
capacity-building, in addition to South–South
cooperation.
With regard to climate change policy,
negotiations on post-2020 action under the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) are expected to be finalized at
the twenty-first session of the Conference of the
Parties, in Paris in December 2015. These
negotiations seek a legally binding agreement
requiring all parties to make commitments to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and contribute
to limiting the average global temperature rise to
an agreed target of 2 degrees Celsius above preindustrial levels1.
1

The UNFCCC Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban
Platform for Enhanced Action is preparing a draft of
the potential new climate change agreement. A draft
negotiating text was released in February 2015,
covering the substantive content of the agreement,
including mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology,
capacity-building and transparency of action and
support
(see
https://unfccc.int/meetings/
geneva_feb_2015/session/8619/php/view/
documents.php).
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The anticipated agreement will call on all
countries to start lowering their emissions
trajectories between 2016 and 2020. Beginning in
2020, national emissions trajectories should be
further moderated, as the intended nationally
determined contributions of countries to reduce
emissions – specified in the agreement and
provided by countries based on national
circumstances – are realized. Some key economies
have indicated that significant changes may be
expected. In October 2014, the European Union
announced a 2030 greenhouse gas emissions
reduction target of at least 40 per cent compared
to 1990 levels. The United States of America
announced a 2025 emissions reduction target of 26
to 28 per cent of 2005 levels, and China announced
plans to peak its carbon dioxide emissions and
increase the share of non-fossil fuels in primary
energy consumption to around 20 per cent by 2030.

Policies that modify trade (trade policies) can
influence emissions, while policies for reducing
emissions (climate change policies) can also
influence trade. As the major direct sources of
greenhouse gas emissions are related to production
processes, climate protection measures addressing
such sources can have a major impact on developing
countries focused on increasing productive
capacities to strengthen their integration into the
global economy and trading system2. The impact
of the circular interplay of climate change and trade
policies in the coming years will greatly depend
on the policy, regulatory and institutional
frameworks of the future. It will also depend on
markets, the consumers that populate them and
their preferences.

In August 2015, President Obama announced
the “Clean Power Plan”, as part of the climate
change agenda of the United States. The Plan
contains policies and actions to facilitate an
accelerated transition towards use of cleaner
energy. It sets achievable standards to reduce
carbon dioxide emissions by 32 per cent, from 2005
levels, by 2030.

The most direct way to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in an economy involves establishing a
mix of policies, regulations and institutions that
progressively green a nation’s productive activities.
By design, products and services in a green
economy are produced in an environmentally
friendly, socially responsible and equitable way.
Such green products and services, whether traded
or not, foster sustainable development. However,
becoming sustainable is not only about greening
production. On the other side of a product’s life
cycle is consumption (and eventually disposal),
with a growing number of consumers that have
preferences for green products. When consumers
demand green products, market demand grows
and producers respond.

With regard to international trade, trade in
goods and services has grown substantially, from
about $5 trillion in 1994 to about $24 trillion in 2014.
After the 2008 financial crisis, the expansion of
global trade slowed. Yet there is optimism for
better growth prospects in the period leading to
2030, which could be triggered by improvements
in market openings through conclusion of the Doha
Round of trade negotiations in the World Trade
Organization and bilateral and regional trade
agreements, including proposed mega regional
agreements. Growing international trade is also
inevitable given that the current rapid growth of
the global population, especially in developing
countries, will naturally raise the consumption of
goods and services, which will be provided
domestically and through trade.
The interplay between a climate change
agreement and expanding international trade poses
an important policy conundrum: behind every
trade transaction there is a production process and,
in turn, associated greenhouse gas emissions.
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

Untangling Climate Change and
International Trade

Environmentally and climate-friendly
production may be developed in terms of a sector
2

