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I. On the purposes and content of this Report

The purpose of this Report is to offer highlights for sovereign Bulgarian reading of
the proposed Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership between EU and USA
(TTIP) and to contribute to shaping of Bulgarian government position in conformity
with national interests. It is based on the legal and political analysis of what is known
until now about TTIP, and analysis of the implementation of free trade and
investment protection agreements in other regions of the world.
The report contains:
- Assessment of the nature of TTIP and the state of the negotiation process;
- Assessment of the status of TTIP related consultations and public debates in
Bulgaria;
- Analysis of the key risks for Bulgarian legal and socio-political environment arising
from TTIP;
- Specific recommendations to government institutions.

II. TTIP is not just about Economy
TTIP is a comprehensive international agreement between the EU and the USA to
remove tariff and non-tariff barriers on trade, which currently is under discussion.
International agreements of this type exist primarily on a bilateral basis, but in the
last two decades also on multilateral - North American Free Trade Agreement NAFTA (including the US, Canada and Mexico); Central American Free Trade
Agreement - CAFTA (including the US, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Costa Rica,
Nicaragua and the Dominican Republic). Under discussion are similar agreements
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between the EU and Canada (CETA) between the US and the countries of the AsiaPacific region - the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TTP).
Institute of Modern Politics is in favor of further promotin of trade and mutual
investments in the two world's biggest markets - the US and EU. Abolition of customs
duties, which is one of the objectives of TTIP, without doubt is an important step in
this direction. However this does not mean that the proposals in TTIP, made in the
negotiations between the European Commission and the US administration, as far as
they are accessible to the public, should be accepted uncritically and without a
comprehensive assessment of the consequences that TTIP would have on citizens
and nation states.
In public and expert discussions TTIP most often is commented in terms of a purely
economic effects. The Institute of Modern Politics emphasizes that this agreement
goes far beyond the narrow economic issues and expertise. It affects the very
functioning of the modern constitutional state, the ability of governments to
implement policies in the public interest and the civic rights.
This stems from the scope and content of TTIP known at this stage, where a key
point is not the elimination of customs barriers, but two other sets of issues related
to :
- Non-tariff barriers and the timing and synchronizing of regulations and deregulation
- the removal of regulatory regimes and standards - in the economy, agriculture,
public services, environment and others aimed at stimulating trade and investment
between the EU and the US;
- The introduction of a extrajudicial and supranational mechanism to settle disputes
between investors and states (ISDS), which will have a direct impact on the overall
regulatory, institutional and socio-political environment in the Member States,
including in Bulgaria.
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II. General characteristics of the TTIP negotiation process opacity and domination of corporate interests

Institute of Modern Politics shares the assessment that the TTIP negotiations
between the European Commission and the US Administration are not transparent.
Under pressure from public opinion in Europe and the USA, as well as after owninitiative inquiry by the European Ombudsman, in the second half of this year a
partial declassification of documents relating to the negotiation process has started.
On October 9, 2014 was also declassified the mandate for negotiations set by the
European Commission1.
Another serious deficiency in consultation with civil society at European
Commission level we believe is the distinct dominance of corporations and
corporate lobbyists compared with organizations and experts, protecting the public
interest.
According to the Corporate Europe Observatory in 2012-2013 the total number of
"stakeholders" who lobbied in relation to TTIP totaled 298. Of these, 269 are
representatives of the business sector. Based on information from the lists of
participants, published on the websites of the Commercial Section of the European
Commission, as well as published comments and opinions of the participants,
Corporate Europe Observatory shows that 560 meetings and debates are held with
lobbyists behind closed doors, including:
- 520 of these meetings were with business lobbies (92%);
- 26 were "groups in the public interest" (4%);
- The rest were representatives of the administration and academics.

1

See official text - http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-11103-2013-DCL-1/en/pdf
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The largest lobbying groups on TTIP at European level:
• Business Europe (Federation of European Employers) and the European Services Forum (group
bringing together the biggest companies that provide services - Deutsche Bank, Telefonica, The City
UK).
• ACEA (automotive lobby, work for BMW, Ford, Renault, etc.), CEFIC (European Chemical Industry
Council - lobbied for BASF, Bayer, Dow, etc.) and Freshfel (lobbying for the interests of producers of
vegetables and fruits) .
• Eucolait (dairy products) and Food and Drink Europe (grocery - Nestle, Coca Cola, Unilever).
• US Chamber of Commerce, Digital Europe (IT sector - Apple, Blackberry, Microsoft) and European
Generics Medicines Association
• The American Chamber of Commerce, Confederation of the British Industry and the Federation of
German Industries

Sectors most active in lobbying?
• Agribusiness and food - includes Nestle, Mondelez (former Kraft Foods), Food and Drinks Europe,
Eucolait, Clitravi (lobby group for meat processing), Spirits Europe (alcohol producers, including
Bacardi-Martine, Pernod-Ricard) and FEFAC (lobby group for animal feed)
• Many business sectors - BusinessEurope, the US Chamber of Commerce, Transatlantic Business
Council, Confederation of British Industry, Federation of German Industries
• Telecommunications and IT - Digiral Europe, Nokia, Ericsson
• Automobiles - ACEA, VDA (German Automobile Association) and Michelin
• Engineering and machines - Siemens, Alstrom, Orgalime (lobby group for sectors related to
mechanics, electrical engineering and metalworking)
• Chemicals - CEFIC, ACC (American version of CEFIC) and VCI (German lobby group for the chemical
industry)
• Finance - Morgan Stanley, Allianz, Citigroup, BDB (Association of German Banks) and Insurance
Europe (main European lobby group for insurance)
• Healthcare Technologies - Eucomed (Siemens, Procter and Gamble), Cocir (companies dealing with
medical imaging - Siemens, Agfa, Samsung, Orange)
• Audiovisual and Media - Walt Disney, News Corp., Confederation of Music Publishers (Sony,
Universal, Warner Bros.), Motion Picture Association of America (Sony, Universal, Warner Bros., Walt
Disney)
• Pharmaceutics - GlaxoSmithKline, EFPIA (Bayer, Eli Lilly, GSK, Pfizer

Most meetings with the Commercial Department of the European Commission have
representatives of agribusiness – out of 560 meetings in 2012-2013, 113 were with
them. Some of them fought with initiatives for consumer-oriented policy of the
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labels (to supply more information) as CIAA (Confederation of European food and
drink). Others have lobbied to expand the ability of the market to be placed GMO
production - European Seed Association, FEFAC, Europa Bio, and others, have fought
against the prohibition of certain pesticides - ECPA (Bayer, Monsanto, BASF, Dow).
The most active are the US and European lobby groups, followed by German, British,
French, Danish, Spanish, Italian, Belgian companies. Lobby groups or individual
companies from Central and Eastern Europe is not listed as participants in any of the
meetings with the Commercial Department of the European Commission during the
preparatory phase of 2012-2013.

