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Preface: ACF Position on Trade

The Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) recognises that trade between communities and nations has occurred throughout history and will likely continue.  ACF also notes that the increasing integration of national economies into the global economy brings both costs and benefits to environments, economies, cultures and societies across the planet. 

ACF favours an open and accountable rules-based approach to managing international trade and investment, one that is democratic and has as its primary objective ecologically sustainable development (ESD). The National Strategy for ESD defines the goal of ESD as ‘development that improves the total quality of life, both now and in the future, in a way that maintains the ecological processes upon which life depends,’ (Australian Government Publishing Service, 1992). 

Note that the core objectives and guiding principles of ESD include:

· Equity within and between generations;

· Democratic decision-making that integrates both long and short-term goals;

· The conservation of biodiversity;

· The precautionary principle;

International trade and investment agreements and institutions must support ESD, in deed as well as rhetoric.

ACF is concerned that trade and investment liberalisation agreements and the institutions that promote them, such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the forum for Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation (APEC), are currently not fostering ESD. They may even be negating it, especially where the principles of ESD conflict with free trade dogma.

There are ecological limits to global trade and economic development as a whole, with mounting pressures from unsustainable consumption and environmental degradation a threat to peace and prosperity in our region and globally.  The risk that trade and investment liberalisation will destabilise efforts for progress towards sustainability ought to be seriously considered before Australia enters any FTA. Traditional economic analyses of increased trade and investment must account for commensurate social and environmental costs and benefits.

Good environmental management can enhance a company’s competitive advantage, reduce costs, add to share value and lift public profile. However, market distortions, such as (direct and indirect) subsidies to unsustainable industries, failure to implement the polluter pays principle and failure to address environmental costs associated with production, consumption and disposal discriminate against firms that seek to develop sustainable alternatives.

In general, ACF believes that all trade and investment agreements must:

· Be founded on and promote the highest standards of environmental protection and performance, and should not result in the lowering of standards;

· Allow for the prohibition of trade in certain products that represent a biosecurity or other environmental threat and products manufactured according to poor environmental standards;

· Be developed openly with provision for independent social and environmental assessment;

· Promote only ecologically sustainable development of both treaty and non-treaty countries;

· Reduce or eliminate government practices and policies that unduly threaten sustainable development

· Not compromise the right and responsibility of Australian legislatures to make laws to protect the natural environment and promote sustainability;

· Ensure that where an international trade or investment agreement is in conflict with a pre-existing environment agreement, that the latter takes precedence; and 

· Allow for the use of trade bans to enforce environmental agreements where appropriate.

In summary, ACF supports international efforts to resolve shared problems, foster more open dialogue and better understanding, distribute wealth and power equitably within and between countries, and create an ecologically sustainable planetary civilisation. Although international trade and investment liberalisation may contribute to these efforts, it is by no means the only nor necessarily the best way to reach these aspirations.

It is on these foundations that ACF approaches the proposal for a free trade agreement between Australia and the USA. 

Introduction

This submission is made to the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence & Trade References Committee to assist in its inquiry into the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) and the proposed Australia – US free trade agreement. The submission is made only in reference to the proposed Australia – US free trade agreement and does not comment directly on GATS. The Committee should also be aware that this submission is based on an earlier ACF submission to the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) in response to its call for submissions and comment on issues relevant to the negotiations for a free trade agreement (FTA) between Australia and the United States. 

ACF believes that open and robust discussion is needed to ensure that all trade and investment developments are genuinely in the national interest. As such, we welcome this and future opportunities to meaningfully engage in discussion concerning any FTA.

ACF is one of Australia’s leading non-governmental environmental organisations. For nearly forty years, we have voiced the desire of Australians to conserve the natural environment, uniting progress and environmental protection. Most recently, ACF, along with civil society worldwide, has given increasing attention to the complex relationship between international trade and investment liberalisation on the one hand and ecologically sustainable development on the other. 
At present, ACF has no final position on whether a FTA between the United States and Australia would be inherently good, bad or neither. We are however, very aware of the well-documented environmental, social and economic consequences of similar FTA ‘s, including the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) between Canada, the USA and Mexico.  Our hope is that the governments of both the United States and Australia will, at least, have learnt from the NAFTA experience and are now making every effort to improve on it, in ecological and social as well as economic terms.
As an aside, ACF is concerned with the recent tendency of the Australian Government to seek out bilateral agreements as a substitute for multilateral agreements. ACF believes that multilateralism is an important principle in tackling pressing international issues such as poverty alleviation, climate change and biosecurity. 

