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Executive Summary

Trade Ministers from 34 nations in the Western Hemisphere achieved an initial
draft of an agreement for a Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) in early
2001. But the FTAA negotiating process did not produce any proposals for
dealing with civil society’s concerns about the environmental effects of economic
growth associated with free trade. In anticipation of a deepening public debate on
the level and type of environmental protection that should be associated with an
FTAA, in fall 2000, the Mexico Project of the Americas Program of the Center
for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C., joined with the
Sustainable Americas Project of the Yale Center for Law and Environmental
Policy to address environmental issues associated with an FTAA. The study
reviewed the operation of the North American Commission for Environmental
Cooperation (CEC), and institution that was created by the environmental accord
to carry out the provisions of the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), in an attempt to (1) determine if the CEC or a similar arrangement
might benefit the Western Hemisphere (2) determine how North American
environmental priorities have changed since the implementation of NAFTA, and
(3) contrast North American environmental issues associated with trade to issues
that are emerging as concerns in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Four Scenarios
Throughout fall 2000 and early 2001, 40 governmental and nongovernmental
officials in Canada, the United States, and Mexico were asked to give their views
on the value and performance of the CEC in fulfilling its task. A council
consisting of the environmental ministers of Canada, the United States, and
Mexico leads the CEC, and provisions of the agreements it negotiates are
implemented by a secretariat headquartered in Montreal, Quebec, Canada.

Governmental and nongovernmental officials were asked to analyze the
CEC’s performance by evaluating four possible scenarios under which trade and
environmental concerns might be linked to an FTAA. Those four options
deliberately covered some extreme positions and included the following:

1) Eliminating the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation
(NAAEC)—and therefore the CEC—and not having an environmental accord
under the FTAA.

2) Eliminating the NAAEC, and replacing it with a hemispheric accord that will
deal with some level of environmental concerns.

3) Retaining the NAAEC, and adding signatories to it as countries join the
FTAA.
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4) Retaining the NAAEC as a North American accord, and having a separate
environmental accord that addresses the concerns of Latin America.

This report includes the project’s review of some submissions that
nongovernmental organizations and international institutions have made to trade
negotiators and hemispheric leaders on environmental matters over the past two
years. Finally, the report offers some recommendations for addressing
environmental concerns during FTAA negotiations.

Study Results
Interview results indicate that officials of the governments of Mexico, the United
States, and Canada share a surprising amount of consensus on the improving
performance of the CEC. There is also substantial agreement on the limitations to
comprehensive environmental policymaking on a hemispheric level. Officials in
all three North American countries have voiced support for the continuation of the
CEC, regardless of how environmental matters are dealt with under an FTAA.
Under no circumstances do Canadian, U.S., or Mexican governmental officials or
NGOs voice support for terminating the NAAEC, despite calls over the past
several years to renegotiate certain of its provisions.

Based on personal interviews, however, it appears unlikely that an agreement
as broad as the NAAEC could be negotiated throughout the Western Hemisphere
because of the difficulty of negotiating with 34 countries that have very different
levels of institutional capacity to deal with environmental protection and varying
environmental priorities. Most governmental officials interviewed favored the
idea of including environmental language within the trade agreement or
negotiating a separate, narrower accord for the hemisphere. Most officials believe
that the common agenda of environmental concerns is much broader for North
America than it would be for all of the Americas, because Canada, the United
States, and Mexico share common borders. Mexican officials, in particular,
viewed the NAAEC primarily as a transboundary environmental accord and not
as a model of cooperation with the rest of Latin America.

Reviews of NGOs’ and international environmental institutions’ submissions
to trade negotiators and hemispheric leaders—as well as their press releases on
various trade and environmental issues—show that these groups favor the
negotiation of an FTAA containing “greener” language than that contained in
NAFTA. Many of these parties also favor the negotiation of a separate
environmental accord.

Recommendations
Trade negotiators should begin now to address environmental issues that many
NGOs and research institutions throughout the hemisphere already have linked to
implementation of an FTAA. By doing so, trade negotiators will be carrying out
the intent behind the many environmental recommendations made by hemispheric
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leaders after their summits of 1998 and 2001. The following recommendations are
offered as steps in this process.
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1. Resolve to negotiate a greener FTAA.

The focus of discussions among government representatives,
environmental policy institutions, and NGOs leading up to the 2001
Quebec City Summit of the Americas was to add substantial
environmental language to the FTAA regardless of whether a separate
environmental accord is negotiated.

The “greening” of the FTAA, with language that expands the “green”
language of NAFTA, should be considered a basic environmental
component to trade negotiations. Environmental protection provisions can
have the added benefit of promoting democratic traditions that operate
hand-in-hand with economic development, and these provisions tend to
strengthen the ability of local and regional governments to protect their
environmental laws from the effects of trade disputes. In the long run,
environmental provisions also can force governments to factor natural
resource degradation into their cost-benefit analyses for development
projects and can help policymakers face the trade-offs that arise in long-
range planning for economic development.

The “greening” of an FTAA will necessarily extend into new areas
because of the proliferation of international environmental obligations that
most nations assumed throughout the 1990s, and because advances in
scientific research have posed both additional problems as well as
solutions to resource degradation. Four areas that have become the subject
of intense focus during the past decade are toxic chemical management,
environmental effects of energy policy, rights and obligations of foreign
investors, and global effects of national agricultural policies.

2. Build on the hemispheric leaders’ 2001 Plan of Action by consolidating
the many calls for environmental cooperative mechanisms into a single
mechanism. This mechanism should initiate an assessment of the Western
Hemisphere’s state of the environment by conducting an inventory of
databases and environmental capacity throughout the hemisphere, linking
existing data, and initiating procedures, such as establishing regional
geographic information systems, that can address ecoregion stresses. At
the same time, hemispheric leaders should encourage discussion within
civil society and between environmental experts and trade negotiators to
build consensus on whether this environmental mechanism should be
linked to the FTAA or established as a separate body.

Support is rising for hemispheric environmental governance, although
no consensus exists on whether this should be accomplished within or
outside of a hemispheric trade accord. This concept has become a top
priority for NGOs that submitted proposals to hemispheric leaders at the
2001 Quebec City Summit of the Americas.

Because trade negotiations are well advanced, decisions need to be
made soon on whether to negotiate a separate environmental accord to the
FTAA, whether to establish an environmental policymaking institution
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through the FTAA, or have hemispheric environmental cooperation take a
separate track from trade. Trade negotiators should immediately assemble
a body of experts who can provide them with the baseline information that
will be needed to determine the best method of dealing with the
environmental effects of the FTAA.

3. Begin hemispheric environmental cooperation by modestly expanding the
role of the CEC. Allow it to serve in an advisory function both for other
Latin American and Caribbean countries as well as for existing
multilateral environmental institutions throughout the Americas.

The CEC’s secretariat is implementing a work program to form North
American environmental policy. But the proliferation of multilateral
environmental agreements during the past decade, the lack of any
international organization to coordinate the growing mandates of those
agreements, the inability of many developing countries to implement these
mandates, and the potential for conflict between trade agreements and
multilateral environmental agreements are all trends that could give the
CEC new responsibilities in the near future.

The CEC’s secretariat is assuming the role of a regional body that
assists in implementing initiatives of global institutions, such as the United
Nation’s Environment Program. These include initiatives on loss of
biodiversity, sound chemical management, long-range transport of toxic
substances, measures to include civil society in decisionmaking, provision
of public information to civil society, transboundary environmental impact
agreements, and the strengthening of institutional environmental capacity.
The CEC also is studying proposals for joint implementation of reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions under the Kyoto Protocol.

4. Develop funding mechanisms to implement a plan of environmental action
for the Americas.

The NAFTA experience taught North American governments that
environmental cooperation is more effective when institutions can be
developed to compensate emerging economies for the transaction costs of
implementing an environmental agenda. These costs are necessarily higher
for economies in transition than they are for industrial economies, where
human capital, institutions, regulations, judicial regimes and public
consciousness are in place and ready to effect change.

Hemispheric leaders and trade ministers, in their various declarations
from 1998 forward, have discussed potential funding mechanisms for
environmental cooperation throughout the region. Often these involve
funding through multilateral institutions such as the World Bank or the
Inter-American Development Bank. Regardless of the mechanism used,
the funding of any cooperative effort needs to fall heaviest on the nations
that can best afford it. A study of the differing levels of gross national
product among the nations of the Western Hemisphere quickly reveals that
the wealthiest nations are Canada and the United States. An analysis
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should be undertaken to determine if Brazil and Mexico—the largest of
the Latin American economies—should contribute as well.

Introduction

One of the most contentious issues during negotiations for the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was whether to link environmental concerns to a
regional trading regime. An uneasy compromise generated a unique
environmental accord—the North American Agreement for Environmental
Cooperation (NAAEC), which was implemented in 1994.

As soon as the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was signed,
U.S. president Bill Clinton and other leaders of the Western Hemisphere began to
push for regional trading arrangements and hemispheric integration. 34
hemispheric leaders gathered for their first Summit of the Americas in December
1994, and at their second summit in Santiago, Chile, in 1998, they directed their
trade ministers to conclude negotiations for a Free Trade Area of the Americas
(FTAA) no later than 2005. Nine groups are conducting those negotiations, and in
January 2001 they achieved a tentative draft of a final trade agreement. But the
FTAA negotiating process has not yet produced any proposals for dealing with
environmental concerns in the Western Hemisphere.