III. Evaluation of the state of Bulgarian debates on TTIP
Public, institutional and expert discussion on TTIP in Bulgaria is too limited in scope
and intensity, kept separately in closed environments of "supporters" and
"opponents" of the agreement and is overloaded with ideological cliches, trying to
frame the discussion of different political axes "globalists-anti-globalists", "proAmerican-anti-American", "Europhile-Eurosceptic" or political "right-left".

Public discussions in support of TTIP
At this stage in our country have held several conferences on the initiative of
interested business and political circles, lobbying for accelerated adoption of TTIP:

On October 24, 2013 the American Chamber of Commerce in Bulgaria
organized a conference "Transatlantic economic cooperation for competitiveness
and growth":
Among the officially announced sponsors and participants in the conference
dominated leading US and transnational corporations that are active in lobbying for
the adoption of TTIP - General Electric, Microsoft, AMGEN, Chevron, IBM, Dundee
Precious Metals, AES Bulgaria and others. Some notion of the scale of lobbying
activities of these corporations give the official data from public registers of lobbyists
maintained by the US Congress and the European Commission.
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Data on the direct costs of lobbying the EU institutions, declared by these
corporations in the Transparency Register at the European Commission for 2013 are
as follows:
 General Electric - € 3.5 million. 13 lobbyists to the European Commission
(EC), 6 in the European Parliament (EP). TTIP is explicitly stated among the
declared topics that are the subject of lobbying activities2;
 Microsoft – € 4.75 million, 13 lobbyists to the EC, 4 to EP 3;
 AMGEN - € 700 000, 7 lobbyists to the EC and 2 in EP 4;
 IBM - € 1.25 million, 7 lobbyists to the EC and 1 EP. Among the declared
topics that are the subject of lobbying activities is explicitly stated TTIP 5.
Furthermore, it should be noted that the American Chamber of Commerce in the EU,
whose representatives also participate in the conference, has declared in 2014 1
million euro direct costs of lobbying the European institutions, 9 lobbyists to the EC
and the 9 to the EP. The president of this influential business association - Mr. Henry
Bourgeois, who is among the conference speakers, is also Vice President of General
Electric.
According to data from the register of lobbyists in the US Congress6:
 General Electric - in the last three years (2012, 2013 and 2014) is among the
top 10 corporations in the US with regard to lobbying costs - respectively
18,97 million USD, 16,24 million USD and 12,48 million USD. The issue
"TTIP" is declared as the subject of lobbying the US government in 15
lobbying disclosure reports.
 IBM and engaged by the corporation lobbying companies like Burton
Kamins Advocacy, Cavarocchi Ruscio Dennis Assoc, McAllister & Quinn,
Prime Policy Group - the cost of lobbying average of about 5 million USD
per year in the last three years, and the issue "TTIP" is referred to as the
subject of lobbying in 8 lobbying disclosure reports.
2

Source: European Commission, Transparency Register –
http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/consultation/displaylobbyist.do?id=4016736872-59
3
Ibid - http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/consultation/displaylobbyist.do?id=0801162959-21
4
Ibid - http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/consultation/displaylobbyist.do?id=42243575237-50
5
Ibid - http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/consultation/displaylobbyist.do?id=7721359944-96
6
Source: Office of the Clerk, US House of Representatives, Lobbying Disclosure.
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The Atlantic Council – an authoritative think-tank, based Washington, DC, which is
among the leading and most active lobbyists for the adoption of TTIP is also present
at this forum. Under his auspices in the last two years in the USA and other countries
have been held numerous conferences and issued a series of reports and
publications on the need to adopt TTIP and other relevant international instruments,
such as TTP - Trans-Pacific Partnership7.
In this forum the Bulgarian authorities take part at the highest level - President of the
Republic Rosen Plevneliev, Deputy Prime Ministers (2013-2014) Daniela Bobeva and
Zinaida Zlatanova. MPs Tomislav Donchev (GERB) and Aliosman Imamov (MRF) have
also taken part in the conference.
Among other participants were representatives of the World Bank, the ambassadors
of the United States, Germany and Britain, leaders of employers' organizations and
business associations - CEIBG, Bulgarian-German Chamber of Commerce, Hellenic
Business Council; and the Centre for Liberal Strategies – a Bulgarian think-tank, which
is financed mainly by public and private donors from the United States, the World
Bank and donors associated with George Soros.
The overall tone of the conference is to support the accelerated adoption of TTIP as a
tool to promote economic development in the US and Europe. The position stated by
the representatives of the Bulgarian authorities is in tune with the "talking points"
for the purpose, nature and effects of TTIP, which are publicly announced by the
European Commission and the US Department of Commerce.

The same character had the conference held on 2 December 2014, organized
by the Bulgarian Chamber of Commerce and Industry (BCCI) and the American
Chamber of Commerce in Bulgaria - "TTIP - prospects for small and medium size
business"
In this forum, sponsored by corporations like Dundee Precious Metals, AES Bulgaria,
Bulgaria Engineering and Unicredit Bulbank, took part representatives of business,
7

See more about the Atlantic Council at its official webpage - www.atlanticcouncil.org
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the Italian business association "Confindustria Bulgaria," the ambassadors of the
United States and Italy, which holds the EU presidency. Bulgarian government was
represented by Deputy Prime Minister Meglena Kuneva and Economy Minister
Bozidar Lukarski.

On February 10, 2014 in Sofia on the initiative of MEP Metin Kazak (ALDE
Group) and BCCI organized discussion on TTIP
Representatives of DG "Trade" of the European Commission, the Ministry of
Economy, the American Embassy, businessmen, and economist took part. The overall
tone of the conference is to agree to TTIP. It was announced that BCCI with the US
Embassy, will organize a series of information events on the topic.