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, the shares of direct sources of greenhouse
gas emissions in 2010 were as follows: 25 per cent
from electricity and heat production; 24 per cent from
agriculture, forestry and land use; 21 per cent from
industry; 14 per cent from transport; 9.6 per cent from
other energy; and 6.4 per cent from buildings
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2014,
Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report – Contribution of
Working Groups I, II and III to the Fifth Assessment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(Geneva)).
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– such as biodiversity-based products (the
UNCTAD term is biotrade), organic agriculture
and renewable energy systems – or across a national
economy that adopts regulations requiring
sustainable consumption and production practices.
Great commercial opportunities exist for producers
that respond to consumer preferences for natural,
healthy, wellness-related, fair trade and bio
products. It has been estimated that market
opportunities for certified sustainable agricultural
goods, valued at $40 billion in 2008, may rise to
$210 billion in 2020 and $900 billion in 2050.3 The
ocean (blue) economy offers another new frontier
for developing countries with sea zones, especially
small island developing States, in sectors such as
sustainable fisheries, marine energy, marine
bioprospecting and marine and coastal tourism.4
For example in this area, UNCTAD has assisted
Ecuador in developing an action plan to expand
the production of chocolate from cocoa and
another action plan to add value to and expand
tuna exports. UNCTAD is currently assisting
Vanuatu in reviewing opportunities for adding
value to green exports such as coconut (copra and
coconut oil), cocoa (chocolate) and sandalwood
(oil).
In addition to green products destined for endconsumers, there are many green intermediate
goods produced and exported for downstream
producers. It takes people to make products, and
greening the production chain should lead to the
creation of green jobs, while lowering greenhouse
gas emissions. For example, one estimate of the
number of jobs created by the clean energy
economy in the United States was about 80,000 in
2013.5 Green jobs are created in a manufacturing
3

See table 5.5 in J. Bishop, ed. (2012), The Economics of
Ecosystems and Biodiversity in Business and Enterprise
(London and New York, Earthscan).

4

See UNCTAD (2014), The Oceans Economy: Opportunities
and Challenges for Small Island Developing States (New
York and Geneva, United Nations publication).

5

S. Marcacci (2014), Clean energy created nearly 80,000
green jobs in America during 2013, Clean Technica,
14 March, available at http://cleantechnica.com/
2014/03/14/clean-energy-created-nearly-80000green-jobs-in-america-during-2013/ (accessed 26
August 2015).
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activity and in the services that accompany the
manufacturing activity if the product is
consumed locally (in addition to exports), such
as installation, sales and distribution, as well as
research and development in the renewable
energy sector.
Many transnational corporations have put in
place strategies to reduce the carbon footprints
of their global value chains and thereby green
such chains, including such companies as
ACCIONA, Alcatel-Lucent, International
Business Machines and Walmart. The greening
of global value chains creates green income and
job opportunities in a range of countries situated
along the value chain; each country supplies
inputs for which it is an internationally
competitive producer. This creates opportunities
for transnational corporations with global value
chains to integrate developing countries into the
chains they manage and for developing countries
to build regional value chains, such as in agrifood
industries. A forthcoming UNCTAD study on
prospective regional value chains in the
agricultural sector in Africa found that potential
for such chains exists for rice, legumes, maize,
cotton, palm oil, beef, dairy, poultry and
fisheries as well as cassava, sorghum and millet.
The link between green products and climate
protection is clear. The production and trade of
green products, including intermediate products,
allows both production and trade to expand,
while reducing damage to the climate and the
environment. As green products displace
otherwise brown products, the production and
trade of green products lowers greenhouse gas
emissions and other environmentally harmful
emissions relative to business-as-usual. In
addition, for every product there is a consumer.
Green markets can result in trade expansion, as
the market for green products is often much
larger than the declining markets for local brown
equivalents.
For trade to play a more supportive role in
climate protection and sustainable development,
markets need to be open to green goods and
services. However, access to national markets is
obscured by tariffs and especially non-tariff
barriers, substantially reducing the magnitude of
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trade in green products. For this reason, the Doha
Round negotiations in the World Trade
Organization on environmental goods and services
seek an agreement to open markets by reducing
tariffs and non-tariff barriers on green goods. The
scope of negotiations is limited to the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation’s list of 54 environmental
goods, comprised mainly of advanced industrial
manufactures. In 2012, Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation leaders committed to reducing
applied tariff rates on these goods to 5 per cent or
less by the end of 2015. While universal
participation in these negotiations needs to be
restored, plurilateral efforts to liberalize trade in
environmental goods are under way.6 Broadening
the negotiations to include products of export
interest to developing countries could produce
substantially better outcomes in terms of trade
expansion and environmental protection for
developing countries.
Barriers to green products are not limited to
border measures. National energy policies can also
create obstacles to market access for renewable
energy products. Many countries subsidize
gasoline, diesel and natural gas fuels to encourage
increased exploration and production and to keep
prices low for consumers. Prices for renewable
energy based on solar, wind, geothermal and
biomass resources cannot compete on a real-cost
basis with energy derived from governmentsubsidized fossil fuels. The phased reduction or
elimination of fossil fuel subsidies is a key step that
Governments can take to increase the share of
renewable energy in their national energy matrices.
Over 110 countries have noted the benefits of fossilfuel subsidy reform in their national submissions
to UNFCCC.7 Yet even as countries reduce and
6

