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Abstract 

The High-Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth (HLWG), established following the 
EU-US Summit in November 2011, has taken up its task of identifying synergies that 
could result from reducing or dismantling tariff and non-tariff barriers in transatlantic 
trade and investments. The European Commission's Directorate-General for Trade and 
the US Trade Representative (USTR) have also launched consultations amongst public 
and private stakeholder groups, with the aim of obtaining detailed information on which 
impediments to trade and investments are most acute and how they could be resolved. 
An interim report was published in June 2012. The final report of the HLWG, which 
should also contain recommendations for political leaders, is expected by the end of the 
year.  

The most far-reaching recommendation would be to begin negotiations on a 
transatlantic free trade and investment agreement. According to legislators on both 
sides of the Atlantic, the European Commission, EU Member States, the US government 
and business representatives, further liberalisation of trade and investments via a 
bilateral agreement would be generally welcomed.  

If the HLWG gives the go-ahead for bilateral negotiations, the devil will be in the details. 
Sticky technical barriers to trade exist, particularly in the field of agriculture, as do non-
tariff barriers, which are more difficult to overcome. However, the economic importance 
of the EU and the US to one another, their common values and mutual support of free 
trade should offer sufficient common ground for taking up the challenge.  
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1. Task of the High-Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth (HLWG) 
 
Since the November 2011 
EU-US Summit, the HLWG 
has worked to identify the 
advantages of further 
liberalising EU-US 
commercial relations. 
 

The High-Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth (HLWG) was 
established following the EU-US Summit in Washington on November 28, 
2011 to identify policies and measures to increase EU-US bilateral trade 
and investment. At the beginning of 2012, both the European 
Commission (EC) and the US Trade Representative (USTR) launched public 
consultation procedures to obtain the views of public and private 
stakeholder groups on how to increase transatlantic trade and 
investments. Among the measures discussed were the following: 

 conventional barriers to trade in goods, such as tariffs and tariff-rate 
quotas, 

 reduction, elimination or prevention of non-tariff barriers or 'behind 
the border barriers' to trade in goods, services and investment, 

 opportunities for enhancing the compatibility of regulations and 
technical standards, 

 enhancing cooperation for the development of rules and principles 
on global issues of common concern. 

The interim report of June 
2012 reiterated political 
support and provided 
information on the 
expectations of the business 
community for the final 
results. 
 
 
 
 

In June 2012, the HLWG provided political leaders with an interim report, 
which reflected on the outcome of the initial public consultations. The EC 
then initiated a second and more detailed consultation focusing on 
stakeholders' priorities and the areas in which they see specific problems 
in their relations with the US. Without waiting for the results of this 
second consultation, which were expected by the end of September 
2012, the EC and the US Government again invited EU and US 
stakeholders — particularly regulatory agencies — to jointly express their 
opinion, focusing 'on how to promote greater transatlantic regulatory 
compatibility'1. The deadline set for this joint round of consultations is for 
31 October 2012. The final report will include the findings of the various 
surveys as well as conclusions and recommendations for political leaders 
in the EU and the US. It should be ready before the end of 2012.  

Both sides have expressed expectations about the possible outcome of 
the HLWG, including the possibility of engaging in negotiations on a 
transatlantic trade agreement. Such an agreement might be merely a 
more intense form of cooperation within the margins of the current 
framework (notably the TEC), or it might go so far as a deep and 
comprehensive approach to a future free trade agreement, one that 
would cover all market access issues of interest to both parties, including 
tariffs, services, investment, non-tariff measures, domestic regulation, 

                                                               
1 European Commission, DG Trade, Call for Public Consultations; deadline 31 Oct 2012: 
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/consultations/?consul_id=170  
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intellectual property rights and government procurement.   

 The general positions of individual parties and stakeholders are the 
following: 

European Commission and Member States:  
Prefer a comprehensive agreement, including complete scope of the 
HLWG's agenda. There should be a strong tariff component, without 
targeting the complete elimination of tariffs. What should, however, be 
included is increased access for EU companies to American state-level 
government purchasing contract and services. European Commission is 
estimating that a potential agreement with the US could add 0.52 % to 
EU's GDP in the long term.  

US administration:  
In favour of an ambitious approach, including sensitive agriculture tariffs 
and sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) trade barriers. Future negotiations 
should also to identify new ways to tackle non-tariff barriers. However, 
negotiations should only be pursued if prospects of successfully closing 
them are favourable. 