It is important to note that this submission only raises very general issues relating to the negotiations. This is because, at the time of writing, very limited information on the nature of the FTA has been made available for public scrutiny and comment. This public information includes an Australian background paper on the FTA prepared by DFAT
 and a letter from US trade representative, Robert Zoellick, to US Congress outlining the specific US objectives for negotiation of the FTA
. ACF will be commenting further on more specific issues arising from the FTA, particularly in the area of agricultural and industry subsidies that are harmful to the environment, as negotiations enter a more advanced stage.

The specific issues raised in this submission include:

1. The erosion of Australia’s GMO food labelling laws and other technical regulations and standards;

2. The erosion of Australia’s quarantine laws;

3. The impact of proposed investment rules on Australian and US environmental laws;

4. The need for the Australian government to undertake a sustainability review of the proposed FTA; 

5. The opportunity for the FTA to promote ecologically sustainable development and other positive environmental outcomes in Australia and the United States; and

6. Public participation in trade and investment issues

1. GMO food labelling laws  

The U.S government has indicated that through the FTA negotiations it will seek to have Australia reaffirm its WTO Technical Barrier to Trade Commitments (TBT), including those relating to labelling requirements on U.S food and agriculture products produced through biotechnology, and eliminate any unjustified TBT measures.
 Although it is not yet entirely clear, this objective indicates that the U.S will seek the Australian government’s commitment to remove or weaken Australia’s food labelling laws relating to GMO’s.

Background

The WTO’s TBT Agreement relates to the increasing number of technical regulations and standards imposed by countries on goods and services. Ordinarily, such technical regulations and standards have the intended purpose of protecting human health and safety, protecting plant and animal life, protecting the environment and preventing deceptive and misleading conduct. In some circumstances however, these technical regulations and standards are viewed as creating an unnecessary barrier to trade. 

The preamble to the TBT Agreement states that "no country should be prevented from taking measures necessary to ensure the quality of its exports, or for the protection of human, animal, and plant life or health, of the environment, or for the prevention of deceptive practices, at the levels it considers appropriate". However, Members' regulatory flexibility is limited by the requirement that technical regulations "are not prepared, adopted or applied with a view to, or with the effect of, creating unnecessary obstacles to trade". (Article 2.2)

The WTO website states that Unnecessary obstacles to trade can result when (i) a regulation is more restrictive than necessary to achieve a given policy objective, or (ii) when it does not fulfil a legitimate objective. A regulation is more restrictive than necessary when the objective pursued can be achieved through alternative measures which have less trade-restricting effects, taking account of the risks non-fulfilment of the objective would create. Elements that Members can use for risk assessment are: available technical and scientific information, technology or end-uses of the products. Article 2.2 of the Agreement specifies that legitimate objectives include inter alia: national security requirements, prevention of deceptive practices, protection of human health or safety, protection of animal and plant life or health or the environment.

ACF position

ACF opposes any provision within the FTA that will result in the weakening or removal of Australian and US technical regulations and standards that fulfil a legitimate objective. In particular, ACF opposes any aspect of the agreement that results in the weakening or removal of Australia’s labelling requirements on food produced using gene technology.

Australia’s gene technology labelling requirements are contained in FSANZ food standard 1.5.2.
  Although these labelling requirements do not go as far as ACF would like, they were introduced in response to strong public concern about the risks posed to human health and safety by GM foods and a variety of objections relating to GMO production processes. FSANZ itself acknowledges that although the GM foods to date have been derived from foods with a long history, the GM versions are new to the diet and as such do not yet have a long history of safe use. 

The basic purpose of the labelling requirements is to provide consumers with information about the GM content of food. With the disclosure of this information, consumers can then make up their own mind whether they wish to avoid the food for health and safety reasons.

Australia’s gene technology labelling laws have therefore been designed for the legitimate objective of protecting human health and safety. What is more, the labelling laws are the least trade restrictive alternative to a complete prohibition on such products, which is probably the most cautious approach to eliminate the health and safety risks posed by gene technology. 