The most important media publications:

In the media are circulated individual opinions and statements in support of TTIP
mainly from the Institute for Market Economics – a think-tank funded primarily from
US government, US private donors and the World Bank8. The common characteristic
of these positions is uncritical reproduction of "talking points" the official position of
the European Commission and the US government. Some publications are full with
ideological clichés that attempt to frame discussion along the "globalists-antiglobalists", "right-left", "pro-American-anti-American" discourse and the to explain
criticism on TTIP as a political opposition of leftist and anti-globalization circles, and
the uncritical support for it - as pro-democracy and Euro-Atlantic position. The TTIP
issues are considered in a one-dimensional and pure economic aspect.

Public discussions with a critical attitude towards TTIP
Active role in raising public awareness on TTIP and its negative aspects, plays the
non-governmental association "Solidarity Bulgaria", uniting leftist intellectuals and
civil society activists. Alone and together with environmentalists and green
organizations, they held last year a series of public actions against the signing of TTIP
and expert discussion on this issue.
8

E.g.: „TTIP and the “hate speech“, author: Petar Ganev, „24 chasa“ daily, 26.11.2014; „Research of expected effects
of TTIP“, author: Zoritsa Slavova, IME, Bulletion of BCCI „Infobusiness“, Issue 211, 3.11.2014.
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• On November 10, 2014 with the support of the German foundation "Friedrich
Ebert" "Solidarity Bulgaria" organized a conference on the topic: "TTIP - democratic
response"
It was attended by Deputy Prime Minister Ivaylo Kalfin (ABC), the MEP Georgi Pirinski
(BSP) and a wide range of experts and public figures, representatives of think tanks
and environmental organizations. It was presented a critical political resolution of
BSP (major left wing party in Bulgaria) on TTIP.
In critical spirit were examined various aspects of TTIP - negotiation process, the
mechanism for resolving disputes between investors and States non-tariff barriers.
• The most important media publications:
In the recent months several important articles and interviews in print and digital
media experts have been published from “Solidarity Bulgaria" experts to highlight
the negative economic, social and political aspects and risks of TTIP. They criticized
the lack of transparency in the negotiation process between the European
Commission and US and called for rejection of TTIP9.

IV. Evaluation of the position of the Bulgarian authorities
General characteristics of the positions expressed by the Bulgarian government is
uncritical reproduction of "talking points", announced by the European
Commission and the US administration. TTIP is presented as inevitable positive
development for the Bulgarian economy, which will bring new jobs and opportunities
for small and medium businesses.
There is no data whether these positions are formulated on the basis of a thorough
and independent analysis of the expected impact of TTIP on Bulgarian economic
and legislative environment. No clearly defined Bulgarian national interest to defend
from Bulgaria.
9

E.g.: „ТTIP meets opposition, preparing to protest in October“, BGNES, 23.08.2014 and „There is no conspiracy against
TTIP“, „24 chasa“ daily, 28.11.2014 – author: Tchavdar Naidenovв; „TTIP is a shark, not a mermaid “, BNES, 4.09.2014
and „TTIP is a battle between big corporations and ordinary man“, actualno.com, 23.10.2014 - author: Vanja Grigorova.
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So far the statements about "conditions" that Bulgaria would present in the
negotiations - the abolition of visas for the US - are rather result of incompetence,
which allows Bulgarian interest to be kept to such a technical issue, which is very
small in the context of the consequences of TTIP.
At the same time, the involvement of the Bulgarian authorities in discussions on
TTIP are limited to discussions with representatives of business circles and nongovernmental organizations that are directly involved with corporate lobbying in
support of TTIP at European level.

Important statements on TTIP of the Bulgarian government:
• 24.10.2013 - Speech of President Rosen Plevneliev at the opening of a conference
organized by the American Chamber of Commerce in Bulgaria:
"Agreement on transatlantic trade and investment partnership between the
European Union and the United States are expected to contribute to the annual GDP
growth of 0.4 to 0.5 per cent in 2020 to the European and American economy and
improve the lives of 800 million people, President Rosen Plevneliev said. "
• 24.10.2013 - Speech of Deputy Daniela Bobeva a conference on TTIP, organized by
the American Chamber of Commerce in Bulgaria:
"Bulgaria will benefit from the removal of tariffs and improving access of Bulgarian
products to the US market, especially in the food and agricultural sector."
• 21.08.2014 - Statement by the Minister of Foreign Affairs Daniel Mitov after
meeting with US Ambassador:
"As part of the European Union Bulgaria actively supports constructive negotiations
between the EU and the US on signing the Transatlantic trade and investment
partnership (TTIP)."
• 14.11.2014 – Foreign minister Daniel Mitov answer at Parliament hearings:
"Bulgaria, along with other members of the EU, taking into account the need to
increase the need for economic growth in the EU and strengthening the strategic
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partnership with the US supports negotiations to conclude a single, ambitious and
comprehensive transatlantic partnership for trade and investment ... .. With respect
to GMOs, the main EU legislation on GMOs is not included in the negotiating
mandate of the European Union and will not be changed as a result of negotiations
on the trade agreement. Bulgarian position on this issue remains unchanged Bulgaria does not support the assumption of the market and cultivation of GMOs in
the European Union ".
• 26.11.2014 - Economy Minister Bohzidar Lukarski at a press conference:
"The official position of Bulgaria regarding the Transatlantic Partnership on Trade
and Investment (TTIP) between the European Union and the United States is that
during the negotiation process should be examined and the visa regime for Bulgarian
citizens traveling to the United States."
• 2.12.2014 - Deputy Prime Minister for European Affairs Meglena Kuneva at a
conference organized by the BCCI and the American Chamber of Commerce in
Bulgaria:
"Bulgaria needs TPTI to stimulate its economy and for the creation of new jobs."