In 1998, three years after the Western Hemisphere’s trade ministers launched
their FTAA initiative, they established the Committee of Government
Representatives on the Participation of Civil Society, which was charged with
facilitating the participation of the different sectors of society in trade
negotiations. Although the committee solicited comments on social issues related
to trade throughout the hemisphere, it has done little else. The committee has
refused to publicly release submissions it has received, thus, drawing criticism
from both NGOs and academicians and setting off a political controversy among
hemispheric leaders. Canadian international trade minister Pierre Pettigrew
formally requested that the Committee of Government Representatives release
information to negotiating groups, committees, and institutions,1 and the U.S.
Department of State released summaries of those submissions. The Canadian
government also asked this FTAA committee to more actively contribute to
increased transparency and a more inclusive negotiations process.2

Dissention among government representatives within the civil society
committee foreshadows another public debate on the level and type of
environmental protection to be associated with an FTAA. In anticipation of this
debate, in fall 2000, the Mexico Project of the Center for Strategic and
International Studies in Washington, D.C., joined with the Sustainable Americas

                                               
1 Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs, “Pettigrew Issues Canada’s Recommendations to
Increase Transparency in the FTAA,” press release, February 23, 2001.
2 Government of Canada, “Canadian Proposal to the FTAA Committee of Government
Representatives On the Participation of Civil Society,” February 2001.
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Project of the Yale Center for Law and Environmental Policy to review the
operation of the environmental accord established with NAFTA. The goal of this
project was to determine how effective the agreement has been in dealing with
environmental issues as North America has integrated economically, and to
determine whether the current accord or a similar arrangement might benefit all
the Americas once economic integration deepens under an FTAA. Two secondary
goals of the project were to contrast the issues addressed in North American trade
relations with those emerging in hemispheric relations and to determine how
environmental priorities have changed in North American countries since NAFTA
went into effect.

The research focused on the North American Commission for Environmental
Cooperation (CEC)—created by the environmental accord to carry out provisions
of the agreement. A council consisting of the environmental ministers of Canada,
the United States, and Mexico leads the CEC, and provisions of the agreements it
negotiates are implemented by the CEC secretariat headquartered in Montreal,
Quebec, Canada.

The activities of two other environmental institutions created under
NAFTA—the North American Development Bank (NADB) and the Border
Environment Cooperation Commission (BECC)—also were considered.
However, because these institutions are not trilateral and are not responsible for
setting environmental policies, their linkages to the FTAA are more limited.

Throughout this project, Mexico’s experience as a participant in North American
environmental policy was given special emphasis, because Mexico is both a North
American country and a Latin American country. As the latter, Mexico’s
experience in dealing with Canada and the United States on environmental issues
may be somewhat predictive of the level of satisfaction that other Latin American
countries might achieve in a similar cooperative arrangement.

As many Mexicans have cautioned in the course of this research, however,
Mexico differs from other Latin American countries in several respects. Mexico
shares a large border with the United States. Mexico has the second largest Latin
American economy, which is more export oriented than those of some other Latin
American countries. Although Mexico is generally categorized as an economy in
transition, the country’s evolving level of development has earned it membership
in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).
Mexico’s environmental policies and institutions have evolved rapidly over the
past decade in tandem with its democratic transformation.

Despite these differences, Mexico shares some similar environmental
problems and priorities with other Latin American countries. Environmental
programs in other Latin American countries are more similar in scope to Mexico’s
program before NAFTA than to the programs of either Canada or the United
States, as is evident when Canada or the United States enter environmental
accords with other countries. For example, when Canada entered into a trade
agreement and environmental side accord with Chile in 1996, Chile was forced to



Jan Gilbreath      11

delay implementation of the environmental accord for two years while the nation
revised nearly 200 of its outdated environmental laws.

In addition to similarities with Mexico, many Latin American countries share
a common mistrust of North American environmental goals. Many Latin
American officials have voiced fears that U.S. labor and environmental positions
in trade negotiations represent a form of protectionism. In addition, throughout
Latin America, many U.S. ideas on the environment are considered unacceptable
intrusions on other nations’ sovereignty.

Methodology

Research questions

The broad research issue for this project was to determine if efforts to form North
American environmental policy under NAFTA have yielded results that might be
applicable to a cooperative environmental effort under the FTAA. To answer this
question, three areas were analyzed: 1) perceptions of the strengthens and
weaknesses of CEC performance since 1994, 2) the environmental priorities that
Mexico has developed domestically and internationally since the inception of the
NAFTA debate, and 3) the different approaches that Canada, the United States,
and Mexico have taken to incorporating environmental issues in trade
negotiations after NAFTA.

The secondary research question focused on the extent to which the
environmental issues addressed in North America under NAFTA can be linked to
emerging environmental concerns among Latin American and Caribbean
countries involved in FTAA negotiations. To determine whether similarities exist
and if these are likely to evolve into environmental language within the trade
agreement or in a separate accord, this project also included a review of some
submissions that NGOs and international institutions have made to trade
negotiators and hemispheric leaders on environmental matters over the past two
years.

Interview Technique and Source Materials Used

For this study, opinions on the strengths and weaknesses of the CEC’s operation
were solicited through a series of 40 interviews with Canadian, U.S., and Mexican
government officials, representatives of NGOs, and CEC staff. Each government
and nongovernmental official interviewed was presented with four options for
establishing a future approach to environmental policymaking under the FTAA.
Each interviewee was asked to comment on the most likely approach to
hemispheric environmental policy and to state reasons for that choice based on the
CEC’s effectiveness in forming North American environmental policy. Many
interviewees were government officials who asked not to be directly identified
(the organizations they represent are listed in Appendix 1).
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The four options, covering a broad range of considerations, included the
following:

1) Eliminating the NAAEC—and therefore the CEC—as well as not having an
environmental accord under the FTAA.

2) Eliminating the NAAEC, and replacing it with a hemispheric accord dealing
with environmental concerns.

3) Retaining the NAAEC, and adding signatories to it as countries join the
FTAA; and

4) Retaining the NAAEC as a North American accord, and including a separate
environmental accord that addresses the concerns of Latin American
countries.

Information from these interviews was combined with supplemental
information available through speeches, position papers, press conference
transcripts, and other environmental policy literature offered by government,
nongovernmental, international and academic organizations in all three NAFTA
member countries.

In forming conclusions about the most likely approach to hemispheric
environmental policy under the FTAA, strong emphasis was given to the opinions
of the Mexican government as well as the country’s nongovernmental sector.
These opinions, as a body, are considered to be somewhat predictive of the
priorities that other Latin American and Caribbean countries may have in their
discussions of how to link environmental concerns to FTAA negotiations.

This study also includes an analysis of the different approaches that each of
the three NAFTA partners have used in incorporating environmental concerns
into trade negotiations since NAFTA was signed. This part of the analysis aims to
reveal the differing levels of national interest in dealing with this issue in regional
trading arrangements outside NAFTA.

Interview Results

Responses to the interview questions indicate that Mexican, U.S., and Canadian
officials share a surprising amount of consensus on the fate of the North
American Commission for Environmental Cooperation, as well as substantial
agreement on the limitations to environmental policymaking on a hemispheric
level. More detail about these opinions is provided in other sections of this report.

Most Likely Option

According to information obtained in the personal interviews, the most likely
support on hemispheric environmental matters would be to maintain the NAAEC
as a separate accord for North America, and to implement a narrower, cooperative
environmental agreement with Latin America that is linked to the FTAA. These



Jan Gilbreath      13

officials reasoned that an agreement as broad as the NAAEC could not be
negotiated with 34 countries that have very different levels of institutional
capacity to deal with environmental protection and varying environmental
priorities. Most officials also believe that the common agenda of environmental
concerns is much broader for North America than it would be for all the
Americas, because Canada, the United States, and Mexico share common borders.
Mexican officials in particular viewed the NAAEC primarily as a transboundary
environmental accord and not as a model of cooperation with Latin American
countries.

U.S. officials across several government agencies offered a variety of views
about the type of environmental side accord that might be implemented under the
FTAA. One popular alternative is to include very specific environmental language
in the FTAA itself, and then to reinforce that language with a narrow, technical
side agreement aimed at enhancing other countries’ environmental capacity. This
approach was taken with the signing of the U.S.-Jordan Free Trade Agreement
(FTA) in late 2000. Another alternative offered is a side agreement to the FTAA
that establishes a process in which nations adopt environmental best practices on a
sector-by-sector basis. Such an agreement would rely on the U.S. and Canadian
governments, the Inter-American Development Bank, and possibly the World
Bank to provide funding for technical assistance and for capacity building.

The corporate sector may regard the CEC as unduly shaped and influenced by
the environmental community and may therefore view it with some suspicion. A
more specific problem may be resistance by Mexican, and to some extent, by
Canadian firms to the type of disclosure of pollutant releases and transfers
required by the U.S. Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) program and the publicity
given to those numbers by the CEC’s Taking Stock report published in May 2000.
The CEC must work through any such suspicion and resistance and make the
business community a more active partner in its work.

Performance of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation
Officials in all three North American countries have voiced support for the
continuation of the CEC, regardless of how environmental matters are dealt with
under the FTAA. Under no circumstances do Canadian, U.S., or Mexican
government officials or NGOs voice support for terminating the NAAEC, despite
calls during the past several years to renegotiate certain NAAEC provisions
dealing with the filing of citizens’ complaints about enforcement of
environmental laws.

In all three countries, government officials cited recent achievements from the
CEC’s work program as examples of the value of the organization. One of the
most frequently cited examples of success is the CEC’s “sound management of
chemicals initiative,” which develops action plans for managing and sometimes
eliminating persistent organic pollutants.

However, several U.S. government officials have warned that at least a part of
the CEC’s annual work program appears to duplicate some environmental
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initiatives of the Mexico Mission of the U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID). This issue merits an internal review within U.S.
government agencies, as well as discussions among CEC, Mexican, and U.S.
officials. Additional discussion of the duplication of efforts appears in a later
section of this report.

