Submission from Catherine Bearder MEP
What are the advantages and disadvantages of the EU’s competence over trade and investment, particularly in relation to international trade and investment negotiations? When answering this question you may wish to consider: o the impact of acting as part of a bloc on the UK’s global influence; o the EU’s capacity to deliver trade and investment policy effectively (e.g. its effectiveness in trade negotiations, including whether this varies across different regions); o the resource implications of having competence at the EU level; o the extent to which EU trade and investment policy offers benefits to the UK that go beyond those offered by WTO membership; o the EU’s priorities for trade and investment negotiations, for example in terms of negotiating partners and offensive and defensive interests (e.g. in market access), and the extent to which these align with UK priorities; o the extent to which the UK’s approach to trade policy is amplified or reduced by working through the EU (e.g. whether the UK, as a free trade advocate, succeeds in making EU trade and investment policy less protectionist); o the extent to which EU trade policy has a trade facilitating or trade diverting effect for the UK. 
The EU trade negotiators at the WTO, and on the international arena are representing a potential market of over 500 million people. This means that the EU3s international trading partners are willing to compromise, agree to many of its demands respect and acquiesce its main offensive to trade interests, to its demands. It also means that countries where manufacturing standards are not as high as those in the EU, are willing to agree to ensure that basic standards of production are met in its export goods, that the environment is not destroyed during their production. By negotiating in a bloc the key areas of interest for EU, and UK manufacturers, as part of that wider group are acknowledge and deep access to international markets is granted in exchange for access to the EU's 500 million consumers. Were the UK to be negotiating international trade deals on its own, representing its 65 million consumers, there is no doubt in my mind that the demands they placed in front of their trading partners would not be met in the way that they are when represented as part of a larger, more powerful and more lucrative potential market such as the EU. The same is true when it comes to International investment treaties, where the interests of UK investors in developing economies receive far more robust protection, because they are seen as part of the overall EU interests, than if they were merely operating under the flag of the UK. It is hard to find any persuasive arguments that the EU's competence over trade and investment has been a disadvantage for UK manufacturers and exporters.
What are the advantages and disadvantages of having trade and investment promotion largely at the national level? How well has this delivered on UK objectives? 
The promotion of trade through the direct support for businesses in their export and import activities from their national governments should remain a shared competence between the EU and Member States. Though the EU's trade interests as a whole are best pursued together, giving the negotiators more cloud during trade talks, once the trade deals are in place it makes sense that manufacturers from different member states will be competing against one another other to promote their exports in third markets and attract investment from them, and therefore support at national level is more appropriate. However, it is still useful that the Commission continues to carry out its own trade promotion activities in 3rd countries - by maintaining trade facilitation offices in selected countries. For each member state to have different trade promotion offices based in many of the EU's trading partner countries would be a waste of resources and very uneconomical. Commission-led trade support services for European businesses in non European markets; and trade missions to third countries are all best pursued at a European level.
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What are the advantages and disadvantages of the current division of competence over export and import controls and export credits?
Giving the EU competence over investment policy and protection makes sense - it means that when negotiating international trade deals the EU can also include provisions on investment in its international agreements, providing a greater degree of surety to EU investors and to investors from outside the EU who wish to invest here. The EU's competence over market access for foreign direct investment (FDI) and its responsibility for setting standards for how investments should be treated once they have been made also provide a welcome degree of certainly to investors both within and from outside the EU, boosting investment and therefore growth. This, in my opinion, is a great advantage. The liberalisation of market access for foreign direct investments, made possible as a result of negotiations undertaken by the EU makes it easier for EU investors to make such investments abroad and foreign investors to make direct investments in the EU. I welcome the expansion of the EU's role which will now allow it to include provisions on market access for investment in future EU trade agreements. Investment protection chapters are currently being negotiated as part of proposed FTAs with Canada, Singapore and India and will probably form part of most future EU FTAs. I would welcome future expansion of the EU's work into negotiating stand-alone investment protection agreements, as I see this as a big benefit to British investors abroad and British sectors looking for funding from non European sources.