7

At the World Economic Forum in 2014, Australia,
Canada, China, Hong Kong (China), Taiwan Province
of China, Costa Rica, Japan, New Zealand, Norway,
the Republic of Korea, Singapore, Switzerland, the
United States and the European Union announced
their commitment to achieving global free trade in
environmental goods based on the list of the AsiaPacific Economic Cooperation.
See Oil Change International, 2012, Fossil fuel subsidies,
climate and the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change, Heinrich Böll Foundation.
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eliminate fossil fuel subsidies, the need for
technologies and related financing for renewable
energy sources and infrastructure becomes even
more urgent, especially as cleaner energy offers a
way to decouple economic prosperity from
greenhouse gas emissions. 8 UNFCCC has
responded to this need by creating a green climate
fund; initial commitments of $10.2 billion have been
raised, which nonetheless fall short of the expected
funding requirements of $100 billion annually by
2020.
Obstacles to market access can be found
beyond national borders in the very policies that
sustain national economies, including industrial
policy and policies on the environment,
government procurement, energy, infrastructure
and consumer incentives. To artificially increase
their competitiveness relative to producers in other
countries, countries can – and sometimes do –
provide relatively large subsidies to producers of
green products or to consumers through incentives
to purchase national environmentally friendly
products. Such support can potentially lead to trade
conflicts and the retaliatory application of trade
remedies (import limitations, antidumping and
countervailing duties, and border carbon taxes) at
the borders of countries using trade defence
measures.
Countries may also monopolize green jobs by
artificially supporting the viability of a complete
value chain within their borders, through the use
of local content requirements9, non-tariff barriers
and trade remedies to block imports of foreign
inputs. While multilateral trade rules help prevent
such national monopolies (for example, the World
Trade Organization Agreement on Trade-Related
Investment Measures prohibits the use of local
content requirements), to be effective, such rules
need to be called into action by a complainant

8

See the statement by the Deputy Secretary-General of
UNCTAD on the evolving landscape of clean energy
gov-ernance and implications for international trade,
available at http://unctad.org/en/pages/SG
StatementDetails.aspx?OriginalVersionID=145.

9

See UNCTAD, 2013, Local Content Requirements and the
Green Economy (New York and Geneva, United Nations
publication).
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party and, even then, the formal resolution of
disputes by a World Trade Organization appellate
body may be a protracted process lasting several
years.
While numerous scenarios may be conjectured
for the evolution of conflicts arising between
trade, on the one hand, and national green
economy and climate change policies, on the
other, one thing is certain: such conflicts are
already taking place. Evidence to date reveals
that the number of trade conflicts continues to
rise as competition between producers of green
goods and services intensifies. There is a clear
trend of countries increasing the use of trade
defence measures against renewable energy
products. This trend actually accelerated in 2012–
2013 among key producers of renewable energy.
More than 41 cases on antidumping and
countervailing duties have been initiated since
2008 against biofuel, solar energy and wind
products.10
Clear guidance, including through World Trade
Organization understandings and rules, could help
define the scope of national policy flexibility for
green economy and climate change policies.
Consensus is needed in this area, not only to avoid
disputes in the World Trade Organization but,
more importantly, for Governments to carry out
the design and implementation of effective polices
for sustainable development and climate protection
without the fear of costly reprisals from trading
partners.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change recognizes that climate change
mitigation policies can result in non-climate

10

benefits or co-benefits, including those related
to development, sustainability and equity and
which have been incorporated as objectives of
policies for the mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions. International trade can play an
important role in leveraging such co-benefits. In
the post-2015 period, as the global community
focuses on implementing any new climate change
agreement, follow-up analysis, review,
monitoring and impact assessments under
UNFCCC will also include economic, trade and
development variables that fall under the scope
of co-benefits. This provides an opportunity
for increased collaboration on these issues
between UNFCCC, UNCTAD, the World
Trade Organization and other United Nations
agencies.
Conclusion
In the post-2015 development framework, the
relationship between climate change and trade
policies should change to a more positive one, in
which climate change policies with economic and
trade aspects and trade policies with
environmental and climate change aspects are
considered, regulated and implemented as
mutually supportive in achieving sustainable
development and poverty eradication in the post2015 period. UNCTAD can make a contribution,
consistent with its mandate in the interrelated
areas of trade and sustainable development,
in support of UNFCCC and its various bodies
(such as the Subsidiary Body for Implementation)
in addressing economic and trade issues
arising from a potential new climate change
agreement.