Direct Policy Effects of the CEC
Officials of all three North American countries have narrowed and clarified their
environmental priorities for the continent as a direct result of years of
participation in the CEC. The United States already had a series of binational,
transboundary environmental agreements with both Canada and Mexico before
NAFTA. In addition, the years of participation in CEC activities appear to have
deepened each nation’s understanding of the ecosystems and transboundary
pollution issues that affect all three countries. A great deal of this understanding
has come from CEC work programs focusing on transboundary migratory patterns
of birds and other species, as well as a better understanding of the effects of long-
range pollutants.

Indirect Effects of the CEC in Mexico
Most Mexican environmental officials agree that their bargaining positions within
the Mexican government are enhanced by the attention Mexico receives when its
citizens file complaints under Articles 14 and 15 of the NAAEC about the
government’s failure to enforce its environmental laws. The investigation of
citizens’ complaints—generally a source of embarrassment to the Mexican
government—has given the Secretariat of the Environment and Natural Resources
(Secretaría del Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales [SEMARNAT, formerly
SEMARNAP under the Zedillo administration]), increased domestic political
leverage to address the adverse effects of projects on the environment. As a result
of the negative publicity from these citizens’ complaints, officials say, at least one
environmentally damaging construction project has been modified.

Trilateral Linkages among Environmentalists

Since 1994, environmental groups from all three North American countries have
indicated that they participated significantly in CEC activities. This has had two
effects: (1) linkages have solidified among diverse organizations in all three
countries, and (2) exposure to international activities through the CEC tends to
strengthen the institutional capacity of many groups. With increased institutional
capacity, Mexican groups have been successfully obtained international funding
for their activities. Gustavo Alanís Ortega of the Centro Mexicano de Derecho
Ambiental believes that a majority of Mexican environmental groups obtains
international funding.

Groups from all three countries jointly push for certain policy initiatives or to
protect perceived gains when their political agendas coincide. For example, when
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the press revealed in 2000 that the three North American governments had been
secretly negotiating to alter the process that allows citizens’ complaints to be filed
with the CEC, more than 80 organizations from Canada, the United States, and
Mexico held a press conference to protest these negotiations, which subsequently
ended.

Constant interaction among CEC staff, government ministries, and NGOs also
tends to help shape common agendas on the domestic level in Mexico, although
differences remain between environmentalists and government officials. Mexican
environmental groups and SEMARNAT officials share concerns about: (1) the
rate of deforestation and soil erosion, (2) the loss of biodiversity in Mexico, (3)
the need to enhance water management and potable water supply, and (4)
Mexico’s urgent need for industrial waste management and disposal capacity.

Latin American Environmental Policy Relevance

Government officials in Canada, the United States, and Mexico generally agree
that the range of environmental issues of interest to Latin American and
Caribbean countries as part of FTAA negotiations would be substantially
narrower than the scope of issues outlined in the NAAEC, or the issues that have
been tackled in the CEC’s work program.

In particular, officials point to the CEC’s efforts to deal with transboundary
pollution issues through its work program and through supplemental agreements
for North America—such as the pending transboundary environmental impact
assessment agreement—as one large element of cooperation that would be
missing from a broader hemispheric agenda.

Many governmental and CEC officials also were skeptical about the
applicability of certain other provisions for transparency and citizens’
participation to the entire hemisphere. The most often cited example was the
citizens’ submission process under Articles 14 and 15 of the NAAEC—a process
that allows individuals and NGOs to lodge complaints about their governments’
failure to enforce environmental laws. These NAAEC provisions have been both
praised and criticized, but many officials fear that vastly differing levels of
democracy and traditions of citizen participation in decisionmaking would make it
nearly impossible to implement such a program for the entire Western
Hemisphere.

Mexico’s Environmental Agenda since NAFTA

Because Mexico’s level of institutional development and its natural resource
needs have some similarities to those of other Latin American governments, the
Mexican government’s environmental policy priorities may be able to predict the
policy priorities that other Latin American countries would be willing to adopt as
part of any supplemental environmental agreement to the FTAA. In addition, the
manner in which Mexico’s interest in international environmental issues has
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evolved might be predictive of the evolution of interest that could be expected
from other countries with continuing exposure to a hemispheric, policymaking
body that is linked to a trade agreement.

During the past several years, with continuing participation in the CEC’s work
program, Mexico has more clearly defined its international agenda. Some
consistency in international environmental priorities exists between the
administrations of Presidents Ernesto Zedillo and Vicente Fox, particularly on the
need for conserving biodiversity, the need to strengthen Mexico’s institutional
capacity to address environmental issues, and continuing efforts to bolster the role
of civil society in environmental planning and management.

Zedillo Administration

Before they left office, a number of environmental officials in the Zedillo
administration stated that Mexico’s international agenda was focused primarily on
North America, rather than on the international arena, even though Mexican
officials participated in a number of global forums. Within this regional focus,
Mexico’s priorities were capacity building and almost all programs that
strengthened Mexico’s ability to protect its endangered species, natural areas, and
tropical forests—in short, its biodiversity. As part of its capacity building effort,
officials in the Zedillo administration expressed strong support for programs that
provided information transfers from Canada and the United States.

José Luis Samaniego, who handled international environmental issues for
SEMARNAP in the Zedillo administration, suggested that Mexico could greatly
benefit from efforts to protect biodiversity by sharing information with Canada
and the United States, but not necessarily by replicating efforts in those countries.
In turn, as Mexico’s environmental programs develop, other Latin American
countries can learn from Mexico. “Sharing information has been very, very useful
to us,” Samaniego said in November 2000. “It helps Mexico learn when it is
making changes to its own law to know how well certain approaches have worked
in the United States and Canada. And Central America is very eager to learn
about the laws implemented in Mexico.”

In Samaniego’s view, the CEC’s biodiversity programs were effective enough
to capture the attention of government officials in Guatemala and Panama. He
was particularly impressed with efforts to reverse the loss of Mexico’s monarch
butterflies and to establish baseline data (i.e., elevation, water supply,
temperature, wildlife, etc.) on ecoregions throughout North America.

Fox Administration
Victor Lichtinger, Mexico’s environmental minister (head of SEMARNAT) since
December 2000, says that his domestic and international agenda will be guided by
President Fox’s philosophy that Mexico cannot be globally competitive unless it
develops in a sustainable manner. For his domestic environmental agenda,
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Lichtinger has said that he will emphasize programs for water supply and
treatment, environmental capacity building, and reforestation.

Lichtinger has developed a three-pronged approach to international
environmental policy that focuses primarily on North American and
transboundary issues. He will concentrate on U.S.-Mexican border issues, will
bolster the CEC work program, and will support Mexico’s participation in other
international efforts aimed at conserving biodiversity.

According to Lichtinger, five program areas of the CEC can be particularly
beneficial to Mexico: programs on hazardous waste treatment, handling, and
disposal; ecosystem analysis; migrating species conservation; initiatives on long-
range transport of pollution; and initiatives on water conservation. As Zedillo
administration officials said before him, Lichtinger stated that the CEC’s program
is particularly useful when it transmits advice and information on environmental
management to Mexico.

Although his international priorities are focused on North America, Lichtinger
indicated that Mexico is open to playing a significant role in forming hemispheric
environmental policy as well. He stated that it is possible for Mexico to support
creation of an environmental accord as part of the FTAA.3 He predicted, however,
that because Latin American countries have limited resources to carry out
environmental mandates, those countries would question whether the FTAA
process would result in transfers of financial resources from Canada and the
United States to help carry out the environmental provisions of the agreement or a
supplemental accord.

Intersection of Domestic and International Interests

Interviews with Mexican and CEC officials indicate that Mexico’s domestic and
international environmental interests intersect in the following areas:

• Democratization of environmental planning and protection through increased
citizen participation and transparency of government operations—one of the
priorities outlined by Fox during his presidential campaign;

• Establishment of programs that assist in conserving biodiversity—a
continuing concern for Mexico over many years, and one that has intensified
with the acceleration of species loss;

• Building of institutional capacity to monitor pollution and to implement
remedial programs, particularly at the state and local level—also atop
environmental priority for Fox during his campaign;

• Better managing and safely disposing hazardous wastes;

• Efforts to build water and wastewater treatment systems and other
environmental infrastructure;

                                               
3 He made this comment in an interview in Mexico City in November 2000 before becoming head
of Mexico’s environmental ministry.
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• Improved management and safe disposal of hazardous wastes; and

• Implementation of a transboundary impact assessment agreement.

Environmental Democracy
Mexico’s environmental officials believe that democratization of environmental
planning is underway in their country and that concerted efforts to increase
citizens’ participation in both monitoring and planning projects constitute a “pilot
program” for real democratization in Mexico that began with recent successes in
electoral reform.

As a result of these perceived successes, Lichtinger wants to strengthen both
domestic and CEC initiatives that encourage citizens’ involvement. He is
planning new procedures in Mexico to increase public access to SEMARNAT
operations by establishing a one-stop public complaint office, which will aim to
respond to grievances domestically before they rise to the trilateral level. He also
created a new Social Participation and Transparency Coordinating Unit within the
environmental ministry, and he wants to enhance the standing of the CEC’s Joint
Public Action Committee to enable it to have greater influence in North American
environmental cooperation.

Both SEMARNAT and NGOs in Mexico are testing the limits of democracy.
They welcome CEC programs that foster citizens’ participation in government
decisionmaking because these efforts strengthen the new tradition of
governmental openness. As SEMARNAT gains support among citizens for its
activities, the environmental ministry can also increases its leverage in other parts
of the Mexican government that are traditionally viewed as hostile to national
environmental goals.

“SEMARNAT has been struggling for power,” conceded one Mexican
government official. “We are working for the country—changing visions of
government in Mexico. Historically, the government in Mexico has patronized the
people.”

Biodiversity
Almost without exception, every Mexican government official and every Mexican
environmentalist view reversing the rapid loss of biodiversity in Mexico as one of
the nation’s top ecological priorities. Mexican citizens are very proud of the broad
scope of plant and animal species that its territory supports—from desert creatures
in the northern states to rare trees in the tropical rain forests of southern Mexico.
This need to preserve biodiversity also extends to substantial political willingness
to improve management of Mexico’s protected areas.

