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European and External Relations Committee 

The Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) 
 

World Development Movement 
 

The World Development Movement (WDM) campaigns for a world without 
poverty and injustice.  We work in solidarity with activists around the world to 
tackle the causes of poverty.  We research and promote positive alternatives 
which put the rights of poor communities before the interests of big business. 
From January 2015, WDM will be changing its name to Global Justice Now. 

Introduction 

We are pleased to be asked to give evidence on this important topic to the 
Committee.  WDM is an outspoken critic of TTIP, viewing it as an aggressively 
neo-liberal treaty that threatens public services and environmental and safety 
standards, reduces the influence of elected governments and hands power to 
big business. If passed, TTIP will become the new model for future trade 
agreements worldwide subjecting other countries, particularly those in the 
global south, to the same detrimental impacts. 

This briefing covers what we consider are some of the key areas of concern 
relating to TTIP, namely:  transparency; exaggerated claims and lack of 
evidence for economic benefits and new jobs; investor-state dispute 
settlement and regulatory harmonisation.  After each numbered section, 
where relevant, we have included a box highlighting areas of possible impact 
in Scotland.  We urge the Committee to seek further information and 
reassurances on these issues from the Scottish government and for it to 
request that the Scottish government adopts a more critical stance on TTIP 
with the UK government. 

1. TTIP:  a game-changing trade deal being done behind closed 
doors 

TTIP is not about reducing conventional barriers to trade, such as tariffs 
(which are already extremely low between the US and the EU) it is designed 
to take away barriers which are behind the customs border – such as 
differences in regulations, standards and certifications.  TTIP is a game-
changing attempt to find common denominators for environmental, health, 
food, energy and medical regulations on both sides of the Atlantic, with great 
risks to hard won measures to protect public health, worker rights and the 
environment.   

These are clearly issues of great public interest, and yet the public, civil 
society organisations and MSPs, MPs, and most MEPs have had no access 
to information on what exactly the negotiations are about. Once the 
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negotiations are complete, MEPs will get a yes/no vote and national 
parliaments will only get a brief period to scrutinise the deal before being 
asked to ratify it. However, if Member States agree to it, parts of the 
agreement can enter force before it is ratified by national parliaments.1 All the 
documentation will be locked away for 30 years.2 In contrast, the US gives 
real time access to TTIP negotiating texts and documents to the largest 700 
US industries, most of which operate in the EU.3   

 

 

 

2. Exaggerated claims and lack of evidence for economic benefits 
and new jobs 

The European Commission impact assessment gives headline figures that 
TTIP will yield €119 billion a year for the EU and $130 billion a year for the 
US.4 This, it is said, translates into €545 of extra annual disposable income for 
a family of four in the EU and $901 per household in the US.  These figures 
are long term projections of the benefits from  2027, something which is rarely 
mentioned in political rhetoric. And they are based on very optimistic 
assumptions, including that 100 per cent of tariffs, 25 per cent of non-tariff 
barriers in goods and services and 50 percent of government procurement 
restrictions will be eliminated.  

The UK government commissioned a parallel study into the possible impacts 
of TTIP on the UK economy. The study produced a figure of £10 billion as its 
most far-reaching estimate for the annual gains a deal might bring to UK from 
the year 2027.5 These European and UK figures have been challenged by 
academics from Manchester and Ghent Universities.6  This scenario would 
require the elimination of 75per cent of all actionable non-tariff barriers in the 
chemicals, automotive and business/ICT sectors – well beyond anything 
contemplated in the current TTIP negotiations.7 

A recent peer-reviewed paper from Tufts University (Massachusetts, USA) 
has made some dire predictions about the long-term economic impacts of 
TTIP.8  The paper predicts that Europe will lose nearly 600,000 jobs as a 

                                             
1 http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN06688/the-transatlantic-trade-and-investment-partnership-ttip 
 
2 http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg22429932.600-ttip-how-the-worlds-largest-trade-deal-affects-
you.html#.VGsosDSsXGB 
3 http://tacd-ip.org/archives/1129 
4 http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2009/december/tradoc_145613.pdf 
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/198115/bis-13-869-economic-impact-
on-uk-of-tranatlantic-trade-and-investment-partnership-between-eu-and-us.pdf 
6 http://blog.policy.manchester.ac.uk/featured/2013/12/the-false-promise-of-eu-us-trade-talks/ 
7 http://waronwant.org/attachments/TTIP%20mythbuster,%20Sept%202014.pdf 
8 http://ase.tufts.edu/gdae/policy_research/TTIP_simulations.html 