C Cimino and G Hufbauer, 2014, Trade remedies targeting the renewable energy sector, presented at the Ad Hoc
Expert Group Meeting entitled “Trade remedies in green sectors: The case of renewables”, Geneva, 3–4 April
2014, available at http://unctad.org/meetings/en/SessionalDocuments/ditc_ted_03042014Petersen_
Institute.pdf (accessed 26 August 2015).
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WTO and the Challenge of Climate Change
In the Marrakesh Agreement establishing the WTO,
members established a clear link between
sustainable development and disciplined trade
liberalization — in order to ensure that market
opening goes hand in hand with environmental
and social objectives. In the ongoing Doha Round,
members went further in their pledge to pursue a
sustainable development path by launching the first
ever multilateral trade and environment
negotiations.
Aimed at furthering trade opening, a number
of aspects of the Doha Round have a direct bearing
on sustainable development and can therefore
contribute positively to efforts to mitigate and
adapt to climate change. As well, WTO’s regular
work provides a platform for addressing the
linkages between trade and climate change.
Negotiations on Environmental Goods
and Services
i. Liberalizing Environmental Goods
Under the ongoing negotiations on mutual
supportiveness of trade opening with the
environment, WTO members are working to
eliminate trade barriers in the goods and services
that can benefit the environment. Facilitating access
to products and services in this area can help
improve energy efficiency, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and have a positive impact on air quality,
water, soil and natural resources conservation. A
successful outcome of the negotiations on environmental goods and services could deliver a triplewin for WTO members: a win for the environment,
a win for trade and a win for development.
Environmental goods can cover a number of
key technologies that may contribute positively to
the fight against climate change. Reducing or
eliminating import tariffs and non-tariff barriers
in these types of products will reduce their price
and make them more accessible. Increased
competition will foster technological innovation in
areas related to protection of the environment and
combating climate change. According to a recent
World Bank study on trade and climate change,
elimination of both tariffs and non-tariff barriers
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to clean technologies could result in a 14 per cent
increase in trade.
To illustrate, the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change has identified a range of mitigation
and adaptation technologies that can assist in the
challenge of climate change. Many of these
technologies involve products currently being
negotiated in the Doha negotiations. These include
wind and hydropower turbines, solar water
heaters, tanks for the production of biogas, and
landfill liners for methane collection. A submission
by the European Communities and the United
States in December 2007 proposes to give priority
in the WTO negotiations to climate-friendly goods
and to services linked to addressing climate
change. These climate-friendly products comprise
about one-third of the environmental goods
already identified by a group of delegations.
ii. Liberalizing environmental services
In the negotiations on environmental services,
WTO members are seeking GATS specific commitments on activities which may be directly relevant
to policies aimed at mitigating climate change.
During the Uruguay Round, negotiations
focused on sewage services, refuse disposal
services and sanitation services, which are listed
in the environmental services sector of the Services
Sectoral Classification List (MTN.GNG/W/120).
Other environmental services, which are commonly
understood to be covered by the category “Other”
in this list, attracted limited attention at the time.
Among them, services such as “cleaning of exhaust
gases” and “nature and landscape protection
services” are directly relevant to climate change
mitigation measures. Cleaning of exhaust gases
includes emission monitoring and services aiming
to control and reduce the level of pollutants in the
air, whether from mobile or stationary sources,
which are mostly caused by the burning of fossil
fuels. Nature and landscape protection services
entail various services aimed at protecting
ecological systems as well as studies on the interrelationships between environment and climate.
In recent years, these “other” environmental
services have expanded as a consequence of
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increasingly demanding environmental regulations
and have gained in prominence both from an
environmental and economic point of view. They
are supplied mainly on a business-to-business basis
and offer niche markets for small and mediumsized enterprises. These services are now on the
negotiating table and should offer good prospects
for new GATS commitments.
Negotiations
i. MEAs/WTO Relationship
WTO members are currently discussing ways