Thus, the rapid rate of deforestation in Mexico—a result of agricultural
practices as well as logging operations—has been a major preoccupation of
government officials since the Salinas administration. In response, President Fox
has stated that sustainable forestry would be a top environmental priority for his
administration.  President Fox even recently announced the creation of a new,
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decentralized, cabinet level National Forestry Commission headed by former
Jalisco governor and close Fox ally, Alberto Cárdenas Jímenez.

Environmental Capacity
For the purposes of this study, environmental capacity refers to a nation’s ability
to respond to environmental needs and problems. The ability to respond, in turn,
depends on a government’s level of information about environmental stresses, the
ability to analyze that information, the level of technical training provided to its
staff to address problems, the ability to monitor environmental emissions, the
existence of a regulatory regime that adequately responds to environmental needs,
and the legal authority to control emissions or adverse environmental impacts.

Mexico’s international environmental commitments have proliferated since
the signing of the Rio Declaration in 1992 and the signing of NAFTA in 1993.
Most Mexican government officials interviewed agree that these commitments, in
turn, have placed enormous pressure on Mexican institutions to fulfill their
obligations. The international pressure of trade liberalization also forces increased
attention on Mexico’s domestic environmental programs. As a result, Mexican
officials have attached greater value to environmental information and training to
enhance their ability to fulfill obligations and to address their own national
priorities. More specifically, Mexican officials indicate that they need better
training in the use of economic instruments to fund environmental initiatives,
methods of incorporating environmental indicators into the gross domestic
product (GDP), and training to implement risk assessments and to develop
strategies to reduce risk.

The need to increase environmental capacity also generates pressures to
decentralize environmental programs to state and local governments. Although
many Mexican presidential administrations have had a stated policy of
decentralization, President Fox has renewed the call, in part for environmental
reasons. During his presidential campaign, Fox announced that one of his top
environmental priorities would be to enhance the capacity of state and municipal
governments in Mexico to carry out environmental mandates, but a number of
Mexican federal officials also believe that SEMARNAT needs additional training,
budget, and personnel to address Mexico’s domestic and international
environmental agendas.

Water Conservation
About 50 percent of Mexico’s territory is semi-arid or arid; and with rapid
population growth and economic development, the nation is running out of water.
Lichtinger has said on several occasions that one of SEMARNAT’s first priorities
under the Fox administration is to conserve water, particularly in agricultural
areas, which account for some 80 percent of all water use in Mexico. Lichtinger
acknowledged the existence of what the Sierra Club has termed “environmental
refugees” in Mexico—people who leave their rural areas when water supplies dry
up. To address these issues, he proposes to raise the price of water consumption,
establish a fund for water infrastructure projects, and institute incentives for users
to invest in conservation technology.
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Mexico’s international environmental agenda on water focuses on the Border
Environment Cooperation Commission (BECC) and the NADB, both of which
were created by NAFTA to deal with infrastructure issues in the U.S.-Mexico
border region. President Fox has expressed interest in expanding the NADB’s
mandate to cover environmental infrastructure outside the U.S.-Mexican border
region, but so far neither the Canadian nor the U.S. government has responded
positively to this interest. Nevertheless, NADB’s mandate to fund infrastructure
projects was broadened recently to issues other than water, wastewater treatment,
and hazardous waste.

Hazardous Waste Disposal
The Mexican government is increasingly concerned about its inability to manage
and dispose of hazardous waste. As a result, SEMARNAT has made this issue a
priority both on the domestic front and in its cooperative efforts within the CEC.
For Mexico, this is an environmental issue as well as a commercial one.
SEMARNAT officials have said that rules for handling dangerous waste must be
overhauled to give industry and service providers the security they need to invest
in infrastructure development. The infrastructure development, in turn, would
attract more direct foreign investment.

The sense of urgency that Mexico perceives on this issue was evident at the
end of the Zedillo administration. In the first few months of the Fox
administration that message has been reinforced in numerous interviews with
government officials as well as with representatives of NGOs. SEMARNAT is
developing a plan to expand waste disposal and to implement industrial processes
that emphasize waste reduction. Mexico has only one hazardous waste disposal
facility, and it is widely believed that most such wastes are disposed of in an
illegal and unsafe manner. Officials from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), who track wastes from U.S.-owned assembly plants in Mexico’s
northern border back to the United States, claim that they can account for only
about half of the estimated volume of those wastes.

Transboundary Impact Assessments
For Mexican environmental officials, new opportunities exist for involving
citizens in environmental planning, and officials seem willing to extend the limits
of public involvement on transboundary issues. One of Lichtinger’s priorities for
the CEC is to finalize negotiations for a North American Agreement on
Transboundary Environmental Impact Assessment. The agreement among all
three member-countries of NAFTA is especially important for the United States
and Mexico because the two countries share such a lengthy border.

The Agreement on Transboundary Environmental Impact Assessment would
require federal authorities to notify their counterparts across the border of any
project proposal they receive that has potential for significant adverse
environmental impact in the neighboring country. Authorities and citizens in the
other country then would have a chance to provide input during the
decisionmaking about the expediency of granting the permit. The accord
originally was set for finalization in April 1998 but negotiations have proved
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difficult. If the agreement is implemented, it will mark the first time NAFTA
partners have a say in each other’s granting of permits for projects affecting the
environment.

Views of Mexican Environmentalists
Some shared priorities exist between Mexican environmental groups and
SEMARNAT officials, although methods of handling these challenges frequently
differ. The environmentalists are more openly confrontational toward other
government ministries that are perceived as not sharing SEMARNAT’s views.

Enriqueta Medellin, a representative of Mexico’s Sustainable Development
Consulting Council, a citizens’ advisory body, has publicly demanded that the
agricultural and economic ministries share SEMARNAT’s criteria for
decisionmaking based on principles of sustainable development. Early in the Fox
administration, she complained that aside from the environmental minister, none
of the other cabinet heads had demonstrated commitment to principles of
sustainable development.

Other Mexican environmentalists focus on Mexico’s international
environmental relations as a means of strengthening the country’s domestic
programs. Daniel Basurto, a Mexican environmental lawyer and a member of the
CEC’s Joint Public Advisory Committee, believes that Mexico has lacked the
political will to fully implement all of its environmental initiatives, particularly
efforts to establish an effective hazardous waste management program. The
increase in public access and participation fostered by the CEC, therefore,
reinforces the government’s will to confront its domestic industries on these
issues.

Divergence of Mexican Priorities from Those of Canada
and the United States
Although Mexico’s priorities within the CEC tend to mirror its own domestic
priorities, in a few cases Mexican government officials feel pressure to address
issues that better reflect Canadian and U.S. priorities. This divergence in priorities
tends to surface when Canada and the United States embark on efforts to set or
increase standards, or establish comprehensive pollution databases.

One example involves implementation of the North American Pollutant
Release Registry and Transfer Registry, a project that the United States has
embraced enthusiastically because it mirrors U.S. efforts to provide a continuous
stream of baseline data for monitoring pollution effects by region and by industry.
Canada also supports the registry, but with some political reservations. The
Canadian chemical industry reportedly placed tremendous pressure on
Environment Canada to modify the methodology used in the CEC’s Taking Stock
report to depict a better picture of chemical industry emissions, particularly with
respect to transfers of less toxic residuals.
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Mexico has been more reluctant than Canada to participate in the program,
however, because Mexico lacks the capacity to participate fully. Mexico’s data
gathering and analyses systems are less developed than those of Canada and the
United States. Nevertheless, Lichtinger has affirmed Mexico’s commitment to
contribute to the registry as soon as SEMARNAT develops the capacity to do so.

Because the three North American countries have such large border areas,
some issues, plans, and funding are regionally focused and do not translate into
trilateral issues. For example, the building and management of environmental
infrastructure in the U.S.-Mexican border region is a top priority for both
governments, but it is not an issue of much significance for Canada. When border
issues affect all three countries—for example, water management—the issues are
substantially different on each border. Canada and the United States share
management of some of the largest fresh-water sources in the world, but the
United States and Mexico must continually work to solve severe and growing
water shortages on their shared border. Canadians, however, do demonstrate
substantial concern over any U.S. discussion of potential bulk water transfers
from Canada to the United States.

Shared Priorities of Mexico and Latin America

Mexican officials have pointed to several areas in which its domestic priorities are
more likely to be shared by Latin American countries like Chile and Brazil, rather
than with its northern neighbors, including water shortages, inadequate
environmental infrastructure, rapid loss of biodiversity, and lack of institutional
environmental capacity.

Mexican officials are focused on the need to develop a strategic plan to
address a critical shortage of potable water throughout the nation. Canada has no
such water shortage, and even though some shortages are evident in certain
regions of the United States, the problem is not considered as urgent as it is in
Mexico and elsewhere in Latin America, particularly given the slower population
growth in the United States. Basurto, said, however, that both Chile and Brazil
share Mexico’s critical need to conserve water.

A crucial need in Mexico is to rebuild, reinforce, and expand environmental
infrastructure including water and wastewater treatment facilities, as well as
hazardous waste management and disposal facilities. Fox mentioned this need
many times during his presidential campaign, and after his election he discussed
the potential for transferring resources from the United States and Canada to
accomplish this task by broadening the mandate and the geographic scope of the
NADB.

For Mexico, and other Latin American countries such as Uruguay and Peru,
the state of their infrastructure is as much a competitive issue as it is an
environmental one. These countries cannot easily attract new foreign investment
that fuels economic growth because they lack basic infrastructure needed to
support new industries.
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Mexico’s international environmental agenda has placed significant pressure
on its government officials to respond adequately to international mandates,
including those of the CEC. Mexican environmental officials often point out that
building institutional capacity is a slow process that has taken a half-century in
the United States and is not yet complete. For Mexico, the pressure to build up its
environmental institutions is more intense, because full participation in the CEC’s
activities implies that Mexico must compress its development into a very short
time frame.