Members of the European Parliament (MEPs): 
MEPs support 'all World Trade Organisation-compatible options on the 
table for deepening economic integration with the US, including that of a 
free trade agreement'2.  

Members of US Congress (Senate and House of Representatives):  
Call for removing unnecessary barriers, reducing tariffs to zero where 
possible; include trade in services in the agreement; negotiate an 
investment agreement and further open public procurement markets3. 

The President's Export Council (advisory body to the US President): 
Sees great potential for expansion in US-EU bilateral job growth, trade 
and investment through an agreement that encompasses, inter alia, the 
elimination of industrial and agricultural goods tariffs, full liberalisation of 
the services trade, strong protection for intellectual property rights (IPR) 
and cooperation on enforcement of IPR.  

EU and US business communities:  
EU-US business representatives, who were invited by the European 
Commission and the US administration to express their expectations for 
the HLWG agenda during public consultations, appeared generally highly 
supportive of the initiative. They would like to see efficiency improved, 
costs of business operations both for companies and governments 
reduced, and movement of people facilitated. Real potential was seen in 

                                                               
2 Letter by INTA Committee of 19 March 2012 sent to Commission President José Barroso 
and Council President Herman Van Rompuy.  
3 Letters of 20 US senators, led by the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chair John 
Kerry, and 51 Members of the US House of Representatives to President Obama  
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reducing regulatory barriers, both in goods and services. Some 
representatives were of the opinion that the existing framework of 
cooperation, notably the Transatlantic Economic Council (TEC), offered a 
good platform to build upon. In terms of new contractual arrangements, 
most respondents favoured a comprehensive, ambitious and realistic 
agreement that would be negotiated under a single package. Several 
respondents, however, were concerned about potential blockages in the 
negotiations that might arise from the fact that progress in some sectors 
will depend on progress in others. To avoid this, they suggested starting 
with an US-EU tariff and services agreement and adding functional 
agreements (such as government procurement or competition policy) 
over time.  

 
 

This briefing note does not attempt to pre-empt the outcome of the 
public consultations of stakeholders underway. Rather, the following 
pages will describe those sectors that are considered important or 
sensitive, and those issues in transatlantic trade that are considered 
difficult. This is a reflection of comments that were advanced during the 
first public consultations conducted separately in the EU and the US4 5.  

2. Elimination of tariffs 
 
Although tariffs are already 
low, eliminating them would 
make a difference because 
of the high volumes of 
goods exchanged between 
the EU and the US. 
 

All stakeholders stressed the importance of the transatlantic marketplace 
for their business activity. In 2010, the EU provided 16.9 % (value: EUR 247 
billion) of the US's total imports — second only to China — and absorbed 
19.2 % (value: EUR 182 billion) of the US's total exports — surpassed only 
by Canada. From an EU point of view, the US remains the number one 
export destination, with a share of 17 % (value: EUR 260 billion) of total EU 
exports in 2011. But amongst the EU's import partners, the US ranks only 
third — lagging behind China and Russia — by supplying goods worth 
EUR 184 billion or 10.9 % of the EU's imports6.  

In terms of products, the 2011 transatlantic trade in goods is dominated in 
both directions by machinery and transport equipment, followed by 
chemicals and other manufactured goods (see tables below). 

                                                               
4 Full Versions of the Contributions Submitted to the Initial General Public Consultation of 
the EU-High Level Working Group, 
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/july/tradoc_149761.pdf  
5 Comments to USTR: 
http://www.regulations.gov/#!searchResults;a=USTR;rpp=25;po=0;s=USTR-2012-0001  
6 http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113465.pdf  
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Figure 1: 
EU exports to the USA 
(2011) 

Source: EC, DG Trade  

Figure 2: 
EU imports from the USA 
(2011) 

Source: EC, DG Trade  

 
 
 
 
 

The trade-weighted tariffs that EU exports face when entering the US 
market stand at 1.3 %, while trade-weighted EU import tariffs are, at 1.8 %, 
slightly higher.7 Customs tariffs on machinery, the most traded product 
across the Atlantic, range from 3 to 4 %; those for chemicals are 2 % or 
less. Nevertheless, European machinery and chemical industries, as well as 
the US Manufacturers Association, advocate the complete elimination of 
all industrial tariffs. Such a move would benefit three quarters of the trade 
in goods in both directions. Like most other participants in the 
consultations, these three industrial groups call for a free trade agreement 
that is comprehensive in scope, eliminating tariffs and non-tariff barriers, 
and that fosters greater regulatory coherence and convergence. 