Accordingly, Australia’s gene technology labelling laws are not inconsistent with the WTO’s TBT agreement. Australia has a legitimate right to maintain such laws even under international principles that have been developed to promote free trade. Any efforts to remove them would be to elevate the small inconvenience that such laws pose to US food producers above the legitimate public health and safety concerns of Australian residents. 

2. Australia’s Quarantine laws

The U.S government has indicated that through the FTA negotiations it will seek to have Australia reaffirm its WTO commitments on SPS measures and eliminate any unjustified SPS restrictions.

NB: SPS measures are Sanitary and Phytosanitary measures designed to ensure food safety and protect plant and animal health. Such measures might include quarantine laws.

Although it is not yet entirely clear, these objectives indicate that the U.S government will seek Australia’s commitment to weaken its quarantine laws.

ACF will strongly oppose any provisions of the FTA that weaken Australia’s quarantine laws and biosecurity. Australia’s quarantine laws are entirely justified measures designed to ensure food safety, to protect human health and to protect Australia’s unique plant and animal life.

The importance of Australia’s quarantine laws has recently been the subject of a large federal government advertising campaign featuring Steve Irwin (the crocodile hunter). In this campaign Steve Irwin say’s  “we want all Australians to be more aware of how important it is to keep our country free of pests and diseases, how it’s important for every Australian to be aware that they have a role in quarantine." 

In light of this recent advertising campaign, it would be hypocritical of the Australian government to weaken Australia’s quarantine laws to further Australian trade with the United States. 

3. Investment and Environmental Laws

The U.S Government has indicated that through the FTA negotiations it will seek to ensure that US investors receive treatment as favourable as that accorded to domestic or other foreign investors in Australia and to address unjustified barriers to the establishment and operation of U.S investments. Provide procedures to resolve disputes between U.S and Australian investors that are in keeping with the goals of making such procedures expeditious, fair and transparent.
 

Although it is not yet entirely clear, this objective seems to be geared towards establishing an investment regime similar to that espoused in chapter 11 of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Chapter 11 of NAFTA has come under intense criticism for its unintended impact on environmental regulations and other environmental protection measures that have been legitimately enacted by governments party to NAFTA (namely the United States, Mexico and Canada). 

These criticisms fall under three major headings:

1. Investment Provisions vs Environmental Laws: The investor provisions of Chapter 11 have been used repeatedly to challenge the application of existing environmental laws, or applications of existing laws, that have negative economic impacts for the foreign investors. 
 
2. Expanded Investor Rights: The investor provisions of chapter 11 have given foreign private investors unprecedented rights to challenge host governments on their compliance with the agreement. The unexpectedly aggressive use of these rights to challenge environmental policy measures has caught governments that are party to NAFTA off guard.
 
3. Inadequate Dispute Resolution Mechanisms: The investor provisions of chapter 11 provide for a dispute resolution system that is devoid of the safeguards that exist in domestic courts to ensure a proper balance between private rights and the public interest.
  
Taking into account the lessons learnt from chapter 11 of NAFTA, ACF believes that negotiations of any investment regime in the US-Australia FTA should be guided at the very least by the following principles:

· The FTA must include safeguards that ensure that actions taken by governments to protect the environment (and other matters of public interest) are not under any circumstances subject to challenge through the provisions of the FTA. 
· Foreign private investors should not be given the right to bring proceedings against governments for failure to comply with the FTA. Such rights should be reserved for the government parties (the U.S and Australian governments).

· Any dispute settlement process must be transparent, publicly accessible and adequately reflect the judicial traditions common to both Australia and the U.S. 

4. Environmental Review and Negotiating Objectives

As a major proponent of free trade, the Australian Government is remarkably under prepared to ensure that free trade, including the agreements that establish such trade, does not negatively impact on the environment. For example, unlike under U.S law
, there is no requirement that the Commonwealth undertake a review of the environmental effects of free trade agreements. Furthermore, unlike under U.S law
, there is no Australian law that sets out negotiating objectives relating to the environment for free trade agreements. 

To remedy this situation, the Australian Government should: 

1. Introduce legislation that requires a review to be undertaken of the environmental effects of free trade agreements. This review should be undertaken through an environmental impact assessment statement under the provisions of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conversation Act and be signed off by the Federal Environment Minister.