Mexico’s views on the issue of institutional capacity have been transmitted to
many other Latin American countries. These countries have felt this same
pressure as their international environmental obligations proliferated in the 1990s
with implementation of many initiatives under the Rio Declaration of 1992. Latin
American countries also feel this pressure in their unilateral relationships with
Canada and the United States. Chile, for example, entered into an environmental
agreement with Canada in 1996, in conjunction with the signing of a trade
agreement; but implementation of that environmental accord had to be delayed for
two years as Chile revised nearly 200 of its environmental laws.

The level of hemispheric concern about environmental capacity is evident in
the number of regional institutions that are now funding projects to build
environmental capacity. These include the World Bank with its Global
Environment Fund, the Pan American Health Organization (which funds
environmental projects affecting health), and the Inter-American Development
Bank.

National Approaches to Trade and
the Environment

In recent bilateral trade agreements with other nations, Canada, the United States,
and Mexico have all taken different courses in addressing potential environmental
effects of trade. These differing approaches reveal varying levels of commitment
to addressing environmental concerns in the context of liberalized trade and
indicate the difficulty in reaching consensus on these issues.

Canada

The Canadian government strongly supports the linking of trade and
environmental policy. Canada recently released its negotiating position on the
inclusion of environmental concerns in the FTAA, even though most other
countries of the hemisphere have not.

The position of the Canadian government, under Prime Minister Jean
Chrétien, is that each negotiating group should consider relevant trade and
environmental issues as they arise, and that civil society, including private
citizens, should be consulted widely during negotiations. In a March 2000
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position paper on FTAA negotiations, the Canadian government noted that under
NAFTA, the parties agreed that certain multilateral environmental agreements
should prevail in any dispute with NAFTA provisions.4 However, the Canadians
did not take a position on whether the FTAA should include a separate
environmental accord.

In trade negotiations since NAFTA, Canada has dealt with environmental
issues at the same time that it negotiated trade provisions. When Canada signed a
trade agreement with Chile in 1996, the two countries also signed an
environmental agreement that was modeled after the environmental side accord to
NAFTA. In the environmental side accord, Canada and Chile agreed to enforce
their own environmental standards and to accept a form of binding arbitration in
cases of a government’s persistent pattern of failure to enforce its environmental
laws. The Chilean-Canadian agreement, however, differed in one important
respect from the NAFTA environmental accord: it did not contain provisions for
trade sanctions, should either side be found in violation of the accord. Instead, if
either country was found in violation of the accord’s provisions on effective
enforcement of environmental laws, the punishment would be monetary fines no
greater than $10 million (U.S.). This level is substantially lower than the
maximum of $20 million (U.S.) that can be levied as fines under the NAAEC. But
the Canadians believe the lower fines are consistent with the smaller trade volume
between Canada and Chile.

The Canadian-Chilean environmental agreement also created a Commission
for Environmental Cooperation that is very similar to the one established under
the NAAEC, although the agreement does not establish an independent secretariat
as did the NAAEC. The Canadian-Chilean commission, like the CEC, will
undertake an annual work program of joint environmental projects, and citizens
and NGOs will be able to lodge complaints—subsequently evaluated by an
independent panel—if they believe their governments have failed to effectively
enforce environmental laws.

The manner in which the Canadian government approached environmental
issues with Chile is being adopted in its trade agreements with other countries.
For example, a similar arrangement is being undertaken in the Canadian–Costa
Rican Free Trade Agreement.

For future negotiations, the Canadian government has established a
framework for analyzing environmental effects of trade negotiations in
partnership with the country’s citizens. Beginning with World Trade Organization
negotiations on agriculture and services, Canada will adopt an environmental
assessment procedure at the outset of negotiations that can shape environmental
provisions. A final environmental assessment will be released at the conclusion of
negotiations.

Canada’s environmental assessments have four goals:

                                               
4 Government of Canada, “Free Trade Area of the Americas, Government Response to the Report
of the Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade” [The Free Trade Area of
the Americas: Towards a Hemispheric Agreement in the Canadian Interest], March 2000.
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1) Identify economic effects of trade liberalization;

2) Identify likely environmental impacts of such effects;

3) Assess the significance of likely environmental impacts; and

4) Identify enhancement and mitigation options for trade negotiators.

Mexico

Although Mexico’s environmental ministers generally support the linkage of trade
and environmental policies, the nation’s trade ministry has been adamantly
opposed to such a linkage, a stance that has set off internal policy dilemmas. For
his part, Lichtinger says that it is important to convince not just Mexico but also
its southern neighbors that the environment should be part of negotiations for the
proposed FTAA. He concedes, however, that the views of officials within the
Mexican economic ministry on linking trade and the environment will help shape
Mexico’s position on the environmental component of an FTAA.

Canadian and U.S. officials echo Lichtinger’s position. “A constructive
agenda for the FTAA means we have to roll back the anti-environmental feeling
that has been fostered by Mexico,” said a Canadian official. “Nothing in that side
agreement hurt Mexico, and we should emphasize that point.”

Mexico has negotiated about a dozen trade agreements during the past decade,
including a recent one with the European Union. Except for NAFTA, none of the
Mexican trade agreements generated a separate environmental accord or any
special actions aimed at protecting the environment. Furthermore, Mexico has not
established a framework in which to assess the environmental effects of trade, as
have Canada and the United States.

To the extent that SEMARNAT has concentrated on linkages between trade
and the environment, those linkages have been mostly restricted to Mexico’s
relationship with Canada and the United States under NAFTA. This means
fulfilling its obligations to the CEC, as well as its northern border program, under
the separate agreement that established the NADB and the BECC Mexico has also
set priorities for complying with its environmental obligations as a relatively new
member of the OECD.

The United States
No political consensus exists in the United States on how to structure trade
agreements, and the political landscape appears to be changing under George W.
Bush’s administration. Several Democrats in the U.S. Congress, as well as some
Perot-style Republicans continue to believe that free trade has cost the United
States too much in terms of jobs, environmental protection, and loss of local
government control. These skeptics want future agreements to contain guarantees
that U.S. trading partners will substantially liberalize their markets, and they also
want reasonable environmental and labor standards to be included so that U.S.
companies and workers do not find themselves at a competitive disadvantage.
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Others in Congress and the executive branch believe that tying environmental and
labor concerns to trade fosters protectionism.

Despite these conflicts, the U.S. government has made some progress in
dealing with environmental and trade issues since NAFTA. Like the Canadian
government, the U.S. government has released its environmental negotiating
position on the FTAA, and the U.S. position appears to be substantially more
detailed than Canada’s. U.S. negotiators have stated that they are working within
the framework of the nine established FTAA negotiating groups (agriculture,
market access, investment, government procurement, services, dispute settlement,
intellectual property, competition policy, subsidies, antidumping, and
countervailing duties) and within the Trade Negotiations Committee to identify
and incorporate relevant environmental considerations into the FTAA agreement.
In the chapter relating to investment, for example, the United States seeks a
provision similar to that found in the NAFTA, which would obligate FTAA
member countries to strive to ensure that environmental laws are not relaxed to
attract investment. Under the Clinton administration, the U.S. government also
established an interagency procedure for conducting environmental reviews of
trade agreements. The reviews focus primarily on environmental impacts in the
United States and ignore impacts on trading partners, but the reviews are
scheduled early enough to help shape negotiating positions, if there is a potential
impact on the United States. Such a review was done for the U.S.-Jordan FTA,
and in December 2000, the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR)
initiated a written environmental review of the FTAA and the process of obtaining
public comment on the scope of that review.5  Indeed, a proposed quantitative
methodology for analyzing the potential environmental effects of tariff
elimination is one component of the FTAA environmental review.

Under the Clinton administration, the USTR also insisted that the United
States–Jordan FTA, signed in late 2000, include environmental provisions and be
accompanied by narrowly focused technical agreements on the environment. The
U.S. Trade Representative, Charlene Barshefsky, stated that the “Jordan
model”—which included a series of environmental provisions within the
agreement, a narrower and more technical cooperative agreement in conjunction
with the FTA, and environmental reviews—would be the most likely model for
dealing with environmental matters in future trade agreements. This is the model
that the Clinton administration used in initiating free trade negotiations with
Chile6 and Singapore in late fall 2000.

Jordan Model
In late 2000, at the end of the Clinton administration, the United States and Jordan
signed an FTA. According to Ambassador Barshefsky, the United States–Jordan
FTA was the first U.S. trade agreement to contain provisions concerning both
labor and the environment in the body of the agreement itself. At the October

                                               
5 See 65 Fed. Reg. 75,763, December 4, 2000.
6 White House, “Statement by the President on United States–Chile Free Trade Agreement
Negotiations,” Office of the Press Secretary, November 29, 2000.
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2000 signing of the agreement, she said, “It will not require either country to
adopt new laws but rather requires each to enforce the laws it currently has, which
will join free trade and open markets with other public responsibilities.”

The primary environmental provisions within the agreement itself are similar
to the concepts incorporated into NAFTA language—an affirmation that neither
party will relax environmental laws to encourage trade and a declaration of the
principle of sustainable development. Other principles are similar to those in the
preamble of the NAAEC. For example, Jordan and the United States agreed to
strive for high levels of environmental protection, to improve their respective
environmental laws, and to ensure effective enforcement of domestic
environmental laws. The two countries also agreed to increase market access for
environmental goods, technologies, and services. In addition, the FTA also
included a trade provision on effective enforcement of its environmental laws and
to settle disagreements on enforcement of these laws through a dispute settlement
process.