 

 

                                                               
7 Commission Staff Working Document, External sources of growth, 
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/july/tradoc_149807.pdf  
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3. Tackling existing non-tariff barriers 
 
Non-tariff measures and 
behind-the-border barriers 
are considered to be the 
major obstacles to trade and 
investments. 
 

Based on the outcome of initial public consultations (from February to 
April 2012) and on an earlier study, the EC argues that regulatory barriers 
are major obstacles to trade and investment. If the EU were to abandon its 
current global trade strategy, which involves a comprehensive approach, 
and instead focus solely on tariffs in relations to the US, this could — in 
the EC's estimation — jeopardise all other ongoing trade negotiations. 
Furthermore, non-tariffs barriers in transatlantic trade would remain 
significant; the benefit of removing all actionable non-tariff measures 
(NTMs) in transatlantic trade might result in an increase in EU GDP of EUR 
122 billion per year and 2.1 % of exports. EU industrial sectors, such as 
motor vehicles, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, food and electrical 
machinery, would benefit most. For the US, eliminating actionable NTMs 
could result in an increase in GDP of EUR 41 billion per year and a rise of 
6.1 % in US exports. US sectors, including electrical machinery, chemicals, 
pharmaceuticals, financial services and the insurance sector, would 
benefit most. In the automotive sector, which is the largest commercial 
sector in EU-US relations, removal of non-tariff measures could lead to a 
14 % reduction in the costs of trade and investments in the EU and 15 % 
in the US.8 

 
Stakeholders identified a 
number of non-tariff barriers 
that should be removed. 
 

Regarding NTMs, participants of the stakeholder consultations considered 
that existing technical standards and regulatory issues were the major 
obstacle in transatlantic trade. Among other recommendations, they 
suggested that EU and US policy makers support the ongoing efforts of 
the US-EU High-Level Regulatory Forum (HLRF) and the Transatlantic 
Economic Council and strengthen the following efforts: 

 coordinate upcoming standards ('upstream cooperation') more 
closely, e.g. in the automotive sector, including e-mobility;  

 harmonise or eliminate duplicate and/or redundant technical 
regulations, standards and conformity assessment procedures; 

 recognise each other's safety standards as equivalent, especially 
regarding the electrical safety of machinery; 

 recognise suppliers' declaration of conformity; 

 improve coordination between regulatory authorities  

 promote cooperation on border security, especially the consistent 
and intelligent monitoring of cargo facilities and ports; 

 reduce the negative impacts of fragmentation of the US internal 

                                                               
8 European commission, DG Trade Study on Non-Tariff Measures in EU-US Trade and 
Investment, carried out at the request of the European Parliament, December 2009, 
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2009/december/tradoc_145612.pdf  
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market and the fragmented national regulatory schemes of EU 
Member States resulting from regulations; 

 facilitate customs procedures by increasing 'de minimis' customs 
values in the EU and eliminating the US formal entry list; 

 ensure cross border data flows are secure, e.g. by harmonising data 
protection legislation; 

 facilitate the process of mutual recognising professional 
qualifications; 

 facilitate legitimate business travel; 

 reduce the impact of extra-territorial application of national law.  

According to the EC's Directorate-General for Trade, the most important 
target issue of the joint EU-US consultation will be to request the EU and 
US regulatory agencies' views on how to resolve existing regulatory 
barriers.  

4. Agricultural products and SPS issues 
 
While transatlantic trade in 
agricultural products is 
relatively small in size, this 
may prove to be the most 
contentious part of any 
future trade negotiations. 

 

The EU is the leading exporter and importer of agricultural products, 
representing more than 40 % of world trade in agricultural products. In 
2011, as during the previous years, the US defended its position as the 
preferred export market.  

Figure 3: 
EU 27 agricultural exports by 
destination 
source: EC, Eurostat, Comext 
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 Yet among the top suppliers of agricultural products to the EU, USA was 
overtaken in 2001 by Brazil, which has since maintained its top position9.   

Figure 4: 
EU 27 agricultural imports 
by origin 
source: EC, Eurostat, Comext 

 
 
 

In 2011, agricultural products represented around 5.3 % of total EU 
exports to the US and around 6.0 % of total imports from the US. The 
share of US products among total EU imports of agricultural products was 
8.5 %. Of the EU's total agri-exports, about 12.1 % were exported to the US 
(see Annex 1).  

 
Apart from technical barriers 
to trade, tariffs remain high. 
 