2. Introduce legislation that sets out negotiating objectives for free trade agreements relating to the environment. These objectives should be as follows:

· To promote the highest standards of environmental protection and performance, 

· To ensure that a free trade agreement does not result in the lowering of environmental standards;

· To allow for the prohibition of trade in certain products that represent a biosecurity or other environmental threat and products manufactured according to poor environmental standards;

· To promote ecologically sustainable development of both treaty and non-treaty countries;

· To eliminate government practices and policies that unduly threaten sustainable development

· Not to compromise the right and responsibility of government parties to make laws to protect the natural environment and promote sustainability;

· To ensure that where an international trade or investment agreement is in conflict with a pre-existing environment agreement, that the latter takes precedence; and

· To allow for the use of trade bans to enforce environmental agreements where appropriate.

ACF realises that the introduction of such legislation may not be possible in sufficient time to benefit the proposed U.S-Australia FTA. In the meantime, the Australian Government should undertake an environmental review and set clear environmental objectives as a matter of good practice. 

5. Ecologically Sustainable Development and Environmental Outcomes 

The proposed FTA presents opportunities for the Australian and U.S Governments to promote ecologically sustainable development and other positive environmental, social and economic outcomes. 

There is a clear precedent for this. The preamble to NAFTA states that the Parties resolve to:

· Promote sustainable development 

· Strengthen the development and enforcement of environmental laws. 

In order to achieve these objectives the parties to NAFTA set up the Commission for Environmental Cooperation of North America and a ‘sister’ environmental agreement to NAFTA, the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC).

Despite its clear environmental objectives, NAFTA has been severely criticised by North American environmental organisations for its negative environmental impacts. This demonstrates the enormous potential for disparity between the rhetoric of agreement principles and preambles on the one hand, and the reality of freer trade and investment on the other. There is clear scope to learn from the NAFTA experience here.

Furthermore, US law (section 2102(b) of the Trade Act 2002) sets out a number of negotiating objectives for FTA’s relating to the environment:

(1) to ensure that a party does not fail to effectively enforce its environmental laws in a manner affecting trade between the United states and that party;

(2) to recognise that a party to a trade agreement is effectively enforcing its environmental laws if a course of action or inaction reflects a reasonable exercise of discretion or results from a bona fide decision regarding allocation of resources, and that no retaliation may be authorised based on the exercise of these rights or the right to establish domestic levels of environmental protection;

(3) to strengthen the capacity of U.S trading partners to protect the environment through the promotion of sustainable development;

(4) to reduce or eliminate government practices and policies that unduly threaten sustainable development;

(5) to seek market access for U.S environmental technologies, goods and services; and

(6) to ensure that environmental, health and safety policies and practices of Parties to trade agreements do not arbitrarily or unjustifiably discriminate against U.S exports or serve as disguised barriers to trade.
Taking into account the precedent set by NAFTA and the environmental objectives of trade agreements set out in U.S law, it is ACF’s position that the proposed Australia-U.S FTA should address the following issues:

1. The FTA should eliminate Australian government policies and practices that unduly threaten ecologically sustainable development and result in negative environmental impacts. These include policies and practices that have resulted in the following:

(i) Land clearing- the 2001 Australian State of the Environment Report (SoE Report) states that clearance of native vegetation remains the single most significant threat to biodiversity in Australia. The report estimates that during 2000 a staggering 564,800 hectares of native vegetation was cleared. In 2001 ACF estimates that in excess of 670,000 was cleared. Only four other nations in the world exceed this rate of clearing. These include Brazil, Indonesia, Sudan and Zambia.  

(ii) Biological diversity in Australia may now be entering a new period of crisis. Australia is an ark, home to over 250,000 species, most unique to the continent. Between 1993 and 2001 the number of extinct, endangered or vulnerable bird and mammal species rose by over a third from 118 to 160.

(iii) Land degradation is an intensifying problem. With 5 per cent of the world’s land mass, Australia accounts for an estimated 19 percent of the world’s soil erosion. There are - in human terms - no ‘tolerable’ rates of soil loss for many of Australia’s soils. Salinity is now recognised as one of the greatest environmental threats facing the country, with dire consequences for rural environmental and social values. It could affect between 6 to 12 percent of the continent’s total crop-land and improved pasture within 30 to 50 years if effective action is not taken.

