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BACKGROUND  

The greatest economic gains from The Transatlantic Trade And Investment Partnership (TTIP) can be 
had from the reduction or removal of Technical Barriers to Trade (TBTs). TBTs hinder 
market access due to the costs of instruments of assuring compliance via standards, 
regulatory specifications and/or conformity assessment. It is not about safety, health, 
or similar objectives. Often, the costs of TBTs are unnecessarily high due to duplication, 
over-specification, lack of trust, slightly different tests, rigid procedures, etc. Although 

negotiations are complicated and require a longer time horizon, it is a core mandate of TTIP to reduce 
the costs of TBTs, both horizontally and within sectors. 

FOCUS OF THE STUDY 

The study  TTIP: Opportunities and Challenges in the area of 
Technical Barriers to Trade, including Standards concentrates 
on the horizontal TBT chapter in TTIP, with links to the regulatory 
cooperation chapter and the nine sectorial chapters. It is shown 
that the costs of TBTs are much higher than tariffs, and can even 
pre-empt market access for SMEs. The EU interests are well served 
by an ambitious approach in addressing TBTs. A range of options 
and methods are discussed, and TBT chapters in recent FTAs are 
analysed by way of comparison. Some proposals for the TTIP 
negotiators are included. 

KEY FINDINGS 

1. EU Goals and Interests 
TBT costs can be minimised without affecting safety, health and environmental objectives. The 
EU aim of reaping economic gains, ultimately measured by growth and jobs, from increased trade is 
served particularly well by an ambitious TBT chapter. This should be complemented by the regulatory 
cooperation chapter, and by regulator-to-regulator exchanges under nine sectorial chapters (in e.g. 
automotive and engineering products), These would be made permanent in a ‘living agreement’ in 
which time is given and trust is built up. Given the differences in regulatory approaches and 
standardisation traditions, some flexibilities should be considered in both systems, which avoid 
disruptive change whilst gradually ensuring that international (ISO/IEC) standards become the routine 
source of convergence. 
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2. Achievements and Lessons from Recent FTAs 
Recent FTAs that the EU has concluded (with Korea, Singapore and Canada) reflect an increasingly 
ambitious approach with respect to TBTs. In KOREU and in SINGEU, the TBT chapters are fairly ambitious, 
but these FTAs lack regulatory cooperation chapters (only one on transparency), whilst fewer sectorial 
chapters are in, compared to TTIP proposals. CETA is less ambitious in horizontal cooperation and with TBTs 
in general, although it provides some ideas that contribute to building ‘living agreements’.   CETA has 
however, accomplished a wide-ranging Protocol on mutual recognition of conformity assessment in many 
sectors, a great improvement from the 1998 MRA with Canada. 

3. Opportunities in the TTIP Negotiations 
Lowering the costs of TBTs translates into great export opportunities in strong EU sectors such as 
engineering machinery, automotive, etc. Given lessons from the 1998 US/EU MRA, the process should be 
governed by regulators, and given ample time in a ‘living agreement’. Such a living agreement should offer 
sufficient possibilities for the EP to discuss all relevant information and to act. One should also invest in 
empirical evidence of testing, such as in the automotive sector. Occasionally, harmonisation of regulatory 
objectives might be possible, with compliance procedures mutually recognised. In some sectors, it may be 
necessary to create new regulation of ‘equivalent scope’. For example, one could explore ‘equivalence 
agreements’ (like the US/EU Veterinary Agreement of 1998) with approval of equivalence on a product-by-
product basis. Harmonisation of technical standards is very promising, once the standardisation bodies 
cooperate more systematically, and once the US bodies directly link standardisation projects with ISO/IEC 
(as the European bodies do in the Vienna and Dresden agreements).  

The ongoing review of US OMB Circular A-119 (which regulates how standards can be used by US 
regulators for showing compliance with US risk regulation) could be seized as an opportunity to propose to 
the US a formal request procedure for equivalence of products, in terms of safety objectives, made to 
European standards.  Also, US conformity assessment in engineering products under the OSHA might 
improve. 

4. Challenges in the TTIP Negotiations 
One challenge is the huge gap between adherence to international standards (ISO/IEC). The EU has 
72% of CENELEC standards that are identical to IEC standards, and 31 % of CEN standards are identical to 
ISO. The US  has, at best, 1% or 2 % compatibility with these same standards. Not all of the standards are 
relevant for regulation, but they may still matter as a hindrance (e.g. value chains, compatibility, etc.).  Some 
US industries have now declared to their intention to pursue true global standards in the future. 

Another challenge consists in providing full clarity on why the EU rejects the US suggestion of ‘mutual 
recognition of standards’ which undermines the integrity of the single market, whilst offering some 
flexibilities in today’s setting. Also, the EU should persuade the US to follow the CETA Protocol on the 
mutual recognition of conformity assessment in a range of sectors - this would look like an improvement 
and extension of the 1998 MRA. 
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