V. Basic risks of introduction of TTIP
Based on the analysis of the principles and mechanisms of free trade and investment
protection agreements which are similar to TTIP, the Institute of Modern Politics
draws attention to the two main risks for regulatory environment and socioeconomic development, which should be taken into account by Bulgarian
government with regard to TTIP negotiations.
1. The introduction of a privileged regime for the benefit of foreign corporations for
settling disputes with the countries through supranational arbitration tribunals
(ISDS) is practically uncontrolled tool to subjugate the national authorities of the
corporate interests, which can often differ dramatically with the interests of society
by social development, equitable distribution of wealth, environmental protection,
affordable health care, consumer protection and more.
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A key element of TTIP is the proposed mechanism for resolving disputes between
foreign investors and states through supranational tribunals (Investor-State Dispute
Settlement), hereinafter referred to as the ISDS.
To define the dangers created by the possible introduction of this mechanism by
TTIP, should briefly clarify its basic legal characteristics.
ISDS is not identical to International Commercial Arbitration (ICA) in commercial
disputes between businesses, which is an established instrument of international
trade law and stems from the dispositive principle in civil proceedings.
In ICA by mutual consent, enshrined in a commercial contract - Arbitration clause disputes between the parties to the contract may be settled out of court of
arbitration, which operates under the terms and conditions of international norms10
and national legislation11.
In contrast, ISDS is an instrument of public international law, which provides for a
legal mechanism under international agreement for a foreign investor to make an
action before a supranational tribunal against the State in which the investment is
made. Subject of the claim are alleged by the investor violations of international
agreements on protection of investments.
Extracting of disputes between foreign investors and national authorities outside the
national judicial system was first applied in an agreement to promote investment
between Germany and Pakistan since 195912. Nowadays it is settled in the framework
of bilateral agreements on protection of investments, multilateral agreements such
as NAFTA and CAFTA and the European Energy Charter. Provided for in these
agreements ISDS-procedures are applied by supranational tribunals such as the
International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes at the World Bank
(ICSID), London Court of International Arbitration, International Chamber of
Commerce, UNCITRAL, the Hong Kong International Arbitration Center, etc.13.
According to UNCTAD at the end of 2012 the total number of cases in the mechanism
of ISDS amounts to 518 and the number of countries that are involved in such
procedures has increased to 95. Completed 244 cases, of which about 42% are
10

Rules of UNCITRAL.
In Bulgaria – The Law on International Trade Arbitration.
12
The Arbitration Game. Governments are souring on treaties to protect foreign investors, The Economist, Oct 14, 2014
13
See legal review of this issue in William S. Dodge, Investor-State Dispute Settlement Between Developed Countries:
Reflections on the Australia-United States Free Trade Agreement , VANDERBILT JOURNAL OF TRANSNATIONAL LAW,
Vanderbilt University Law School (2006)
11

Institute of Modern Politics - awarded Second Place “Think Tank of Europe 2012” by Prospect Magazine

| 13

resolved in favor of the state, 31% in favor of the investor, and about 27% have been
resolved with reconciliation and mutual concessions between the parties14.
Arguments which traditionally justifies the need for ISDS, most often state that thus
prevents the possibility of endangering foreign investment from inefficient judicial
authorities at national level, which could act unreasonable under the influence of
political interests or because of corruption motives.
The Institute of Modern Politics does not share these arguments. The comparative
table below identifies a number of key differences between proceedings before
tribunals in ISDS and the national judicial authorities, which we believe should be
considered in assessing the ISDS:

ISDS Tribunals
Missing completely or severely
restricted
Vague and too difficult to apply
Guarantees of
in practice as they are not
independence,
objectivity and integrity backed by solid mechanism for
sanctions.
Insufficient
of the composition, of
guarantees for the professional
the judges hearing the integrity of the arbitrators and
dispute
against conflicts of interest and
corrupt practices. Cases are
handled by private arbitrators
selected for the event (mostly
lawyers associated with large
corporations)
that
receive
substantial payment per hour
for each proceeding under ISDS
and are financially stimulated to
have more investors to refer
cases to the appropriate tribunal
No - the legal possibility of
Equality of parties
bringing an action is unilateral involved in dispute
only in favor of the foreign
investor. The state can not held
liable in this way a foreign
investor who grossly violates the

Publicity of process

Judiciary at national level
Yes
In EU countries, including in
Bulgaria, are enforced clear rules
and sanctioning mechanisms
against conflict of interest and
crimes
against
justice,
disciplinary, rules of professional
integrity of magistrates. Judges
are irremovable and enjoy all the
attributes and stability of the civil
service.

There are legal options to protect
not only the private interests of a
foreign investor, but also the
public interest of the state.

14

Recent Developments in Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS). 2012 http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/webdiaepcb2013d3_en.pdf
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Possibility to appeal

Guarantees of equal
legal conditions for
business
Unification of
jurisprudence
Expenses

legal
and
contractual
requirements to the detriment
of the public interest.
No or very limited and Two- or three-instance trial and
inefficient.
possibilities
under
certain
conditions for the resumption of
proceedings on court decisions
entered into force.
No - foreign investors are Yes - the rules for the different
privileged by the mechanism of types of proceedings are the
ISDS compared with local same for all legal subjects.
businesses who do not have
such rights.
There is no mechanism
There
are
well-functioning
mechanisms
Very expensive procedure that Significantly
lower
puts countries with weak compared with ISDS.
economy
in
extremely
disadvantage
against
large
corporations.

costs

Institute of Modern Politics believes that the comparison of these basic features of
proceedings before tribunals in ISDS and the national courts, undoubtedly shows
that even in the context of an ineffective judicial system at the national level,
guarantees for transparency, integrity and due process are far more deployed than
to private supranational tribunals.
It should be emphasized that ISDS creates a privilege for foreign investors to local
businesses that do not have similar rights and in this sense could be seen as
discriminatory measure to national business.
Significant risk of unfair and even voluntaristic justice under the mechanism ISDS is
created by excessively broad and inconsistent interpretation applied by tribunals of
the basic concepts of international free trade agreements and investment
protection as "investments", "legitimate expectations" "measures", "investor", "fair
and equitable treatment", "direct and indirect expropriation" and others. Thus
corporations receive a powerful weapon against the national authorities, allowing
them to attack and censure any law, administrative measure or local ordinance
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that conduct certain policies in the public interest, as they somehow restrict
planned profits and economic activity of the corporation.
The lack of an efficient mechanism for standardizing the practice of the tribunals,
which exists in the national justice systems, further exacerbates this problem.
To not enter more deeply into the theoretical aspects of the problem, which is not
necessary for the purposes of this report, we will illustrate more clearly the dangers
of introducing ISDS through practical examples of its application:

Corporations against raising the minimum wage:

Veolia v Egypt: The case was filed in 2012 under ISDS procedure in a
bilateral trade agreement France-Egypt. French corporation Veolia, which
has a concession for waste collection in the city of Alexandria, claimed
compensation of 82 million Euro. The reason - the refusal of local
authorities to change the concession contract, as requested by the
corporation to raise prices due to her alleged increased costs, caused in
part by raising the minimum wage in the country and mass theft of bins15.