(iv) Australia is the planet’s driest inhabited continent. It also has one of the highest levels of water consumption per head of population of any country. Yet total water use has increased by 65 percent between 1985 and 1996/77 (including a 19 percent increase between 1993-4 and 1996-7). Over a quarter of Australia’s river systems are either close to or have exceeded the limits of sustainable use. Of the over 200 native species of freshwater fish, eleven species are listed under Commonwealth legislation as endangered, and ten as vulnerable to extinction.

(v) Climate change presently poses perhaps the single most significant threat to life on Earth other than nuclear war. Australia is the largest per capita producer of greenhouse gases in the industrialised world. In addition to being one of the world’s largest exporters of coal, Australia’s per capita energy consumption is one of the highest in the world. Australia’s total carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions have increased by 17.4 percent since 1990 (excluding land clearing). At present it appears that Australia’s emissions will increase by over 30 percent from the 1990 level within a decade. Yet Australian governments continue to promote a range of new fossil fuel intensive projects, including new coal- and gas-fired power plants.

(vi) ESD policies- Over the past 10 years, successive Australian Governments have failed to integrate ecologically sustainable development into their policies and programs. Significant or potentially important institutional initiatives developed during the late 1980s and early 1990s were dismantled, undermined or collapsed through neglect during the past 10 years. The most important of these initiatives was the National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development, which was abandoned in 1997. There is no national strategy to guide Australia towards ecological sustainability.

(vii) Harmful subsidies- successive Australian Governments have failed to eliminate significant ongoing subsidies to environmentally destructive industries. For example, in 1996 subsidies to energy production, chemicals and forestry, amounted to at least $8 billion, equal to 6 percent of total government revenue. Collectively, such subsidies and related revenue foregone amounted in 1996 to between $A13.7 billion and $A14.8 billion, or 3.5 percent of GDP. 
(viii) International Laggards-Internationally, Australia is a laggard state. It has performed significantly behind other industrialised countries on most environmental measures. It has the second highest level of per capita waste production, the highest percentage of arable land degraded, the world’s fifth highest per capita level of water consumption, and the world’s worst record of any nation for known extinctions during the past 250 years. Australia also has the highest per capita greenhouse emissions of any developed country. At 27.9 tonnes CO2-e per person, this is more than double the average of 12.8 tonnes per capita for all industrialised countries.
More information on Australia’s environmental performance can be found in the ACF report In Reverse: Australia’s Environmental Performance 1992 to 2002 available on the ACF website at http://www.acfonline.org.au/docs/publications/rpt0027.pdf 

2. The FTA should include mechanisms that serve to eliminate U.S government policies and practices that unduly threaten ecologically sustainable development and result in negative environmental impacts. In this regard, the Australian government should use the FTA negotiations to:

(i) Dissuade the Bush administration from signing into law energy legislation considered by Congress in the last session and likely to be considered by Congress in the coming session that would provide massive subsidies to the oil, coal, and gas industry, creating a huge competitive advantage for those industries vis-a-vis foreign competitors and alternative fuels;

(ii) Encourage the Bush administration to ratify the Kyoto Protocol on climate change and to pursue mandatory targets and timetables for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, ensuring a level competitive playing field for those countries which have ratified the Kyoto Protocol;

(iii) Urge the administration to eliminate exorbitant subsidies provided to US agribusiness, which contribute to overproduction and dumping of farm commodities in foreign markets;

(iv) Urge the administration to reverse its waiver of US Clean Air Act standards for older, coal-fired electricity generating stations, which creates a de facto energy subsidy for US industry;

(v) Urge the administration to reverse its waiver of environmental impact reviews for logging in US national forests, which has contributed to over cutting and excess supply of forest products in international markets;

(vi) Insist that the office of the United States Trade Representative consult thoroughly with the US public and consider alternative trade policies pursuant to Executive Order 13141 on environmental review of trade agreements;

(vii) Urge that the US Trade Representative’s office comply with a federal court order and appoint a representative chosen by the US environmental community to its Industry Sector Advisory Committee on Chemicals, thereby providing US citizens an adequate opportunity to provide advice to and consult with US negotiators on trade issues that are crucial to public health and safety.
3. The FTA should include mechanisms to promote ecologically sustainable development and address environmental issues of mutual interest to Australia and the U.S. As a starting point, the FTA should be used to promote corporate environmental and social responsibility and to tackle climate change.