Technical Agreement
The U.S.-Jordan FTA also involved a separate, technical agreement on the
environment in which the two governments agreed to a narrow range of
cooperative efforts, but did not establish a formal mechanism such as a secretariat
to implement those efforts. The agreement targets key constraints to Jordan’s
economic development, calling for joint efforts that strengthen human and
institutional capacity and improve management of Jordan’s water supply and
other natural resources on which the country’s development depends.

Although the technical agreement did not establish a secretariat to implement
its provisions, the two countries did agree to establish a Joint Forum on
Environmental Technical Cooperation that will meet regularly to advance
environmental protection in Jordan by developing initiatives to bring about
technical cooperation on environmental issues. These initiatives focus primarily
on building environmental capacity within Jordan’s governmental institutions,
using the priority areas of environmental protection that Jordan itself identifies.

Similarities in the Priorities of Jordan and Mexico
The areas of technical environmental cooperation detailed in the U.S.-Jordan
agreement are very similar to areas that Mexico has identified as its top
environmental priorities and to initiatives that have been implemented under the
CEC’s work program. These similarities point to two potential phenomena. First,
the NAFTA debate on the environment and the implementation of a North
American environmental policy has provided U.S. institutions with a valuable
learning experience. These institutions now have a greater understanding not only
of the environmental and infrastructure needs of less-developed countries but also
of the pathway these nations must take in developing environmental
consciousness and the institutional capacity to protect their environment. Second,
the less-developed countries that are liberalizing their trade regimes and meeting
the institutional challenges of globalization are likely to share environmental
priorities.
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Several examples point to the sharing of environmental priorities among
economies in transition. One involves water supply. The Jordan model’s Joint
Forum will undertake an initiative on the protection of water resources, under
which the United States will provide assistance to Jordan to strengthen key water
institutions in the public sector, develop a database on the status of water
resources, improve the quality of treated wastewater for agricultural and industrial
use, and increase the quantity of potable water. Lichtinger has said that water
supply is one of the Fox administration’s most crucial environmental priorities,
because much of Mexico is desert. Other SEMARNAT officials have said that
water availability is a top priority for many other Latin American countries that
also have burgeoning populations sharing very scarce water supplies.

The United States and Jordan also intend to jointly conduct an assessment of
Jordan’s current environmental management capacity to determine the nation’s
training needs. This assessment will focus on assuring and enforcing compliance,
examining legal requirements and their implementation and enforceability, and
exploring all components of a compliance assurance program, including
environmental impact assessment, permits, compliance promotion and
monitoring, and enforcement. The assessment team will present to the Joint
Forum a report suggesting subsequent steps for additional cooperation. Again, a
substantial number of interviews with Mexican officials indicate that the Fox
administration also has billed the building of institutional environmental capacity
as a top priority, and some Mexican officials believe that the CEC’s work
programs have been instrumental in promoting capacity building.

Other priorities detailed in the technical cooperation agreement between the
United States and Jordan mirror initiatives undertaken in North America either by
the BECC and funded by NADB, or initiatives that have been undertaken through
the CEC’s annual work program. For example, one of the priority areas of
environmental infrastructure that may be funded by the NADB concerns solid
waste management to protect surface and groundwater resources. The Jordanian-
U.S. technical cooperation agreement also has made solid and hazardous waste
management a priority. The United States is assisting in the evaluation of the
design and engineering of a Jordanian hazardous waste facility and is training
Jordanians on principles of solid and hazardous waste management.

Other areas of Jordanian-U.S. cooperation reflect the initiatives established by
the CEC along four lines: (1) strengthening environmental legal and regulatory
capacity, (2) conducting environmental impact assessments for major
infrastructure programs, (3) establishing a national plan to protect natural areas,
and 4) establishing a program to protect the country’s coast and preserve its coral
reef.

Environmental Reviews of Trade Agreements
Under the Clinton administration, the United States initiated a process of
conducting environmental reviews of its bilateral trade agreements and
encouraging its trading partners to do the same. After establishing guidelines for
such reviews in 2000, the U.S. government immediately began implementing then
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President Clinton’s executive order on environmental reviews with the U.S.-
Jordan Free Trade Agreement.

One primary criticism of these reviews, however, is that they assess primarily
impacts on the United States and give almost no consideration to other impacts. In
the case of Jordan and many other U.S. trading partners, the size of the U.S.
economy tends to dwarf the environmental effects of any single trade agreement,
because the economic impacts of a single trade agreement with a much smaller
economy will necessarily be negligible. Thus, in the Jordan agreement, the U.S.
International Trade Commission determined, after a quantitative assessment of 16
sectors, that the FTA would have no measurable impact on U.S. imports, exports,
production, employment, or on the environment.7

Nongovernmental Organizations
Key environmental groups throughout North America have not developed a
consensus on whether the FTAA should have a parallel environmental accord.
However, these groups’ submissions to hemispheric leaders at the Summit of the
Americas and to the Committee of Government Representatives on the
Participation of Civil Society, as well as in individual interviews, show strong
support for four concepts:  transparency and public participation both in the
negotiating process for the FTAA and the implementation of the trade agreement;
the need to include principles of sustainable development and sustainable
investment in the FTAA; the need to establish hemispheric environmental
databases; and the need to establish hemispheric initiatives on building
institutional environmental capacity.

In addition to their emerging agenda for the FTAA, NGOs are demonstrating
growing skepticism that the Committee of Government Representatives on the
Participation of Civil Society can effectively include their concerns in trade
negotiations.8 Their skepticism is evident in submissions made to the committee,
as well as in their concerted effort to bypass the committee and submit proposals
directly to hemispheric leaders.

In 1998, nearly 20 environmental groups and individuals jointly asked FTAA
negotiators to increase the participation of civil society in trade negotiations and
to make more information available on the potential environmental effects of
trade. They asked trade negotiators to take the following steps:

                                               
7 Office of the United States Trade Representative, “Draft Environmental Review of the Proposed
Agreement on the Establishment of a Free Trade Area between the Government of the United
States and the Government of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan,” September 2000.
8 See, for example, the September 29, 2000 submission of the National Wildlife Federation to the
Government Representatives for the Participation of Civil Society. In that submission, NWF
stated: “We must note with concern the significant lack of progress in addressing environmental
issues within the FTAA process. The absence of a specific work agenda and lack of precisely
defined role for the Committee of Government Representatives within the FTAA process raises
serious questions regarding the current and future impact of the Committee of Government
Representatives as an effective vehicle for public input in the FTAA negotiations.”
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• Establish an information clearing house on negotiating timetables,
objectives, and participants;

• Create national advisory committees on citizens’ participation;

• Establish programs to increase citizens’ participation through research,
training, and capacity building; and

• Make funds available for citizens’ groups to attend negotiating sessions, to
meet with stakeholders, and prepare position papers and analyses.

Environmental groups have made a series of other, more specific requests on
items to include in the environmental provisions of the FTAA. A discussion of
those proposals appears in a later section of this report.

Assessment of the CEC

Most government officials in the three North American countries, as well as many
CEC secretariat officials themselves, believe that in the early years the
organization’s goals and objectives were too broad for the secretariat to
effectively implement trilateral cooperative efforts. Between 1995 and 1998, the
CEC’s secretariat attempted 65 projects under six program areas. In short, the
organization experienced the predictable organizational and startup problems of a
new multilateral institution.

The CEC’s work program has since narrowed its focus, undertaking projects
in the following five areas: (1) environment, economy, and trade; (2) conservation
of biodiversity; (3) pollutants and health; and (4) law and policy. On occasion, the
CEC also undertakes other initiatives, such as establishing and implementing the
North American Fund for Environmental Cooperation, and conducting research
and writing reports on other issues outside the scope of the work program.

The governments of Canada and the United States often complained that the
CEC could not obtain the cooperation of the Mexican government for a number of
its programs. This Mexican reluctance to fully participate followed a lengthy and
very public debate over Mexico’s environmental record during NAFTA
negotiations. U.S. opposition to the trade agreement was intense, and the
environmental side accord became one condition for U.S. participation in
NAFTA. Canada was comfortable with that position, but Mexico believes that the
country was given no choice.

Mexican officials have often said that they endured harsh and unfair criticism
during the NAFTA debate. They pointed out that Mexico’s omnibus
environmental law was not promulgated until the late 1980s—long after Canada
and the United States had implemented comprehensive national environmental
regulations. Consequently, Mexican officials believed that they were forced to
rapidly accelerate the level of institutional development to meet the demands of
this new multilateral institution.
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CEC’s Strengths

The CEC is perceived as successful in two ways. First, its efforts to bolster
citizens’ participation in environmental decisionmaking in all three countries is
generally perceived as enhancing the institutional capacity of NGOs that work on
environmental policy and promote new levels of transparency in government
operations. Second, the CEC also is credited with forging new trilateral
environmental protection efforts that would not otherwise be possible.

In the past two years, government officials in all three NAFTA member
countries have pointed to specific CEC work programs and other initiatives that
have generated enthusiasm and specific outcomes in the three countries. These
include programs concerning the following:

• Conservation of biodiversity and joint management of migratory species;

• Sound management of chemicals;

• Environmental capacity building;

• Citizens’ participation in environmental decisionmaking and the
implementation of environmental policy; and

• Provision of environmental information.

The CEC’s secretariat is praised most often when it can identify and
implement projects that reflect the environmental priorities of all three countries.
The CEC also garners praise when it gains the cooperation of all three
governments in implementing measures under global environmental initiatives.

Biodiversity
Government officials throughout North America have shown substantial
enthusiasm for the various programs that the CEC has undertaken to conserve
biodiversity. Although all three NAFTA signatories place a priority on
conservation of biodiversity, the issue has particular significance in Mexico. With
the support of all three governments, the CEC has been able to establish a 25-year
agenda for some forms of biodiversity work—an ambitious plan that far exceeds
more limited planning that exists for other CEC programs.