Possible impacts in Scotland: no opportunity for Scottish government and MSPs 
to view negotiating documents and make representations to UK government and 
EU; reduced sovereignty for Scottish government and parliament. 
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result of the deal – more than the job losses in the crisis years of 2010 and 
2011 – and that over ten years the average working Britain would be over 
£3,300 worse off as a result of the lower wages which TTIP will fuel.  The 
author of the paper also suggests greater exposure to fluctuations in the US 
economy, together with losses in jobs and lower tax take, will lead to higher 
government deficits, the greater use of austerity policies and the exacerbation 
of social tensions.  

The paper also predicts that a shift in the economy from labour towards 
capital. That will mean the amount of an economy’s wealth going to ordinary 
workers in wages will fall proportionally to the share accounted for by profits, 
rents, interest and dividends. The shift in the UK is predicted to be a huge 7 
per cent over 10 years.  

 

 

 

3.  Investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS): a parallel legal system 
transferring power from states to trans-national corporations 

The ISDS mechanism will form a key element of TTIP.  ISDS mechanisms 
allow foreign investors to use private international tribunals, outside of 
national legal jurisdiction, to sue governments over any policy that threatens 
their property titles and the planned profits from their investments. 
Transnational companies could use ISDS to sue a government if it does 
something such as banning a product on health grounds, or repealing laws 
allowing marketisation of a public service. While the use of ISDS cannot stop 
public policy decisions being made, it adds a very heavy potential cost for 
governments in participating in the case and having to compensate 
companies if the challenge is upheld. 

The problems and risks of ISDS 

 ISDS is a very real threat to progressive legislation.  While the UK has 
not yet been sued under ISDS in existing bilateral trade agreements, 
there are many examples of challenges to other countries (see 
appendix) 

 Cases are not decided by judges but by a small group of corporate 
lawyers whose independence cannot be guaranteed  

 Meetings are generally closed to the public and rulings are for the most 
part secret 

                                                                                                                               
 

Possible areas of impact in Scotland:  Relocation of business to other EU 
countries or the US resulting in lower economic growth and job losses  
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 The relative positions of the parties to the disputes are extremely 
unequal: investors only have rights and feature as plaintiffs, states only 
have obligations and so are always the defendants  

 ISDS mechanisms do not contain provisions for investor duties - for 
example, to respect human rights, workers’ rights or environmental 
standards. 

 

According to research by the organization Public Citizen, ISDS mechanisms 
enshrined in TTIP would enable 75,000 companies in the EU and US, either 
directly or through foreign subsidiaries, to attack more progressive legislation 
on health, environmental and workplace safety on the other side of the 
Atlantic from where they currently operate.9  A cost benefit analysis of ISDS 
and foreign direct investment by the LSE, commissioned by BIS, showed that 
TTIP would bring few benefits and significant potential costs to the UK.10 

 

 

 

4. Regulatory harmony:  a race to the bottom? 

As mentioned in section 1, one of the main aims of TTIP is to facilitate trade 
by removing differences in standards between the EU and the US.  There are 
strong concerns that this will lead to the watering down of regulation designed 
to protect public health, workers, consumers and the environment. As former 
director-general of the World Trade Organisation and European commissioner 
for trade, Pascal Lamy wrote in the FT: “These talks are no longer about 
removing protections; they are about harmonising precautions that prevent 
harm to consumers.”11 On food safety, for example, there are particular 
concerns that regulatory harmony would lower EU standards on GMOs or 
hormone treated beef.12   This same approach could also threaten positive, 
food and employment -related initiatives such as giving preference to local 
suppliers.   

 

 

 

                                             
9 http://ttip2014.eu/map.html 
10 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/260380/bis-13-1284-costs-and-
benefits-of-an-eu-usa-investment-protection-treaty.pdf 
11 http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/d69d4496-5a07-11e4-8771-00144feab7de.html?siteedition=uk#axzz3JQ8dpdti 
12 http://corporateeurope.org/international-trade/2014/07/ttip-lose-lose-deal-food-and-farming 

Possible areas of impact in Scotland:  Scotland has, or has had, more 
progressive policy in a number of areas, including climate change, alcohol and 
tobacco control.  If Scotland wants to take a more progressive stance in other 
areas in the future, under TTIP ISDS claims could follow.   