to ensure a harmonious co-existence between WTO
rules and specific trade obligations in various
agreements that have been negotiated
multilaterally to protect the environment. Given
the present consensus in the international
community for multilateralism and concerted
actions to combat climate change, the importance
of these negotiations aimed at a harmonious
relationship between trade and environment
regimes cannot be overemphasized.
While, up to now, there has been no evidence
of conflict between the trade and environmental
regimes, a successful outcome to these negotiations
will nevertheless reinforce the relationship
between the two legal regimes. The negotiators
have drawn from national experiences in the
negotiation and implementation of multilateral
environmental agreements (MEAs) at the national
level. They are seeking ways to improve national
coordination and cooperation in this respect. Such
mechanisms may be central to the success of climate
change mitigation and adaptation efforts
undertaken at national and international levels.
Moreover, it is clear from the rules of the WTO
and the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) that both regimes do not
operate in isolation. First, Article 3.5 of the
UNFCCC and Article 2.3 of the Kyoto Protocol
provide that measures taken to combat climate
change should not constitute a means of arbitrary
or unjustifiable discrimination or a disguised
restriction on international trade and should be
implemented so as to minimize adverse effects,
including on international trade, and social,
environmental and economic impacts on other
Parties. Moreover, WTO rules leave sufficient
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policy space to accommodate under certain
conditions the use of trade measures to protect the
environment.
At the inter-institutional level, members are
also exploring ways of enhancing information
exchange and cooperation between the WTO and
MEA secretariats. Concrete elements are being
discussed to improve or complement existing
practices and cooperation mechanisms. This
information exchange extends to participation in
respective meetings and also to the organization
of information exchange sessions and joint
technical assistance and capacity-building activities.
Cooperation is already taking place between the
WTO and climate change bodies. The UNFCCC
participates in meetings of the WTO Committee
on Trade and Environment (CTE) and is an ad hoc
observer to the Committee overseeing the specific
trade and environment negotiations (CTESS).The
WTO Secretariat attends UNFCCC Conference of
Parties meetings.
ii. Agricultural and non-agricultural
negotiations
Some benefits to climate change mitigation and
adaptation, albeit indirectly, may result from
the negotiations on agriculture and market access
for non-agricultural goods. First, the elimination
of tariff and non-tariff barriers and a reduction in
agricultural support in developed countries may
lead to a more efficient allocation of global
resources and production.
Second, trade negotiations will lead to
increased trade opportunities for developing
countries which could lead to important income
gains for these countries. Increased incomes may
enable poorer countries to reduce their vulnerability
to the effects of climate change by investing in
irrigation, for example. In the longer term, the
enhanced predictability associated with WTO
commitments from the Doha Round, and
associated monitoring and surveillance activities,
could help to offset the less predictable shifts in
weather and productivity. This will ensure that
developing countries do not suffer disproportionately from the negative impacts of climate change.
The challenge of climate change has also
contributed to the development of the biofuel
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sector, as many countries see that biofuels can assist
them in meeting their reduction commitments for
greenhouse gas emissions under the Kyoto
Protocol. Since the production of biofuels is
concentrated mostly in the consuming countries,
trade in biofuels is not currently very significant.
Trade in biodiesel tends to take place between EU
countries as production and consumption is
currently concentrated in the EU. However, trade
in bioethanol has been growing over the last few
years, with Brazil emerging as the leading
exporter. Since 2000, 37 measures on biofuels have
been notified by 20 WTO members in the context
of the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade.
HS classification of biofuels has implications on
how WTO disciplines apply to domestic measures
aimed at these products. Until recently, both
biodiesel and bioethanol used to be traded as
agricultural products. In 2005, the World Customs
Organization decided to put “biodiesel” in Chapter
VI on “products of chemical and allied industries”
(HS 382490). Bioethanol is still traded under HS
2207 in Chapter 22 on “beverages, sprits and
vinegar”. Any outcome of the Doha negotiations
on agriculture and non-agricultural market access
will apply to the biofuels sector.
Climate Change Issues in WTO’s Regular Work
i.