One of the CEC’s most frequently cited accomplishments is its creation of a
trilateral plan for the conservation of North American birds. As part of its
biodiversity program, which began in 1996, the CEC has undertaken a broad
initiative to protect North American bird populations. The initiative is now in the
second year of a five-year action plan for 150 important bird areas identified
throughout North America; it involves mapping bird areas, establishing
conservation objectives, monitoring the areas, and establishing financial support
for management plans. The thrust of the CEC program is to enhance cooperation
among existing bird conservation organizations. CEC officials maintain that they
have been careful not to duplicate the efforts of the North American Waterfowl
Management plan for aquatic birds, and they have established an Internet-based
information system on birds as part of a North American Biodiversity Information
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Network. As part of this project, the CEC secured the cooperation of more than
100 conservationists from diverse public agencies and private organizations to
coordinate actions aimed at ensuring the long-term survival of bird habitats in
North America. The CEC now has the largest such conservation plan worldwide.

Mexican officials and environmentalists also praise the CEC’s programs that
strengthen the management of national protected areas. Some of these programs
are related to the CEC’s biodiversity program area for projects in sustainable
tourism and ecoregion management, but a number of grants also have been given
to promote sustainable management of protected areas through the North
American Fund for Environmental Conservation. Officials of Pronatura, a
Mexican conservation group that has received CEC funds for work in protected
areas, say the fund has played a key role in gaining national consensus for
additional protection to national parks and other natural areas. Mexican
environmentalists also believe that the CEC’s disbursement of funds to
environmental groups for specific projects helps the commission strengthen the
institutional capacity and domestic political clout of those groups. One cited
success of the CEC’s conservation fund has been the ability to improve Mexico’s
capacity for managing the 10 “crown jewels” of Mexican protected areas; for the
first time, Mexico has hired park managers for these parks, and about 25 parks
now have funds budgeted for their management.

Sound Management of Chemicals
Officials of all three countries strongly support the CEC’s sound chemical
management program, which aims to reduce or eliminate certain categories of
toxic chemicals known as persistent organic pollutants (POPs). These are
chemicals that do not degrade readily and are often transported over long
distances from the point of initial generation.

The CEC’s sound chemical management program is an outgrowth of a global
effort to address these issues. The first step in that effort came as early as 1979,
when the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) generated the London
Guidelines for the Exchange of Information on Chemicals in International Trade.
In October 1995, the UNEP gathered representatives of more than 100 countries
to initiate efforts to develop a legally binding instrument to address some of the
POPs. Negotiations to establish a United Nations convention on this issue have
been underway since then. Nevertheless, an independent review panel that
assessed the performance of the CEC in 1998 found that the commission’s work
in the management of these chemicals “put the North American region ahead of
almost all other countries…”9

The CEC has devised regional action plans for phasing out or soundly
managing DDT, chlordane, PCBs, and mercury. Two measurable outcomes of
these efforts have been the elimination of chlordane production in all three
countries and the reduction of DDT use in Mexico by about 50 percent since

                                               
9 Commission for Environmental Cooperation, “Four-Year Review of the North American
Agreement on Environmental Cooperation: Report of the Independent Review Committee,” June
1998, p. 29.
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1997, with a targeted goal of 80 percent reduction in 2001. The sole U.S.
manufacturer of chlordane has voluntarily agreed to stop manufacturing the
product, and thus, shipments to Mexico have stopped.10

The CEC also has initiated an effort to eliminate the release of mercury in
North America and is developing action plans to reduce or eliminate dioxins,
furans, and hexachlorobenzene.

Environmental Capacity Building
The CEC has begun a significant effort to analyze its own efforts at
environmental capacity building. In determining the value of projects in all
categories of its work program, the CEC now weighs the contribution of
environmental capacity building to each proposal. This new CEC effort, evident
in its 2000–2002 work plan, enjoys the enthusiastic support of officials in all three
NAFTA member countries. It also is an effort that was recommended in an
independent review of its activities undertaken in 1998.

The CEC also uses capacity building to diffuse political controversy on
sensitive environmental issues in Mexico, and sometimes in the United States and
Canada. Because Mexico’s society is conflicted about the best method of seeking
environmental compliance from industry and because Mexico has so little history
of seeking this compliance, the CEC’s work program reflects that concern by
targeting efforts to bolster the Mexican government’s ability to grapple with the
issue. Thus, the CEC’s 2000–2002 work program includes one project for
building capacity for enforcement and compliance and another for building
capacity to prevent pollution.

Mexico’s Secretary of the Environment, Victor Lichtinger, like his
predecessor in the Zedillo administration, has praised the CEC’s efforts to
improve environmental capacity building. Lichtinger said that CEC programs
enhance the Mexican government’s efforts to bolster planning, implementation of
regulations, environmental finance, training, and collection of environmental
information. His praise is echoed in other sectors of Mexican society. Basurto, a
Mexican member of the Joint Public Advisory Committee, would like the CEC to
increase its funding for all programs that increase institutional environmental
capacity in Mexico.

Projects for capacity building are also supported by Canada and the United
States, whose officials believe that the more institutional capacity Mexico
develops, the easier it will be to continue building on trilateral environmental
efforts already underway. Additionally, government entities in Canada and the
United States face their own challenges in further developing their own countries’
institutional capacity to deal with the environment. A part of those challenges
stem from constantly changing technologies employed in those two countries.

                                               
10 Janine Ferretti, executive director, Secretariat, Commission for Environmental Cooperation,
remarks made at a Council meeting of the CEC, Banff, June 28, 1999.
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Citizens’ Participation
The participation of a nation’s citizens is a central feature of all CEC activities,
and the NAAEC provided the Secretariat with a process for obtaining citizens’
input that is unique among international environmental institutions. Although the
North American Free Trade Agreement is unique, some of these CEC procedures
mirror a global trend of increased citizens’ involvement in most aspects of
international environmental management. Citizens’ participation also is a stated
priority for negotiators of the FTAA, although that process has not yielded many
results.

In the case of North America, the CEC not only solicits public comments on
almost every aspect of its operation, it also provides funding for some NGO-
supported community projects through the North American Fund for
Environmental Cooperation. Citizens’ involvement and transparency of operation
are encouraged in other ways as well. The process of allowing citizens and NGOs
to air complaints about their governments’ environmental enforcement, which
encourages government transparency on the domestic level, is guaranteed under
Articles 14 and 15 of the NAAEC. The CEC also receives a substantial amount of
input from citizens through the commission’s Joint Public Advisory Committee.

Although the citizen submission processes under Articles 14 and 15 of the
NAAEC have proved so contentious that the three parties attempted secret
negotiations to alter them, the processes are strongly supported by NGOs in all
three countries, as well as by the Joint Public Advisory Committee and by the
CEC itself, which consists of environmental ministers from each party. Mexican
environmental organizations, and even some SEMARNAT officials, are
particularly supportive of the citizen submission process.

SEMARNAT officials have said that the international attention focused on its
own performance tends to pressure other parts of the Mexican government to
conduct a real assessment of the environmental impacts of proposed construction
projects. Gustavo Alanís Ortega, director of Mexico’s Centro Mexicano de
Derecho Ambiental, said that this pressure has caused some projects with
substantial, adverse environmental impacts to be scaled back. As an example, he
cited the proposal for a cruise ship dock at Paradise Reef in Cozumel, Quintana
Roo. After an Article 14 complaint was filed about the proposed construction, the
scale of the project was reduced. Alanís believes that domestic pressure exerted
by environmentalists alone would not have had that effect.

Provision of Environmental Information
One of the most important impediments to international environmental planning
and policy formation is the lack of shared environmental data. Standardized data
reporting and analysis among nations enable the identification of regions
undergoing substantial environmental stress. Often these areas involve ecoregions
that cross national boundaries or that have impacts on the global environment. For
this reason, nongovernmental organizations and many government officials have
lauded the CEC’s efforts to provide accurate information about environmental
conditions in North America in user-friendly formats. The data that the CEC
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provides are considered richer than environmental data that individual
organizations can provide because the CEC’s secretariat has at its disposal the
resources of all three governments. Although data reporting varies significantly
between Mexico and its two North American trading partners, the CEC has been
instrumental in providing public data that allows for the comparison of conditions
in the three countries.

As noted elsewhere in this report, the CEC publishes a compendium of
environmental data in its periodic report, Taking Stock. That report, often the
subject of political controversy, demonstrates that environmental comparisons can
be controversial, but nevertheless play an invaluable role in educating the public.
Comparative data provided by the North American Biodiversity Information
Network project and the project on the status of pollution prevention demonstrates
another way the CEC enhances the flow of information by linking databases in all
three countries.

CEC’s Weaknesses or Areas of Dispute

In some areas, officials of all three countries have been less enthusiastic about
CEC work programs. Often these are programs whose goals and methodology are
not well defined, programs in which Mexico lacks the capacity to participate
fully, or programs that Mexican officials perceive as duplicating efforts
undertaken as part of other international agreements. Frequently, the most
important variable in deciding the success or failure of a program is Mexico’s
institutional capacity to fully participate. As a result of increased recognition of
this issue in 2001, the CEC made a concerted effort to include environmental
capacity building in every project under its work program.

From the U.S. perspective, the CEC also needs to make a greater effort to
include corporate participation in its projects. U.S. officials reason that the
underlying cause of many political problems facing the CEC stems from the
resistance of powerful economic interests that are concerned about the type of
constraints on corporate activities and land use associated with sustainable
development. Without a corporate presence in the CEC’s projects, this resistance
feeds into each government’s interagency process handling trade and
environmental issues. Ultimately, corporate resistance manifests itself as political
resistance to CEC initiatives. Nevertheless, the CEC’s secretariat does receive
advice from industries, as a number of industry representatives have served on the
CEC’s Joint Public Advisory Committee.