Generally, the EU agro-sector complains that significant trade 
impediments exist in the form of technical barriers and SPS requirements 
applied to plants and to meat and dairy products. Furthermore, tariffs on 
agricultural products are among the highest in the US and the EU; their 
maximum rates are around 30 %, when the 'Tobacco' product group is 
excluded. Obviously, EU agro-business representatives (dairy and fresh 
fruit and vegetable producers) prefer to keep existing tariff protection in 
place on the EU side. However, these representatives do suggest that the 
EU should seek an increased US market access by significantly reducing 
the tariffs for European exporters. EU producers of fresh products claim 
that EU plant health requirements are non-discriminatory, while the US 
practices — in which approval procedures can take as long as 20 years — 
are discriminatory. Another agri-sector, the EU sugar industry, suggests 
that sugar tariff lines should be completely excluded from any future 
negotiations.  

 
EU beef faces a total import 
ban at the US market. 

EU beef exports face a total import ban at the US market as there are 
incompatibilities between the US and EU requirements for Bovine 
Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE). EU authorities are of the opinion that 

                                                               
9 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/trade-analysis/map/05-2012_en.pdf  
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 the import problem could be solved if US authorities followed the 
regionalisation decisions of the EU. This would mean that the US would 
no longer treat the EU as a territorial whole, but rather as a group of 
distinct regions. The import ban would then only apply to those EU 
regions where animal health problems occur.  

On the US side, the US Meat Export Federation complains that US beef 
and pork exports to the EU face prohibitively high tariffs and that the 
limited exports that do occur are confined to small tariff-rate quotas 
(TRQs) with relatively high in-quota tariffs. While duties on pork imported 
into the US were at zero rates for most products, the EU maintains a 
complex set of TRQs and specific duties. For beef, the EU maintains 
various 'High Quality Beef' definitions, for which a special duty free quota 
for 20 000 mt of beef was established in August 2009. Otherwise, EU 
import duties within the various TQRs and outside the quota system 
range from 10 to 20 %, depending on the cut.  

 
US meat exporters, for their 
part, would like to see the 
various import barriers at 
the EU market be lowered.  
 

US meat exporters assume that if these restrictive tariffs and TRQs were 
reduced or eliminated, the EU would be a very attractive market for US 
beef and pork. Yet the EU would maintain a number of non-science-based 
standards which served as additional import barriers, such as the 
hormone ban, the ban on pathogen reduction treatments, and the ban on 
the use of beta agonists, including Ractopamine. All these technical and 
sanitary requirements would add to the costs of exporting to the EU.   

Amongst the dispute settlement cases for which the World Trade 
Organisation (WTO) Dispute Settlement Body has made rulings against 
the EU are cases on hormones (DS 26), on marketing certain biotech 
products (GMOs) (DS 291) and on Bananas (DS 27). It remains to be seen if 
the implementation phase of these rulings will be completed to the 
satisfaction of the WTO. Following a US request, a new dispute settlement 
panel was established on 19 November 2009 for EU import restrictions on 
poultry that had undergone antimicrobial treatment involving chloride 
(DS 389 - Poultry Antimicrobial Treatment (AMT)).  

 
It remains an open question 
whether trade negotiations 
could eliminate the trade 
irritants for both sides in the 
field of agriculture. 
 

In sum, the transatlantic trade in agricultural products seems to have 
created frustration on both sides. A number of existing trade irritants 
could be explained by the quite divergent approaches to product safety. 
While the US authorities focus on the final product, EU regulations seek to 
ensure the safety of products throughout the distribution chain, including 
producers as well consumers. To what extent SPS issues could be treated 
by a future EU-US trade agreement remains uncertain. In order to reduce 
friction, greater transparency on respective regulations and procedures — 
as well as mutual recognition of technical standards and auditing 
mechanisms — would be helpful.  
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5. Trade in services 
 
The transatlantic service 
sector may offer the greatest 
potential for further 
liberalisation. 
 

EU exports in services to the US reached EUR 137 billion, or 24 %, of the 
total EU service exports in 2011. In the same year, the EU imported 
services from the US worth EUR 135 billion, which represented more than 
half of the total of US service sales. The service sector is believed to offer 
the greatest potential for further liberalisation.  

In their responses to questions during the consultations, the European 
Services Forum (ESF) refers to estimates that project that the trade in 
services could increase by 10-20 % — or USD 20-40 billion — if the 
existing barriers were removed. Further liberalisation of transatlantic 
service markets could add as many as 170 000 - 350 000 new jobs for the 
transatlantic economy. 

 
Stakeholders listed 
impediments to trade and 
investment in services that 
they would like to see 
removed. 

