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Agenda 
1. Presentations by DG ENV, DG TRADE and Civil Society 
2. Discussion 
 
1. Presentations by DG TRADE, DG ENV and Civil Society 
 
DG ENV (Ms Julie Raynal) 

DG ENV outlined work under the two main tracks of the UNFCCC process: 1) Ad-Hoc Working Group on Further 
Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), 2) Ad-Hoc Working Group on Long-Term 
Cooperative Action (AWK LCA) under the Convention (negotiating on the basis of the Bali Action Plan – Decision 
1/CP.13).  The objective was ultimately that these two tracks result into one comprehensive agreement by December 
2009.  An overview was given of the latest negotiating session in Bonn which had taken place in June. Regarding 
the debate on future action, three workshops on adaptation, finance and technology were held under the AWK LCA, 
designed to deepen understanding of the issues forming the building blocks of a future agreement.  This resulted in a 
clearer understanding among governments on what countries would ultimately like to see written into a long-term 
agreement to address climate change.  Talks also continued in Bonn in the AWG-KP. The objective of these 
negotiations was to identify means that may be available to industrialized countries under the Kyoto Protocol to 
reach their emission reduction targets beyond the first commitment period of the Protocol in 2012.  The next round 
of negotiations would take place in Accra in August (including AWG LCA workshops on REDD - reducing 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation - and sectoral approaches), before the Ministerial Conference 
(COP4) to be held in Poznan in December. The Poznan conference should inter alia reduce the number of options 
on the negotiating table.  The negotiations would further intensify next year, with at least four sessions of two 
weeks, with a view to reach an agreement at the ministerial conference in Copenhagen (COP15). 

 
Friends of the Earth Europe  
FoEE considered that the focus should be on the mutual supportiveness between trade and climate measures.  Some 
products helped reduce harmful climate change.  The current EU trade policy model was not climate friendly: 
ecological principles clashed with economic ones.  Climate change issues and environmental impact should be taken 
into account.  Ecologically wasteful trade should be regulated.  FoEE advocated a paradigm shift in patterns of 
consumption, which had been the historical driver of climate change.  This was an institutional and individual 
problem. 
 
DG TRADE  (Ms Ditte Juul Jorgensen) 
The EU had set clear targets and policies for combating climate change. Reflections were well advanced on trade and 
climate change issues, but these were developing policy areas that needed continued reflection. The civil society 
dialogue was an important contribution to this reflection.  In the overall context, climate objectives were clear.  The 
EC had adopted on 23 January a package of proposals (the Barroso package).  The main objective was to arrive at 
international agreement under UNFCCC by the end of 2009.  From a trade perspective the question was how trade 
policy could contribute to climate objectives.  This could be achieved on two paths.  Firstly, in meeting targets and 
objectives (e.g. targets, like carbon emission reductions).  Secondly, in a process manner – how could trade policy 
support the international negotiation process.  In terms of substance one of the important instruments available was 
the liberalisation of environmental goods and services.  To reduce emissions, countries needed access to knowledge, 
skills and technology; high tariffs are a main barrier to this.  Achieving liberalisation in this area was not easy: 
negotiations with WTO partners had been underway since 2001.  The EC was looking at other areas, including 
technology transfer.  Intellectual property rights were an important issue; failure to enforce intellectual property 
protection could act as a disincentive to investment and technology transfer.  Many issues were outside trade policy 
but were being worked on by other DGs, such as sustainable consumption, climate and energy policy.  Domestic 
European action could have an impact on international negotiations, in showing the lead.  The issue of carbon 
leakage should also be taken into account.  The Barroso package showed that the Commission was taking this 
seriously.  But it was not the right time to move to further detail; since the international framework remains the key 
priority the EU needed to act consistently with it.   
 
2. Discussion 
 
Eurocommerce stressed the need to make a difference between negative and positive trade policy measures.  A 
negative approach (stopping the import of climate change unfriendly products) brought a danger of protectionism.  

http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/3878.php


They preferred positive measures, referring to Article 31 of the DDA, and how to ensure better market access of 
environmental friendly goods and services, which had not gone far enough in negotiations.  GSP+ was welcomed as 
it encouraged developing countries to produce climate friendly products for export into the EU.  The EC was in the 
right direction here, but it should not change certain rules, particularly on country of origin and Form A, as this could 
lead to a distortion of trade and competition and a lack of legal security. 
 