Corporate environmental and social responsibility

The FTA provides the perfect opportunity for the Australian and U.S governments to commit to the establishment of regulatory measures which promote corporate environmental and social responsibility: Such measures should include:

(i) Impose duties on publicly traded companies, their directors and board-level officers to:

· report fully on their environmental and social impacts, on material risks and on breaches of environmental or social standards (such reports to be independently verified); 

· ensure effective prior consultation with affected communities, including the preparation of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) for significant activities and full public access to all relevant documentation; and 

· take the negative environmental and social impacts of their activities fully into account in their corporate decision making.

(ii) Extend legal liability to directors for corporate breaches of national environmental and social laws and to directors and corporations for breaches of international laws or agreements.

(iii) Guarantee legal rights of redress for citizens and communities adversely affected by corporate activities, including:

· access for affected people anywhere in the world to pursue litigation where parent corporations claim a 'home' are domiciled or listed; 

· provision for legal challenge to company decisions by those with an interest; and 

· a legal aid mechanism to provide public funds to support such challenges.

(iv) Establish (and enforce) high minimum environmental, social, labour and human rights standards for corporate activities - based for example on existing international agreements and reflecting the desirability of special and differential treatment for developing countries.

(v) Establish national legal provision for suitable sanctions for companies in breach of these new duties, rights and liabilities (wherever the breaches occur) such as:

· suspending national stock exchange listing; 

· withholding access for such companies to public subsidies, guarantees or loans;

· fines; and 

· in extreme cases the withdrawal of limited liability status.

A commitment to the above mentioned regulatory measures would be consistent with the outcomes of the World Summit on Sustainable Development held in Johannesburg in 2002. Clause 45ter of the implementation strategy calls for action at all levels to:

Actively promote corporate responsibility and accountability, based on the Rio principles, including through the full development and effective implementation of intergovernmental agreements and measures, international initiatives and public-private partnerships, and appropriate national regulations, and support continuous improvement in corporate practices in all countries.

Climate Change

Climate change is also an obvious area of mutual environmental interest for the Australian and US Governments. Both governments share similar policies that oppose the ratification of the Kyoto protocol. ACF strongly encourages both governments to utilise the negotiations of the FTA to instead rethink their current positions on the Kyoto protocol and commit to its ratification.  

However, ACF will oppose any efforts to utilise the framework of the FTA to include trade related mechanisms aimed at reducing US and Australian greenhouse gas emissions, if it is intended as a substitute for the ratification by either government of the Kyoto protocol. 

6. Public Participation in Trade and Investment Issues

Trading agreements need to properly reflect the broad range of aspirations of the Australian people, including their desire for improved environmental protection. 

ACF notes the perplexing habit of Australian governments, whilst at meetings of APEC or WTO, for instance, to avoid serious consideration of any environmental and social consequences arising from expanded international trade and investment. Yet, whilst at the recent World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg, the Australian Government espoused only the purported benefits of freer trade and investment for the world’s poor and the global environment. It is not difficult to see how many Australians might find this behaviour confusing and perhaps disconcerting.  

There is much that the Australian Government could do to address and ease many Australians’ concerns and anxieties associated with economic globalisation. Taking at least some of these concerns and anxieties seriously is obviously a welcome starting point. 

In making its decisions on an FTA with the United States, ACF hopes that the Commonwealth will actively draw on the richness of expertise in the field of trade and environment within Australia and, especially, from the NAFTA sphere.

ACF trusts that interested non-governmental organisations, including ACF, will be assured of meaningful participation throughout discussion on the proposed FTA and granted observer status and resourced to enable them to participate in all relevant fora.  

The Commonwealth could also foster a more sophisticated public understanding of and appreciation for the issues associated with the proposed FTA and economic globalisation more generally by seeing to it that well-researched and balanced educational material on the subject(s) is made available to support public discussion and debate.  The Commonwealth may produce such material itself, but it would probably be better received if it were produced independently.

ACF believes it is far more responsible, and ultimately in the interests of free trade proponents and the wider community, to ensure robust and open public discussion and debate prior to signing any FTA.
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