Possible areas of impact in Scotland: Public procurement policies, e.g. which 
prioritise locally sourced food and employment because these are perceived as 
barriers to trade.  
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Appendix:  Examples of current investor-state actions13  

Corporations against health protection – Philip Morris v. Uruguay and 
Australia: Since 2010, Philip Morris has been suing Uruguay, and since 2011 
Australia. Both of these suits are directed against plain packaging for 
cigarettes and health warnings designed to reduce tobacco consumption. The 
case against Australia is being conducted via a Hong Kong subsidiary – 
based on the investment protection agreement between Hong Kong and 
Australia. Uruguay is being sued by Philip Morris International with 
headquarters in Switzerland – based on the Switzerland-Uruguay Agreement. 
The tobacco company wants 2 billion US dollars in compensation from 
Uruguay, around 4 per cent of the gross domestic product of the country. The 
amount of the damages beings sought from Australia is not known. In both 
cases, Philip Morris is also calling for a suspension of tobacco control laws. 
(Martin 2013)  
 
Corporations against water protection – Pacific Rim v. El Salvador: Since 
2009, the mining company Pacific Rim has been conducting a lawsuit against 
a mining moratorium in El Salvador based on the investment protection rules 
in the Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) between the United 
States and several Central American countries. The moratorium was imposed 
following massive popular protests against environmental destruction and 
water pollution from mining activities. Because Pacific Rim cannot open its 
planned gold mine »El Dorado« as a result, the corporation wants 301 million 
US dollars in compensation for the loss of the expected profits, hence about 1 
per cent of the gross domestic product of the country. Pacific Rim is 
headquartered in Canada (which is not a party to CAFTA) and is conducting 
its action through a subsidiary in the US state of Nevada. 
 
Corporations against compensation for environmental crimes – Chevron 
v. Ecuador: Since 2009, the US multinational oil company Chevron has been 
suing Ecuador on the basis of the United States- Ecuador investment 
agreement, because it had been sentenced by Ecuadorian courts to pay 9.5 
billion US dollars in compensation to indigenous communities for massive 
environmental pollution – wrongly, according to Chevron. To date, the three-
man tribunal which is hearing the case has found in favour of the corporation 
and has called upon the government of Ecuador not to carry out the sentence. 
The fact that Ecuador has rejected this by appeal to the separation of powers 
in its constitution is now being interpreted by Chevron as a violation of the 
standard of »fair and equitable negotiation« in investment law – for which 
Chevron is in turn seeking compensation. 
 
Corporations against the minimum wage – Veolia v. Egypt: Since 2012, 
the French utility company Veolia has been suing Egypt based on the bilateral 
investment agreement between France and Egypt for an alleged breach of a 
contract for waste disposal in the city of Alexandria. The city had refused to 
make changes to the contract which Veolia wanted in order to meet higher 
costs – in part due to the introduction of a minimum wage. In addition, 

                                             
13 http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/iez/global/10875.pdf 
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according to Veolia, the local police had failed to prevent the massive theft of 
dustbins by the local population. According to media reports, Veolia wants 82 
million euros in compensation. (Karadelis 2012)  
 
Corporations against the Arab Spring – Indorama v. Egypt: Since 2011, 
the Indonesian textile group Indorama has been suing Egypt because an 
Egyptian court ordered the re-nationalization of a textile factory that had been 
privatized – according to the court, unlawfully – under the Mubarak regime. 
The judgement had been preceded by a strike and occupations by textile 
workers calling for the re-nationalization of the company and for better 
working conditions and wages. (Perry 2011)  
 
Corporations against patent law – Eli Lilly v. Canada: The US 
pharmaceutical company Eli Lilly has been conducting an action since 2013 
against Canada’s patent law on the basis of the investor protection in NAFTA, 
because Canadian courts had declared two of its patents on medicines void. 
The patents for Strattera to treat attention deficit and hyperactivity disorder 
and Zyprexa to treat schizophrenia were revoked because the promised 
benefit had not been adequately demonstrated in a short test phase with a 
small number of test persons. Eli Lilly wants 500 million US dollars in 
compensation and is also attacking Canadian patent law, according to which 
a patent is granted only if the promised benefits of an invention can be 
adequately proven at the time of the patent application. (Trew, 2013)  
 