The Committee on Technical Barriers to
Trade (TBT Committee)

The TBT Committee provides an important
forum to discuss technical regulations adopted by
governments to mitigate climate change. Technical
specifications and labelling requirements related
to climate change are not new to the WTO. Indeed
they fall squarely within the disciplines of the TBT
Agreement which imposes, among other things,
rules on avoidance of unnecessary obstacles to trade
and harmonization. In addition, the TBT
Agreement requires members to share information
on technical regulations that may have an impact
on trade.
In recent years, a number of product standards
and labelling requirements targeted at energy
efficiency or emissions control were notified. The
climate change-related technical regulations
discussed in the TBT Committee so far appear to
principally concern product requirements.
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)

Examples of regulations discussed so far include:
fuel economy standards for cars; eco-design
requirements for energy-using products; energy
efficiency programmes for consumer products and
emission limit values for diesel engines.
The Committee looks at climate change
measures to ensure they do not pose unnecessary
obstacles to international trade, while still
achieving the legitimate objective of protecting the
environment, and encourages harmonization.
As for international standards, the
International Organization for Standardization
(ISO) has adopted four standards (14064 — 1, 2
and 3:2006 and 14065:2007) that include
requirements for quantification and reporting of
greenhouse gas emissions and reductions. These
standards are related to conformity assessment
procedures and do not include any product-specific
requirements on emission levels.
An increasing number of private sector
standards might include production or labelling
requirements, with the stated objective of
mitigating or adapting to the negative effects of
climate change. Though non-mandatory, they may
affect market access conditions for a range of
products.
ii. The Committee on Trade and Environment
(CTE)
The work programme of the Committee on
Trade and Environment (CTE) covers the main
issues at the intersection of trade and environment.
A number of issues indirectly relating to climate
change, such as the environmental benefits of
removing trade restrictions in the energy and
forestry sectors and the effect of energy efficiency
labelling on market access, have been discussed in
the CTE. The Committee serves as an incubator
for ideas to advance the trade and environment
agenda and is the main gateway should members
decide to explore further the linkages between
climate change and trade.
The impact of trade opening on climate change
i. Expansion of International Trade
The past half century has been marked by an
unprecedented expansion of international trade.
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Since 1950, world trade has grown more than
twenty-seven fold in volume terms. By way of
comparison, the level of world GDP rose eightfold during the same period. As a consequence,
the share of international trade in world GDP has
risen from 5.5 per cent in 1950 to 20.5 per cent in
2006.
ii. How Does Trade Affect Greenhouse Gas
Emissions?
Trade economists have developed a conceptual
framework for examining how trade opening can
affect the environment. This framework, first
applied to study the environmental impact of the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA),
separates the impact of trade liberalization into
three independent effects: scale, composition and
technique. This framework can be used therefore
to study the link between trade opening and
climate change.

of members’ rights and obligations under WTO
rules.
Broadly speaking, WTO rules and
jurisprudence (the WTO “tool-box” of rules) that
relate generally to environmental issues
(including GATT Article XX, the PPMs (processes
and production methods) issue, and the definition
of a like product) are relevant to the examination
of climate change measures. The general approach
under WTO rules has been to acknowledge that
some degree of trade restriction may be necessary
to achieve certain policy objectives as long as a
number of carefully crafted conditions are
respected. A number of WTO rules may be
relevant to measures aimed at mitigating climate
change. These include:
• Disciplines on tariffs (border measures),
essentially prohibiting members from collecting
tariffs at levels greater than that provided for
in their WTO scheduled consolidation

iii. Trade and Transport

• A general prohibition against border quotas

One concern about trade’s role in greenhouse
gas emissions is its link to transportation services.
International trade involves countries specializing
in and exporting goods in which they have a
comparative advantage and importing other goods
from their trade partners. This process of
international exchange requires that goods be
transported from the country of production to the
country of consumption. So international trade
expansion is likely to lead to increased use of
transportation services.

• A general non-discrimination principle,
consisting of the most-favoured-nation and
national treatment principles.

Climate Change and the Potential Relevance of
WTO Rules
In addition to regulatory measures, national,
regional or multilateral initiatives to deal with
climate change involve the adoption by
governments of price-based measures such as
taxes and tariffs, market-based mechanisms as
well as a variety of other measures including
subsidies. As they relate to trade, these measures
may be subject to WTO rules and procedures.
The design of climate change programmes and
the pursuit of international cooperation in this
field will need to take into account the potential
trade impact of these measures and the relevance
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• Rules on subsidies
• Rules on technical regulations and standards,
which may not be more restrictive than necessary
to fulfil a legitimate objective. Technical
regulations and standards must also respect the
principle of non-discrimination and be based on
international standards, where they exist. There
are also specific rules for sanitary and
phytosanitary measures which are relevant for
agricultural products.
• Disciplines relevant to trade in services,
imposing general obligations such as mostfavoured-nation treatment, as well as further
obligations in sectors where individual members
have undertaken specific commitments.
• Rules on trade-related intellectual property
rights. These rules are relevant for the
development and transfer of climate-friendly
technologies and know-how.
(https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/envir_e/
climate_challenge_e.htm)
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REPORT OF THE III BIOTRADE CONGRESS

Biodiversity And Trade: Promoting Sustainable Use
Through Business Engagement
12 OCTOBER 2014 - PYEONGCHANG, REPUBLIC OF KOREA
by Mukhisa Kituyi
Secretary General, UNCTAD
biodiversity to source ingredients will need to
collaborate closely with local, regional and
international authorities – particularly those with
complex supply chains. Governments and
international agencies must also be careful to
avoid red tape that could stifle business
opportunities. Dialogue and cooperation
between policymakers, regulators and the
private sector are important to ensure a
legislative and regulatory framework that is
mutually beneficial to all parties.

The Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic
Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of
Benefits Arising from their Utilization to the
Convention on Biological Diversity entered into
force on the day the III BioTrade Congress took
place. This is a landmark agreement, not only
for the Convention on Biological Diversity, but
also for multilateralism. It demonstrates that
countries can overcome their differences when
advancing common global goals.
The Protocol will have far reaching
consequences for the sustainable use of
biodiversity and private sector engagement. This
Congress is a unique opportunity for the public
and private sectors, civil society and international
organizations to share experiences and explore
avenues on how to foster business engagement
in BioTrade activities. The private sector has the
potential to become the engine of growth of
BioTrade activities and the Nagoya Protocol
opens a number of opportunities for this to
happen.

UNCTAD has for several years been engaged
in the BioTrade Initiative in a wide variety of
sectors such as food, personal care,
pharmaceuticals, traditional medicines, the fashion
industry and sustainable tourism. The challenge
ahead for BioTrade-based business is to scale up
and expand its reach into new countries and sectors.
The private sector will be a primary force in this
expansion, and the Nagoya Protocol provides the
right market incentives for businesses to invest in
the BioTrade sector.

As global population expands, there will be
increasing pressure on the planet’s natural capital,
including its biodiversity base. Conservation and
sustainable use of natural resources through
business engagement is crucial. However,
governments, businesses, local communities and
international organizations need to work together
to ensure sustainability and fairness in BioTrade
activities. Many businesses are already doing so,
and I am sure some of these experiences will be
shared today.

UNCTAD would like to express its deep
appreciation to the CBD Secretariat for cosponsoring this Congress and to the Republic of
Korea for hosting it. We would also like to thank
the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs
and other partners to UNCTAD’s BioTrade
Initiative for their sustained support. UNCTAD
is grateful to the Latin American Development
Bank (CAF) for its contribution to the III
BioTrade Congress and its support for the
BioTrade Initiative.

In addition, to ensure that the Protocol is
correctly implemented, industries that rely on

(http://unctad.org UNCTAD/DITC/TED/2015/2,
20 July 2016)
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DG Azevêdo Welcomes Progress in
Environmental Goods Agreement
DIRECTOR-GENERAL

Roberto Azevêdo on 14
December welcomed the statement of the
Environmental Goods Agreement (EGA) chair on
the “considerable progress” achieved in just over
18 months, noting that this is an important
contribution the international trade community can
make to support efforts for addressing climate
change as negotiators look towards re-engaging
in early 2016.
“I am pleased to hear from Australia’s Minister
for Trade and Investment Andrew Robb, the EGA
chair, that there has been considerable progress
and a high degree of convergence in many areas
of the negotiations. Trade must play its role in
addressing climate change and supporting the
historic Paris Agreement delivered at COP21 last
week,” the Director-General said.
“I further welcome Minister Robb’s statement
that negotiators will capitalize on the momentum
and re-engage early in 2016 to continue to work
towards a successful conclusion. This agreement
will be an important contribution of the
international trade community towards realizing

the complementary benefits of trade and
environmental policy,” the Director-General said.
Seventeen participants, representing 44 WTO
members, are negotiating the EGA to lower their
trade barriers on a number of important
environmental goods. The participants are
considering products in several significant areas
of environmental protection and climate change
mitigation including those that contribute to
generating clean and renewable energy,
improving energy efficiency, controlling air
pollution, managing waste, and treating waste
water. The participating members account for the
majority of global trade in environmental goods
and have committed that the entire WTO
membership would benefit from the
tariff reductions that would arise from the
agreement.
EGA talks were formally launched in July 2014
and since May this year, EGA negotiators have
worked on narrowing down the list of products
to be covered by the deal. So far, eleven rounds of
negotiations have been held.