Sustainable Development Research Institute pointed out that even if DDA failed, there would be overhanging 
issues to address, such as the promotion of harmony between multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) and 
WTO rules.  They put forward two questions: firstly, what was the latest on proposals to decrease value-added tax 
(VAT) on trade in environmental goods and services in the EU?  Secondly, would aircraft emissions be included in 
energy policy?   
 
Confederation of European Paper Industries (CEPI) questioned the signal that the EU was sending to the 
business community, and that the paper industry had no more money to invest in cleaner technology.  Paper was 
always needed and people would simply turn to China for their needs instead of from Europe, which would result in 
European job losses. He asked also what could be considered as a good deal in Copenhagen, and how to ensure that 
commitments and actions announced by parties are effectively implemented. 
 
DG ENV responded that bunkers emissions (from aviation and international maritime transport) was a crucial issue 
and that substantial work had already started on this internally in the EU, to include aviation into the European 
Trading Scheme (ETS), as well as at international level.  The EU had made a presentation on this topic in Bonn, and 
discussions were held under the AWG KP. But many countries were still reluctant with regard to the inclusion of 
aviation into the post-2012 climate regime with reduction obligations, fearing an additional burden on their 
companies.  In terms of the scope of ETS, the first phase was an experimental one.  A review had been proposed by 
the Commission and was currently discussed in co-decision. Regarding the question of what would be considered a 
good deal at Copenhagen, the EU hoped that all countries would participate according to their responsibilities and 
capacity. At the same time there was a need to consider fairness and a further differentiation among the current group 
of developing countries. Not the same kind of action would be asked to developed and developing countries. 
Monitoring and reporting were also key aspects of negotiations, including how to ensure compatibility between 
actions and how to develop reporting tools in a consistent way which would allow for verification at the international 
level. 
 
FoEE shared business concerns about job losses, but noted that many European companies operated with global 
supply chains.  In the first period of ETS many companies made significant profits.  Therefore they should show both 
sides of the story.  Also, FoEE regretted that the issue of MEAs in relation to the WTO was slow moving.  WTO 
rules needed to be changed and clarified – new problems could not be solved with old solutions, and MEAs needed 
teeth. 
 
DG TRADE noted that regarding carbon leakage the 23 January package sent clear signals to industry.  The EC was 
aware of specific concerns and ready to take appropriate action, but any action taken had to be based on careful 
analysis.  Currently a number of parameters were not clear, and would depend to a large extent on developments in 
international negotiations. It would be important to follow closely the developments in those negotiations and act on 
that basis, as set out in the Commission's proposal of 23 January.  On the issue of DDA paragraph 31, it was 
regrettable that more progress had not been made, but the EC continued efforts on the issue.  On MEAs, it was agreed 
they should have teeth but was primarily for negotiation in the MEAs themselves, in the multilateral trading system 
does not in any way stand in the way of strong MEAs.  On IPRs, the EC was doing an internal study which would 
help inform them in reflections on trade and climate change.  On VAT, some considerations were made by member 
states last year, but these were not trade policy related. 
 
Verband der Chemischen Industrie were critical of suggestions for border measures to address carbon leakage,  
which would be a violation of WTO law and lead to retaliatory actions and trade disputes.  The way to solve this 
problem was by free allowances for import sectors. 
 
Center for International Environmental Law noted that measures under Kyoto were already available to deal with 
the technology transfer issue, but that these had not been addressed was a fault of developed countries.   
 
DG ENV responded that the objective was to get a comprehensive international agreement by 2009 – work on how 
to answer to the carbon leakage issue has started and would be considered and refined in the light of the outcome of 
the post-2012 negotiations. On technology transfer there was indeed recognition that more could be done, and several 
reasons could explain this, including the lack of absorption capacity in host countries, or a lack of focus of the CDM.  
The EU was actively participating to the negotiations on this topic in the UNFCCC.   