Corporations against the government policy to reduce the social costs of
economic crisis:

A group of investors v Argentina: As a result of the sharp economic
crisis in 2001-2002 led to the impoverishment of the population, the
national currency was devalued and the Argentinian authorities freeze the
price of electricity and water. As a result, French, British and Spanish utility
companies filed 40 cases under the ISDS. To this year Argentina is convicted
by ISDS tribunals to pay damages in the amount of 980 million USD16.

15

Karadelis, Kyriaki (2012). Can Veolia Trash Egypt in ICSID? Global Arbitration Review, June 28.
Corporate Europe Observatory/Transnational Institute (2014). Profiting from Crisis. How corporations and lawyers
are scavenging profits from Europe’s crisis countries. 12 and chapter 3.
16
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Corporations subject countries in the extraction of natural resources:

Antoine Goetz and others v the Republic of Burundi (Case No. ARB /
95/3 before the International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes
of the World Bank - ICSID17. In 1993 the applicant – a Belgian entrepreneur
and his associates receive a "certificate of free trade", which guarantees
their mining company can yield precious metals in Burundi without paying
taxes and customs fees. Two years later Burundi takes "certificate" for a
change in legislation, which eliminates the possibility mining companies to
work in the country without paying duties and taxes. ISDS arbitration found
in favor of the Belgian owners of the mining company compensation of USD
3 million and obliges the Republic of Burundi to restore the old tax and
customs regime, so that Belgian investors to continue to operate the mine
without paying taxes and duties to the state.

Corporations subject countries in the field of environmental protection
(fracking, toxic and gold mining industries):

Vattenfall v Germany: the Swedish corporation Vattenfall filed two
cases under the ISDS procedure provided for in the European Energy
Charter. The first case was filed in 2009 claiming compensation in the
amount of 1.4 billion Euro and interest. The reason – new environmental
restrictions and requirements which affect coal power plants. The second
case is from 2012, when as a result of the nuclear catastrophe in
Fukushima, the German authorities changed their policy in the field of
nuclear energy and provide closure of nuclear power stations. Vattenfall
filed a claim for 4.7 billion for lost profits from the closure of two nuclear
power plants owned by the corporation18.

Lone Pine v Canada: The case was filed in 2012 by the registered in
the US corporation Lone Pine under ISDS, provided in NAFTA. Claiming
17

Summary in - https://icsid.worldbank.org/ICSID/FrontServlet?requestType=CasesRH&actionVal=showDoc&docId=DC536&caseId=C151
Power Shift/TNI/SOMO (2013): German Nuclear Phase-out Put to the Test of International Investment Arbitration?
Background to the new dispute Vattenfall v Germany (II).
18
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damages in the amount of 250 million USD plus interest due to introduced
after strong public pressure in 2011 by the Government of Quebec
moratorium on shale gas and oil through fracking19.

Oceana Gold v El Salvador: The Australian company Oceana Gold
(which acquired the Canadian company Pacific Rim) sues under ISDS,
provided for in the Central American Free Trade Agreement are (CAFTA),
one of the poorest countries in Latin America - El Salvador, for
compensation of 301 million USD. Reason - the refusal of municipal
authorities to issue a permit for the extraction of gold and intent of a
legislative ban on gold mining. The country has a shortage of water
resources and public opinion is strongly against gold mining, which
threatens the purity of water20.

Ethyl v Canada: The lawsuit was filed by the US Ethyl Corporation
against Canada under the ISDS, provided for in Chapter 11 of NAFTA.
Claimed compensation - 201 million USD. Reason - Canadian Parliament
passed a law prohibiting the import and transportation of toxic oil
supplement. Eventually agreement was reached under which Canada paid
13 million USD to Ethyl and repeal of the legal ban21.

Metalclad v Mexico: The US company Metalclad sues Mexico in
2000 to pay compensation amounting to almost 17 million USD. Reason refusal of municipal authorities to issue a building permit for construction
of a factory for the processing of toxic materials and landfill near the local
reservoir. The area in which the site is located was declared a protected
ecological zone by the authorities. Local population, which is afraid of
contamination of drinking water in the region, expressed support for the
actions of municipal authorities with a petition. However, relying on the
assurances of the federal government that the problem will be solved,
Metalclad began construction. Once municipal authorities finally refuse a
19

Corporate Europe Observatory/Council of Canadians/Transnational Institute (2013): The right to say no. EU-Canada
trade agreements threatens fracking bans.
20
Източник: Mining Watch, Canada - http://www.miningwatch.ca/news/tens-thousands-call-oceanagold-drop-its-suitagainst-el-salvador-secret-hearings-begin-world-ba
21
Public Citizen (2014): Table of Foreign Investor-State Cases and Claims under NAFTA and other US trade deals.
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building permit, Metalclad brought an action under the ISDS, provided for
in Chapter 11 of NAFTA.

Corporations against measures to protect public health:

Philip Morris Asia Limited v Australia: The tobacco corporation
sued in 2011 Australia under ISDS, provided for in the free trade agreement
between Hong Kong and Australia. The reason - the introduction of plain
packaging legislation adopted in implementation of a comprehensive
strategy to restrict smoking in the country.22

Corporations subject countries in the field of public procurement:

Siemens v Argentina: One of the clearest examples of what can
cause this kind of international arbitration of a country we can find in
Argentina. Of the total 494 cases led23 completed and pending) before the
International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes at the World
Bank only against Argentina has 50 cases from 1997 to present. Among the
many scandalous cases led against Argentina one of the most impressive is
the the case of Siemens which sued Argentina. In 1996 Siemens won a
contract which ensures its right to produce Argentine identity cards,
documents in relation to immigration control and to process the results of
the elections. This deal is valued at about $ 1 billion. It is precisely in
connection with this contract that Siemens is sued in the United States
because in the period 1996-2007 were paid more than 100 million USD in
bribes to Argentine authorities24. The new government of Argentina
pressures "Siemens" to change the unfavorable terms of the contract,
which eventually leads to the dissolution in 2001. Siemens brought
proceedings before the ICSID against Argentina and won almost 220 million
USD compensation.
22