ENVIRONMENTAL GOODS AGREEMENT
Statement by the Chair
The Hon Andrew Robb AO MP,
Minister for Trade and Investment, Australia,
Nairobi, Kenya, 14 December 2015
In January 2014, ministers from 14 WTO members
– representing more than 40 economies – met in
Davos, Switzerland and agreed to explore ways
to liberalize trade in environmental goods. This
initiative followed a similar positive initiative in
APEC in 2012-13. Negotiations on the
Environmental Goods Agreement were formally
launched in Geneva in July 2014. Australia has been
pleased to act in the role of Chair of the
negotiations since that time.
The EGA is being negotiated in line with
WTO rules and will support the WTO and the
multilateral trading system. Once finalized, it
will represent an important trade-focused
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contribution that the WTO and its Members will
make towards the protection of the environment
and sustainable development. Since the launch
of the negotiations, considerable progress has
been achieved in eleven negotiation rounds over
eighteen months. In the early rounds, EGA
members worked to build up a broad list of
possible EGA products. This included close
consultations with experts from international
organizations, government agencies, academia
and industry. EGA members also started
nominating the products they would like to see
included in the EGA, including detailed
explanations of the technologies involved, and
the environmental rationale behind them. More
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2016 (Vol. 18 No. 2)
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recently, negotiators have been working to refine
the full list of nominations towards a final, agreed
EGA list. There has been a high degree of
convergence in many areas. Customs officials
have also provided significant technical input,
helping to ensure that the products on the final
list are environmentally credible and that the
agreement is implementable and workable once
it is put to the test at the border. We have
welcomed the active participation and
contribution of the three new members that have
joined the EGA since the negotiations were
launched.

oriented agreement, able to address other issues
in the sector and to respond to changes in
technologies in the years to come. Wishing to
capitalize on the positive atmosphere and
momentum that has characterized the EGA
negotiations to date, EGA members will reengage early in 2016 to continue on the path
towards a positive conclusion.
The current 17 EGA members are Australia;
Canada; China; Costa Rica; the European Union;
Hong Kong, China; Iceland; Israel; Japan; Korea;
New Zealand; Norway; Singapore; Switzerland;
Separate Customs Territory of Taiwan, Penghu,
Kinmen and Matsu; Turkey; and the United
States

The EGA remains very much open to all WTO
Members who are interested in joining our
ambitious efforts. EGA members are also
working on ways to make the EGA a future-

(www.wto.org 14 December 2015)
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Statement by Commissioner for Trade Cecilia Malmström
on EU Trade Policy
In this unprecedented situation, let me stress
that we are clear and united in our response with
regard to EU trade policy, the policy area that I
am responsible for.

with Canada. This is the most ambitious and
progressive agreement we have concluded so far.
It will set new standards for trade agreements in
the 21st century. It will offer opportunities to
consumers, workers, and entrepreneurs from the
day it comes into force.

Trade makes a vital and positive contribution
to the EU’s economic and external policy and we
will make sure that it continues to deliver real
benefits to EU citizens. Our negotiations
with key partners will continue. The European
Union has an ambitious trade agenda and
remains engaged in pursuing and concluding the
different negotiating processes in which it is
involved, at bilateral, plurilateral and multilateral
level.

It will help to generate growth and jobs, while
fully upholding Europe’s high standards in areas
like food safety, environmental protection and
people’s rights at work.
Furthermore, the agreement with Canada is
the beginning of a new era for investment
protection. Together with our Canadian
partners we will make a clear break from the old
ISDS system, through a new model that
enshrines the rights of governments to regulate,
and is more transparent, independent, and
impartial than its predecessor.

I am determined to make as much progress as
possible in the months to come. This is particularly
true for our negotiations with the United States
on a Transatlantic Trade and Investment
Partnership. I will travel to Washington D.C.
tomorrow to meet my counterpart, in order to
advance further in these negotiations.

We also remain committed to advancing within
the multilateral system at the WTO, following last
year’s agreement in Nairobi. Our trade agenda will
continue to move forward.

The European Commission will soon make a
proposal for the ratification of our trade agreement

(http://trade.ec.europa.eu/ 27 June 2016)

•
(Conted. from p. 35)

the Committee as a site to assess central concerns
of governance - that is, who governs - in a
globalizing economy. Northern environmental
interest groups and many northern academics
criticize the WTO Committee on Trade and
Environment for failing to propose substantive
changes to WTO law in order to grant more
deference to national environmental policies
having extraterritorial effects.
The article, through its focus on the positions
and roles of state and non-state actors, provides
an empirical grounding to better assess the
democratic accountability of the WTO’s handling
of trade-environment matters. It examines the
representativeness of national trade agencies
before the Committee on Trade and Environment,
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the impact of a sophisticated WTO international
secretariat in framing debates, shaping knowledge
and the appreciation of alternatives, and the role
of powerful commercial interests and transnational
environmental advocacy groups pressing for their
conflicting goals.
The basic question addressed is who is
represented and how are they represented in
determining law’s contours through the political
process at the WTO. Building from this assessment,
the article concludes by examining the prospects
and limits of a World Environment Organization.
(http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?
abstract_id= 828644)
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