EU and US service providers suggest tackling barriers/impediments in the 
following ways: 

 removing equity caps, e.g. in airlines and in some 
telecommunication services; 

 introducing horizontal regulatory disciplines to pave the way 
towards transparency, prior consultation, early alert mechanisms, 
the right of appeal, disciplines for state owned enterprises and 
disciplines on cross border data flows;  

 reducing administrative burdens for Mode 4 (temporary presence 
of natural persons for business purposes); 

 opening up the public procurement market for services sectors (e.g. 
architecture, engineering, urban planning, ICT services, 
environmental services, energy services, catering services, cleaning 
services, business services, auditing and accounting, transport and 
logistic services other than aviation); 

 mutually recognising transportation security requirements along 
the lines of the established mutual recognition of the existing trans 
partnership programmes (the US Customs-Trade Partnership 
Against Terrorism [C-TPAT] and EU Authorised Economic Operator 
[AEO]), with the aim of harmonizing both security regimes.  

 Service providers call for closer cooperation in the following sectors:  

 Telecommunications:  
Agree on a common EU-US definition of electronic communication 
services, finding more spectrum for commercial mobile broadband 
and harmonising its spectrum rulings to allow the greatest 
efficiencies for next generation telecommunications. Introduce an 
appropriate and agreed regulatory framework to ensure full and 
open competition in ICT services. 

 



Ways and means towards a future EU-US trade and investment agreement 

 

13 

 Financial Services:  
Strengthen the EU-US Financial Markets Regulatory Dialogue 
(FMRD); intensify work on international standards within the G20 
and other international bodies (Basel, IAIS, ISSCO). 

 Insurance:  
Treat US and non-US re-insurers equally in terms of financial 
reporting. 

 Postal and Courier:  
Ensure the same level of market access to the US market that US 
operators have access to the EU market. 

 Transport:  
Allow EU carriers access to the US market, just as US carriers have 
access to the EU market. In addition, liberalise airline ownership and 
control.  

 

6. Transatlantic investment 
 The EU and the US are by far the largest investors in one another.  

FDI stocks  2004 in EUR 
billion 

2010 in EUR 
billion 

% of total 
EU FDI 

Outward 731.7 1 194.9 29 % 

Table 1: 
EU-US bilateral investment 
stocks 
 

Inward 769.2 1 201.3 41 % 

 Source: Eurostat  

 
Transatlantic FDI is a major 
generator of trade in goods 
and services, as well as jobs.  
 

By nature, FDI is long-term engagement and could be considered being 
the driving force behind transatlantic commercial relations. This is 
illustrated by the fact that EU companies in the US and US affiliates in 
Europe generate a large part of transatlantic trade in goods and services 
through intra-company trade. Estimates indicate that EU and US 
companies operating on the other's territory provide jobs for more than 
14 million people. Given the volumes of cross-border establishment, it is 
not surprising that EU and US business representatives — without 
exception — suggest negotiating a form of investment protection 
agreement or adopting principles on foreign investment that are non-
discriminatory and based on national treatment for the establishment 
and management of investments.  
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7. The future US President's position on the EU as trading partner? 
 
It is uncertain what the US 
position will be on launching 
negotiations with the EU on a 
free trade and investment 
agreement.  
 

US President Barack Obama has not yet pronounced his support for an 
EU-US trade agreement. The US Trade Representative Ron Kirk has, on 
the other hand, made clear that the US would only be interested in 
negotiating such an agreement if sensitive agricultural products and SPS 
issues were included. The national platforms of the Democratic and the 
Republican parties that have been detailed in anticipation of the 
November 2012 elections do not indicate the direction of EU-US future 
economic relations. The 2012 Republican platform10 contains a chapter 
on 'International Trade', which recommends that the US 'pursue [...] new 
trade agreements with friendly nations' (with the adjective 'friendly' 
presumably applying to the EU). The 2012 Democratic national 
platform11 tackles international trade issues solely under the headline 
'Open Markets All Over the World for American Products'. Amongst the 
partner countries and regions that are mentioned are South Korea, 
Columbia, Panama and the countries that participate in the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership (TPP) negotiations; the EU is not specifically mentioned.  

8. Conclusions 
Possible recommendations 
of the final report of the 
HLWG, expected for the end 
of 2012, in terms of a future 
transatlantic trade and 
investment agreement 

It remains to be seen whether the final report of the HLWG, expected at 
the end of 2012, will contain the recommendation to launch negotiations 
on a comprehensive free trade and investment agreement.  