Source: Investment Treaty Arbitration - http://www.italaw.com/cases/851
Information on the web site of ICSID - https://icsid.worldbank.org
24
See details - http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-02-19/sec-bribe-suit-against-ex-siemens-board-memberdismissed.html
23
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Corporations subject countries in the field of utility services (water, electricity,
etc.):

Azuriks Corp. v Argentina (Case No. ARB / 01/12) is another
textbook example of corporate dominance that ISDS arbitration could lead
against nation states. Azuriks Corp. is an US company that manages
concessions to 2/3 of the water supply network in Buenos Aires for 30
years. Soon thereafter, however, the Argentine authorities found high
concentrations of algae in drinking water. Started legal dispute between
Azuriks and the Argentinian government. Ultimately, the result is that the
US company terminated its concession, brought Argentine to arbitration
proceedings in ICSID. Result - Azuriks won compensation of 165 million.
USD25.

Corporations prevent sanctions against breaches of their contractual
obligations to the state and consumers:

Occidental Petroleum Corporation v Ecuador: The US oil
corporation sued Ecuador in 2012 under the ISDS provided in a bilateral
agreement on protection of investments. Ecuador was convicted to pay
the unprecedented sum of 1.7 billion dollars - the largest compensation so
far issued by ICSID tribunal . The reason - the government of Ecuador
canceled the contract with the corporation on the basis of its gross
violation of contractual obligations26.

ЕVN v Bulgaian: It should be recalled the case brought under ISDS
provided for the European Energy Charter, by EVN against Bulgaria in
2013. The reason - Bulgarian energy regulator initiated procedure of
revocation of license of EVN due to established more than 400 significant
violations of consumer rights and contractual obligations of the company.
Apparent from the register of cases before the International Centre for

25
26

See more - https://icsid.worldbank.org/ICSID/FrontServlet?requestType=CasesRH&actionVal=showDoc&docId=DC507_En&caseId=C5
Source: Network for Justice and Global Investment, http://justinvestment.org
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Settlement of Investment Disputes at the World Bank (ICSID), this case is
held behind closed doors, ie privately and non-transparent27.

The analysis of the practice of the ISDS tribunals shows, we believe, that this type of
supranational and extrajudicial arbitration opened the door to circumvention and
replacement of the sovereign will of the citizens and their elected representatives
(parliament, government, local authorities). By ISDS can be censured legitimate
public policies related to the quality of life and social development. Thus private
corporate interests are placed in position of domination over the democratic
system in violation of the fundamental principles of modern constitutional
democracy - popular sovereignty, separation of powers, equality before the law and
non-discrimination and equal legal conditions for economic activity.
The above mentioned examples are just the tip of the iceberg of corporate impact on
national governments and their policies. It is difficult to assess the overall effect of
the mere existence of this mechanism, in terms of a chilling effect it plays in the
formulation and implementation of public policies by national authorities at all
levels - threat of multimillion benefits is "Sword of Damocles" which is able to deter
any idea of implementing a policy in the public interest.
Corporations are becoming external to the democratic political system actors in the
political process, which is empowered unilaterally with a mechanism to influence the
regulatory environment, the civic rights and socio-economic development, which is
not available to other actors, including the state.
In its deviant forms, ISDS actually results in the replacement of the democratic
order with corporatocracy and undermining of the nation state by placing the state
in vassal subordination to corporate interests and placing citizens in the position of
modern slaves of uncontrolled and powerful lord who can exercise backstage and
undemocratic influence on policies and rules by which societies live.
By inconsistent practice of the tribunals and often too broad interpretation of the
rights of foreign investors, IDSD can become a source of creeping erosion of existing
high standards for the protection of the public interest in different branches of law.
27

Виж официалния уебсайт на ICSID - ttps://icsid.worldbank.org
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So even if they are seemingly well protected in the text of the agreement TTIP,
standards concerning, for example a ban on GMOs, fracking and other unacceptable
activities and policies can be gradually undermined by the mechanism of ISDS.
Not surprisingly, the practice of ISDS is raising criticism both in academia and think
tanks and among a number of political factors not only in Europe and the USA, but
also in most countries that have committed to international agreements for the
implementation of this mechanism (among them Canada, Australia, South Africa, a
number of South American countries).
Examples of this are:

In 2012, more than 100 lawyers from prestigious universities on three
continents turned to the negotiators of the Trans-Pacific Partnership Trade (regional
instrument like TTIP, which is discussed between the US and the countries of the
Asia-Pacific region) by a reasoned request rejecting the proposed mechanism of ISDS
to be incorporated into the Agreement28. In it, among other things stated that ISDS:
“the grant of expansive substantive investor rights that extend beyond
domestic law, the increasing use of this mechanism to skirt domestic
court systems and the structural problems inherent in the arbitral
regime are corrosive of the rule of law and fairness.”

In the same direction are the demands of representatives of state legislatures
in the US 29:
„The ISDS has proven to be extremely problematic, undermining
legislative, administrative, and judicial decisions, and threatening the
system of federalism established in the U.S. Constitution. It interferes
with our capacity and responsibility as state legislators to enact and
enforce fair, nondiscriminatory rules that protect the public health,
safety and welfare, assure worker health and safety, and protect the
environment.”

28

Цит.по TPP Legal - http://tpplegal.wordpress.com/open-letter/
Цит.по “Letter from US state legislators to negotiators of the Trans-Pacific Partnership urging the
rejection of ISDS”, July 5, 2012, www.citizen.org/documents/State-Legislators-Letter-on-Investor-State-and-TPP.pdf
29
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The governments of South Africa, India and Indonesia plan to waive ISDS after
the expiry of relevant bilateral investment agreements to which they are party 30. In
Japan also exist objections on political level against the introduction of ISDS
provisions discussed in the Trans-Pacific Partnership Trade31.

• President of the European Commission Juncker told the European Parliament
on 24.10.201432:
„My Commission will not accept that the jurisdiction of courts in the EU
Member States be limited by special regimes for investor-to-state
disputes. The rule of law and the principle of equality before the law
must also apply in this context.”