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How well are UK objectives met and interests taken into account through a) EU trade defence investigations, and b) the EU representing the UK in trade defence cases against the EU and more generally in trade disputes with other WTO members?
The recent row regarding the imposition by the European commission of an 11.8% import tariff on Chinese solar panels coming into the EU is an example where one might consider UK and EU interests to be at odds with one another. The UK solar panel association voiced concerns at the number of UK jobs which might be put at risk by the imposition of this tariff at EU borders. Yet this move was in response to the use by the Chinese authorities of trade distorting measures - namely subsidising their solar panel manufacturers to give them an advantage over their non Chinese rivals, resulting in a flooding of the EU market by cheap Chinese-made solar panels and a loss of market share by UK, French and German solar panel manufacturers. While the imposition of imports may well result in some difficulties for UK manufacturers I believe that in the long run a speedy resolution of this dispute will be in the interests of the UK solar panel industry. Were the UK to be conducting this dispute-settlement attempt on its own, the closing of its markets to chinese solar panels, or indeed any other goods being exported from China would be taken far less seriously by the Chinese authorities than an EU-wide action, and would, in my opinion, run the risk of being ignored or left to run on without any real attempts at resolution since the UK market is proportionately so much smaller than the EU market. By acting together, and supporting one another in trade disputes at Commission level, manufacturers from the UK and across the EU clearly benefit from the 'strength in numbers' principle.
What future challenges/opportunities might we face on trade and investment policy and what impact might these have on the UK national interest? When answering this question you may wish to consider the impact of: o the institutional changes introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon (e.g. the increased role for the European Parliament and the creation of the European External Action Service) on EU trade and investment policy; o any further internal developments in the EU (e.g. potential further integration of the eurozone) on trade and investment policy; o the increasing ambition of EU trade policies, and the implications that this might have for the UK’s offensive and defensive interests; o any further developments in EU law, including for example any effect of the EU’s exercise of internal competence on its external competence and vice-versa. 
The first big challenge is the threat that the EU's share of world trade will reduce rapidly over the coming years in the face of increasing competition from China, Brazil, South Korea, Japan etc. So the need to stay competitive is crucial to the future success of UK and EU trade interests. The best way to protect these interests is to continue to negotiate new trade deals with emerging markets, to give UK and EU producers preferential, tariff-free access to markets which their rivals do not have. This, without a doubt, is best achieved by negotiating as a group. In addition, the recent economic crises have given an incentive to certain trading blocks to resort to protectionist policies in an effort to safeguard their domestic goods. This policy would be disastrous if applied by a large number of countries and it is only through membership of the EU that European members states, including the UK, have ensured that the temptation to close markets did not result in a rapid spread of protectionism within and outside the EU's trading borders. By remaining 'open for business' the EU set an example to their trading partners, and issued a warning of the dangers of following down the protectionist path. If we were not acting as a group I have no doubt that many EU countries, and as a result, EU trading partners would have begun to close their borders to tariff free trade. As the financial crisis rumbles on, I believe the continued protection of free and fair trade is a big challenge for the UK, and this challenge is best met face on as part of the largest, pro-free and fair trade WTO block: the EU. Finally, as trade becomes more competitive, and trading blocks more desperate to hold on to their share of international trade the temptation of sparking a 'race to the bottom' whereby minimum safety standards, workers rights, environmental protection and all the other non-commercial concerns which should and must be factored into the production process fall by the wayside. By using its competence over trade policy to pursue development objective (through the GSP, EPAs, Everything but Arms etc) the EU leads by example when it comes to developing markets. By insisting on decent and verifiable safety, sustainability and environmental standards in all goods reaching the EU from third countries the EU goes some way to preventing this race to the bottom from occurring. This is vitally important as the world trade scene becomes more competitive.