If the HLWG does suggest approaching a free trade and investment 
agreement, the EC hopes to begin on this as early as spring 2013, after 
having obtained a mandate by the Council. The EC would then like to see 
negotiations terminated within the term of the Parliament and 
Commission, both of which end by mid or end-2014. Such a schedule is 
rather optimistic, given that the US presidential elections, to be held in 
early November 2012, could easily derail the timetable. Experiences with 
FTA negotiations with other EU partners have demonstrated that 
negotiations usually require more than ten rounds and a minimum of four 
years, even when both sides wish to conclude soon. This has been the 
case, for example, with Korea. Even after negotiations have been 
concluded, ratification procedures, including the consent of the European 
Parliament, require additional time.  

 
 

The transatlantic business community, the beneficiaries of further 
liberalisation of transatlantic markets, are supportive of any reduction 
and/or elimination of tariffs and non-tariff barriers in transatlantic trade 
and investment. Stakeholders have stressed that they consider existing 
non-tariff measures and behind-the-border measures the major 
impediments to opening markets further. Bilateral efforts to remove such 

                                                               
10 http://www.gop.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/2012GOPPlatform.pdf 
11 http://assets.dstatic.org/dnc-platform/2012-National-Platform.pdf  
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barriers — e.g. within the Transatlantic Economic Council or the High-
Level Regulatory Forum, or via Mutual Regulatory Agreements — have 
proved that removing such impediments is very time consuming. There is 
no indication that incorporating non-tariff barriers into the framework of 
bilateral trade and investment negotiations will facilitate finding a 
solution.  

In addition, the existing trade irritants — mostly in the form of technical 
standards and/or SPS requirements, which affect only a fraction of the 
transatlantic economic exchange of goods —could develop into major 
problems during future negotiations. Additional impediments may arise 
from issues that appear at first glance secondary — the US government's 
financial support of certain industries, such as steel and aircraft (see the 
long-standing WTO dispute settlement case involving the EU 
manufacturer Airbus and the US manufacturer Boeing) — if the 
prevention of anti-competitive practises were to become an integral part 
of the EU-US bilateral trade negotiations.  

Any future EU-US trade and investment agreement will have to deal with 
non-tariff barriers in order to be meaningful. In the past, the US Congress 
and the European Parliament were involved in the setting of rules 
affecting transatlantic trade and investments. Frequently cited examples 
by US stakeholders are the EU's REACH regulation of June 2007 (requiring 
the registration of some 30 000 chemical substances used in the EU that 
might pose a risk to health or the environment) or the more recent EU 
Emission Trading Scheme Directive of 2008 (including aviation activities 
into the emission allowance trading scheme within the EU). The EU has 
also been concerned with US legislation — for example, the US Visa 
waiver programme and the SAFE Ports Act of 2006 (which requires cargo 
containers destined for the US to be 100 % scanned when in foreign 
ports). Negative legislative decisions — such as the EP's failure to agree to 
ACTA — have also been significant. If the framework of a negotiated 
agreement further aligns regulations and establishes mutual recognition 
of standards and copyright systems, this would reduce legislators' room 
for manoeuvre. 

There is also the question whether free trade negotiations with the EU will 
figure as a priority for the next US government. In recent years, the US has 
shifted the focus of its trade policy away from Europe and towards the 
trans-Pacific region. Pursuing a concrete US-EU agreement may be more 
likely now that the TPP project has run into rough waters and its 2012 
target (for completing the negotiations) is likely to be missed. But it 
remains to be seen whether the next US government would re-focus and 
make major efforts for speedy negotiations with the EU.  

The EU and the US are natural partners within the global economy. They 
share common ethical values, have sophisticated legal systems in place, 
respect intellectual property rights and advocate free trade. The 
establishment of the HLWG is a clear sign that political leaders in the EU 
and the US are aware of these shared values and the importance of 
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transatlantic commercial relations for one another. They have tasked the 
HLWG with seeking ways and means to further liberalise transatlantic 
trade and investment flows. The reactions of the transatlantic business 
communities reveal their full support for launching negotiations on a free 
trade and investment agreement and/or strengthening the existing 
cooperation instruments.    

Should the HLWG come forward with a proposal to start negotiations on a 
comprehensive agreement, the transatlantic partners could become 
trailblazers for others seeking to dismantle tariffs and non-tariff barriers, 
for example within the multilateral trading system governed by the WTO.  
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Annex 1:  EU trade with the USA 

 

 