Serious concerns about ISDS are expressed at government level also in
Germany and France:
- German Economy Minister Sigmar Gabriel: “There must be no double
standards. It must not be that international investors have rights and influence
before arbitration tribunals, which national enterprises don’t have in their own
country”33.
- - Secretary of State for Foreign Trade of France Matthias Fekla the French
Senate: „France did not want the ISDS to be included in the negotiation
mandate. We have to preserve the right of the state to set and apply its own
standards, to maintain the impartiality of the justice system and to allow the
people of France, and the world, to assert their values“34.
- - Minister of Trade of France Nicole Brik: „France 'is not in favour' of including
in the agreement a settlement mechanism for disputes between the investor
and state, as Bricq believes that a state to state dispute mechanism 'is enough'.
France is not alone on this issue - Germany is also 'very reluctant' “35.

30

The Arbitration Game. Governments are souring on treaties to protect foreign investors, The Economist, Oct 14, 2014
Japan House Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, “Resolution on Japan’s participation in the
TPP negotiations (provisional translation)”, June 17, 2013,
www.sangiin.go.jp/eng/report/standing-committee/20130617-TPP.pdf.
32
Quote after – Speech of EC President – http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-14-705_en.htm
33
The Financial Times - http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/671841da-44c1-11e4-bce8-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3KiwBpiJ8
34
EurActiv - http://www.euractiv.com/sections/trade-society/french-government-will-not-sign-ttip-agreement-2015310037
35
Canadians - http://canadians.org/blog/france-says-investor-state-provision-not-needed-ttip
31
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In response to criticism, the World Bank and UNCITRAL put efforts to improve
transparency in ISDS, which does not change the fundamental problems faced by
national governments in confronting corporate interests within the ISDS.

2. There is a risk of unreasonable compromise with national interests,
the sovereign right of the state to carry out policies in the public interest
and to reduce social inequality.
The review of the negotiation process and the subsequent implementation of
already enacted multilateral free trade and investment protection agreements
(NAFTA, CAFTA) shows that the governments usually seek public support for their
conclusion, as outlined unreasonably high expectations for economic benefits for the
population. They are used as an argument for compromising standards already
achieved in social, environmental, health and others.
The Institute of Modern Politics reiterates the need to promote trade and mutual
investments in the two largest world markets - the US and EU. Abolition of customs
duties, which is one of the objectives of TTIP, is without doubt an important step in
this direction.
However, this step should not be overestimated unnecessary and to become an
argument to circumvent or eliminate the need for public policies to improve the
quality of life and income and reduce social inequality.
Officially announced by the negotiating parties expectations about the economic
benefits of the TTIP are not as impressive. In the commissioned and funded by the
European Commission study of the Centre for Research in Economic Policy (CEPR)
estimated that the agreement will bring benefits to the EU amounted to 119 billion
Euro per year, and the USA - 95 billion Euro per year36. In the study, these data have
been restated in the form of disposable income of each household - additional € 545
in annual disposable income of any European family and € 655 of each American
family. The authors of the study calculated these alleged benefits as proceed from
the ambitious scenario of completely eliminating tariffs and trade costs associated
36

Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership. The Economic
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2013/september/tradoc_151787.pdf
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with non-tariff barriers are reduced by 25%. In another report analyzing the potential
benefits of TTIP allegedly in moderate scenarios in which removes the majority of
non-tariff barriers, the actual effect on income per capita in Bulgaria is 0.23%. When
full liberalization argue that this effect will amount to 4.83% for Bulgaria.37
It must be explicitly pointed out that these data do not account for the impact of the
agreement on employment, social inequalities and regional imbalances, the impact
on living standards and wages. Those 545 euros of European family as alleged
disposable income as a result of the full liberalization of the markets through TTIP,
are too speculative, as the economic effects will not occur "on the cap," and in no
case benefit the vast majority of citizens of countries EU, especially in Bulgaria,
whose economy is the weakest, and the rate of poverty and threatened by poverty
and social exclusion - the highest in the EU.
Arguments in support of this assessment can be drawn on by the analysis of the
effects of the implementation of the Free Trade Agreement NAFTA in 1994, which
includes the US, Canada and Mexico. Although economic experts make conflicting
interpretations of some of the economic data, depending on whether they support
or oppose NAFTA, it should be emphasized that the effects of its application on the
socio-economic situation and regulatory environment vary materially from those
initially declared by governments expected benefits.
Analysis for the first ten years of NAFTA says that instead of the promised jobs and
increase income resulting from the removal of customs barriers and non-tariff
barriers, the reality is an increase of social inequality, job losses and worsening social
situation of significant segments of society.
It is of particular interest to review studies of socio-economic effects of the
implementation of NAFTA in the weakest economy in the Agreement Area – Mexico,
which are made by reputable think tanks and civil society organizations that are not
related to the financing of large corporations, lobbyists and international financial
institutions. According to them, there is an increase in inequality and reduce of real
income of the majority of workers at the expense of a small part of society that

37

Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) Who benefits from a free trade deal? Part 1: Macroeconomic
Effects. Prof. Gabriel Felbermayr, Ph.D. Benedikt Heid, Sybille Lehwald. Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2013.
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benefit from free trade38. The analysis of 20 years of the entry into force of NAFTA,
which is celebrating this year, shows that the minimum wage in Mexico today can
buy with 38% fewer goods and services than before NAFTA . Points out that contrary
to promises that thanks to NAFTA Mexican consumers will have access to cheaper
imported products, real prices of consumer goods in the country have increased 7
times compared to the period before NAFTA, while the minimum wage only 4
times39.
Estimates of Canada also reveal growing social inequality, weakening of social
protection systems, increase productivity and lagging wages 40.
With regard to USA research of the authoritative liberal Economic Policy Institute,
based in Washington, DC argue that the effect of NAFTA on employment during this
period is expressed in the reduction of 766,000 jobs. The potential to transfer a
production in Mexico has become a restraining factor for the growth of wages in a
number of sectors. It is also underlined that 70% of the workforce suffered reduced
income and increased inequality41.
Again, it should be recalled that one of the main arguments of governments to
support the signing of NAFTA was that it would increase the number of jobs that will
offset environmental hazards and social instability. According to data from the
Federal Bureau of Statistics on the employment of the United States, quoted by the
prestigious American civic organization Public Citizen, for 20 years from the entry
into force of NAFTA two out of three workers who lost their jobs as a result of
relocation to another country are subjected to reduction in salary by about 20% in
finding another job in 201242. The research of Public Citizen summarizes data about
ISDS procedures under NAFTA according to which foreign corporations in the three
countries extracted benefits more than 360 million USD claims against the
governments because of imposed prohibitions and restrictions on fracking,
renewable energy and toxic proceedings and against public interest policies in the
field of forestry and aquaculture and others.
38

THE IMPACT OF NAFTA ON WAGES AND INCOMES IN MEXICO By Carlos Salas, Economic Policy Institute. Briefing
paper - NAFTA AT SEVEN - Its impact on workers in all three nations. http://epinet.org
39
NAFTA’s 20 years legacy and the fate of Trans-Pacific Partnership. Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch, February
2014.
40
FALSE PROMISE - Canada in the Free Trade Era by Bruce Campbell, Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, Economic
Policy Instutute. Briefing paper - NAFTA AT SEVEN - Its impact on workers in all three nations. http://epinet.org
41
NAFTA’S HIDDEN COSTS Trade agreement results in job losses, growing inequality, and wage suppression for the
United States by Robert E. Scott, Economic Policy Institute
42
NAFTA’s 20 years legacy and the fate of Trans-Pacific Partnership. Piblic Citizen’s Global Trade Watch, February 2014.
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These trends continued ever since. An analysis of the US Congressional Budget Office
on this occasion made the following conclusions:

Trade between the US and Mexico grew before NAFTA and would continue
to grow even without signing the agreement, making its benefits in this respect
insignificant.

The direct effect of NAFTA on trade between the US and Mexico is
relatively small and hence is negligible and the effect on the US labor market.

The effects of NAFTA is expressed in a very small increase in GDP in the
three countries.43

From this perspective, the Institute of Modern Politics believes that the alleged
economic benefits of TTIP, touted by the European Commission and the US
administration can not and should not be an argument in favor of compromise on
the part of nation states in terms of their sovereign rights to implement policies
aimed at satisfying the wider public interest, reduce imbalances and inequalities in
society and the protection of national interests in sensitive areas such as utility
services, mineral resources and others. This is particularly true for countries with
weak economy. In the Bulgarian case should be taken into account also the
relatively low volume of trade with the United States: 2013 – exports 594.9 million
BGN (around 300 million Euro), imports 386.2 million BGN (around 193 million
Euro). In this sense, the expected economic benefits to Bulgaria could be far
greater than the negative effects if TTIP result of such deregulation and changes in
the regulatory environment, which actually hinder the ability of the authorities to
conduct sovereign policies in the public interest.

43

The Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican Trade and GDP, Congressional Budget Office, May 2003
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VII. Recommendations to the Bulgarian Government regarding
TTIP negotiations
The Institute of Modern Politics opposes to signing and adoption of TTIP in the form
in which the agreement is known at theis stage.
At the same time, due to the advanced stage of negotiations and the lack of
adequate position of the Bulgarian authorities to date, we offer several specific
recommendations that would eliminate to a certain extent, the most serious risks
resulting from TTIP for the socio-economic development and the legal and regulatory
environment in Bulgaria. We do insist that they become the conditions under which
Bulgarian representatives in the EU institutions will form their attitude when it
comes to examining the completed draft of TTIP in the manner provided in the
Lisbon Treaty.
IMP Recommendations to the Bulgarian Government:
• To formulate a clear mandate of the Bulgarian Government for the negotiations on
TTIP and to make this mandate a subject to public discussion.
• Bulgarian officials and MEPs to vigorously oppose the inclusion of ISDS in TTIP.
• Government and Bulgarian MEPs to take vigorous action against the European
Commission in order to overcome the heavy imbalance in the public consultation on
TTIP, which are held primarily with corporations and their lobbyists, and neglecting
the participation of human rights, environmental, consumer and other organizations
working in public interest.
• To ensure unequivocally that in the field of non-tariff barriers, TTIP will maintain
the highest environmental, sanitation, health and other standards existing in the
Member States.
• Following the completion of the draft TTIP to be organized extensive public
consultation in Bulgaria to assess the effects on Bulgarian economy and legislation.
• Based on the results of this public discussion, and not on party loyalties, Bulgarian
MEPs to define their position on the possible ratification of TTIP.
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Disclaimer: This Special Report is not assigned or financed by the European Commission, the US
government, corporations and donors who lobby in favor of TTIP or by governments and
organizations that lobby against the Agreement.

The report was prepared by an IMP expert team:
Head of the Team:
Borislav Tsekov (Lawyer, World Jurist Association, National President)
Team Members:
Peter Kichashki (Lawyer, Executive Director, IMP)
Rossen Georgiev (Lawyer, IMP Researcher)
Dr Ivo Indzhov (Assistant Professor, Faculty of Philosophy, Sofia University “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”)
Zdravka Krasteva (Assistant Professor, Faculty of Law, Sofia University “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”)

The Institute of Modern Politics (IMP) is an independent non-partisan and public benefit policy institute
based in Sofia, Bulgaria. It brings together lawyers and political science experts who share a deep interest
in good governance and human rights issues.
Since December 2009 IMP publishes regular monitoring reports on parliamentary conduct and legislative
developments - “State of Parliamentarian Rule”, which is widely distributed to the institutions, NGOs and
the media. In February 2011 IMP addressed the European Commission and the European Parliament with
a “Special Report on Acts of Government and Security Services in Bulgaria which Threaten or Openly
Violate Citizens’ Rights and Freedoms” which had a significant impact on public awareness in Bulgaria.
IMP is also an active participant in Bulgarian constitutional justice – the Bulgarian Constitutional Court in a
number of its resolutions designates IMP as an interested party in important constitutional cases. The
institute is also one of the leading opinion polls agencies in Bulgaria. IMP is awarded Second Place “Think
Tank of Europe 2012” by the British Prospect Magazine.

www.modernpolitics.org
Headquarters: 1000 Sofia, 57 Batcho Kiro Street, floors 1-2; phone: +359 878 934 185, е-mail: imp@europe.com

Institute of Modern Politics - awarded Second Place “Think Tank of Europe 2012” by Prospect Magazine