The CEC secretariat has faced several contentious issues:

• Ongoing attempts to link NAFTA to clearly specified environmental
effects;

• Implementation of a trilateral pollutant release registry;

• Investigation of complaints by citizens and NGOs about the government’s
failure to enforce domestic environmental laws,
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• Implementation of projects aimed at increasing the efficiency of
environmental regulatory regimes; and

• Implementation of other transboundary agreements that require setting
limits on regional sources of emissions.

Linking NAFTA to Its Environmental Effects
The NAAEC called for the CEC to analyze and report on the positive and
negative linkages between NAFTA and the environment. This task has proved
nearly impossible because linkages between the trade agreement itself and the
depletion of natural resources or changes in pollution levels are hard to trace to a
single agreement on trade liberalization. Years of research, mainly commissioned
through academic institutions in the three countries, indicate that the
environmental effects of NAFTA are primarily indirect.

The direct environmental effects of NAFTA relate to economic growth
stimulated by liberalized trade. In a few cases, some regional effects resulting
from increased foreign direct investment can also be detected. This linkage
between economic growth and the environment was made clear in a number of
presentations at a CEC conference on trade and the environment held in
Washington, D.C., in October 2000.

After years of attempting to establish a methodology for assessing the
environmental effects of NAFTA, in 1999 the CEC issued a report on ways to
measure the connections between NAFTA and environmental quality in North
America.11 A complex methodology was tested in three sectors: energy, maize
production in Mexico, and intensive cattle feedlot production. The criteria for
choosing these three sectors were unclear; the sectors chosen did not represent the
highest levels of trade among NAFTA partners. Additionally, changes in maize
production in Mexico are only indirectly linked to NAFTA, because Mexico
initiated agricultural reform before NAFTA was signed and implemented.

One Mexican official captured the attitudes of many government and
nongovernmental officials throughout North America when he concluded: “We
got lost because we looked at NAFTA effects. What we really need to look at is
economic integration instead. We know that NAFTA doesn’t create
environmental effects. So we take this information to the negotiating table for the
FTAA and apply this lesson to negotiations on investment. We look at the effect
investment will have on municipalities and states.”

Pollutant Release Registry and Other Environmental Databases
Canadian and U.S. government officials, as well as many NGOs throughout North
America, strongly support the creation of environmental databases. For a number
of years, Canada and the United States have had in place inventories of the largest
sources of their industrial emissions. In the United States, data is collected

                                               
11 Commission for Environmental Cooperation, Assessing Environmental Effects of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA): An Analytic Framework (Phase II) and Issue Studies,
March 1999.
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through the Toxics Release Inventory and in Canada through the National
Pollutant Release Inventory. These inventories encompass most types of
emissions, including air, water, and underground sources. The inventories are
used as a way to track emissions trends, as a basis for adopting new
environmental regulations, as a planning tool in siting new industry facilities, and
as a method of providing information about pollution to interested citizens.

The U.S. inventory tracks more types of chemicals than Canada—a little more
than 600—compared to just less than 200. But the tracking of the vast majority of
chemicals by Canada utilizes common reporting requirements with the U.S.
inventory system, making joint analysis of long-range pollutants possible. The
CEC, therefore, periodically takes the emission inventory data from both
countries and publishes the data in its periodic report, Taking Stock, which
provides an overview of pollution by each state and province. The report
examines the continental level of industrial pollution sent directly into the air,
land, and water or sent off-site for treatment or disposal (mostly in landfills).

Mexico, however, does not have a national pollution inventory, although one
is in the pilot stage. The nation is probably several years away from instituting a
national pollution registry—a fact that makes it impossible for Mexico to
participate in the CEC’s North American Pollutant Release and Transfer Registry.
This differing level of institutional capacity to track emissions limits the ability to
implement and monitor trilateral agreements on long-range pollutants, and it also
limits the CEC’s ability to provide a foundation of data that can be used to assess
environmental stresses on ecosystems.

Under the Zedillo administration, NGOs accused the president of delaying the
adoption of a pollutant inventory plan. However, the environmental ministry
defended the administration. Adrián Fernandez, former head of environmental
information for the environmental ministry, responded that it took the United
States 15 years to develop its toxic release inventory regulation, and that Mexico
was attempting to implement one in four or five years. In late 2000, he reported
that the Mexican government was in the process of drafting regulations for an
emissions inventory. He cautioned, however, that after the government
implemented a pollutant registry, federal agencies would need some time before
making the records public because of Mexican industries’ lack of experience in
accurately reporting emissions information.

In addition to a pollutant release registry, NGOs have supported a technology
clearinghouse that could provide Mexican small- and medium-sized businesses
with a commercial database of environmental technologies aimed at reducing the
sources of pollution. In 1998, an independent review committee recommended
that the CEC initiate efforts to develop a Mexican equivalent of the environmental
technology verification systems used by the United States and Canada.

Citizens’ Complaints against Their Governments
The issue of citizens’ complaints is presented as both a strength and a weakness
for the CEC. It is a weakness only in the sense that the ample opportunity that the
NAAEC provides for citizens to file environmental complaints against their
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governments has proved so contentious in Mexico, and to some extent in Canada,
that at times it has stalled progress in other areas of environmental policymaking
for North America.

In the early years of NAFTA, the Mexican government lacked experience in
making information on government activities available to the public and the
country had only a short track record of involving the public in government
decisionmaking. In fact, the first-ever public hearings by a Mexican federal
environmental entity occurred only in summer 1991, when the Mexican
environmental agency of that period held hearings jointly with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency on a planned environmental improvement
program for the U.S.-Mexican border area.

Many government officials in all three countries agree that this lack of
experience has created political problems for the CEC’s secretariat, making it
difficult to implement the transparency and citizens’ participation components of
NAFTA’s environmental side agreement, particularly the provisions of Articles
14 and 15 of the NAAEC which allow citizens to complain about their
government’s enforcement of environmental regulations. In addition, as the 1998
independent review of CEC operations pointed out, the first few complaints filed
and investigated were made against Mexico, giving the appearance of Mexico
bashing to some. Since that time a number of complaints have been filed against
Canada as well, and at least one has been lodged against the United States.

Environmental Enforcement
Mexico’s environmental ministry has found it difficult to participate fully in parts
of the CEC’s environmental law and policy initiatives because of a lack of
domestic political consensus on the role of enforcement and because Mexico has a
less developed regulatory regime in this area. However, during his presidential
campaign, Fox promised that if elected, he would fortify the Office of the
Environmental Attorney General (known as Profepa), to better allow that office to
work for “environmental justice.”12

Until the president can make good on his campaign promise, however, the
CEC is caught in the political crossfire that has developed among Mexican
governmental ministries with conflicting views on the proper role of industry
environmental compliance and enforcement, and among the conflicting priorities
between Canada and the United States on the one hand, and those of Mexico on
the other. In the United States and Canada, compliance and enforcement traditions
are completely different from those of Mexico. Because the CEC’s environmental
management program is charged with working with the regulatory regimes in all
three countries, the number of trilateral compliance and enforcement projects that
can be undertaken is limited.

Profepa officials believe that their relatively new office within the Mexican
government (less than a decade old) is a direct outgrowth of international

                                               
12 Vicente Fox, “Compromiso Ambiental,” a two-page statement issued in spring 2000 of the
presidential candidate’s environmental platform.
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concerns about environmental enforcement expressed not only in the NAFTA
debate, but also through the United Nation’s’ Rio Conference on sustainable
development as well as subsequent initiatives begun after the conference. From
Profepa officials’ point of view, therefore, Mexico has yet to develop a sufficient
environmental consciousness on the need to monitor and alter the environmental
behavior of the country’s industries. They point out that inadequate laws,
resistance within the federal government, and resistance at the state level often
hinder their efforts.

For example, Profepa officials complain that the economic ministry, which
has responsibility for collecting and analyzing industry data, is not obligated to
share that information with the environmental attorney general’s office. And
when Profepa attempts to send its inspectors to visit industries in some states, the
inspectors are met with outright hostility, and sometimes violence.

Mexico’s regulatory tradition in working with industry has long been based on
voluntary compliance and loose monitoring. Less than 10 percent of Mexico’s
industries are required to report their emissions. Moreover, Profepa, which is
responsible for carrying out environmental inspections of industrial facilities, has
no jurisdiction over certain forms of pollution, such as pollutants that flow into
federal waters.

Given these realities, the CEC has narrowed its focus to enforcement issues in
which Mexico can fully participate and those supported by other NAFTA
institutions. The commission also initiated seminars designed to build regulatory
capacity in more politically sensitive areas. As a result, the CEC has been
successful in implementing programs aimed at enforcement of laws protecting
endangered or threatened species under the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), a commitment made in
the preamble of NAFTA. However, criticism exists that the CEC may be
duplicating efforts taken individually by the three national governments under
CITES.

CEC’s work program also has helped Mexico in other targeted areas of
capacity building, such as establishing an inventory of mercury sources and their
possible environmental impacts in Mexico. In all, about one-third of the CEC’s
budget for its enforcement program is targeted for training and education,
particularly in the enforcement of forestry laws.

The CEC’s environmental enforcement program does yield some results on
data sharing and technical training in the area of enforcement. The organization is
studying the evolution of environmental management systems in each country and
the use of International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14000 systems,
and it is analyzing whether management systems are linked to performance
incentives.

Transboundary Emission Limits
Canada and the United States can concur on emission limits for certain pollutants
under transboundary agreements, but Mexico often cannot participate in these
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efforts. In large measure, Mexico is unable to participate because SEMARNAT
does not currently track the majority of the nation’s industrial emissions and its
regulatory regime does not put as high a priority to control of certain types of
emissions. When these differences arise, the United States and Canada frequently
must negotiate agreements directly with each other. The differing levels of
institutional capacity and national priorities between Canada and the United States
on the one hand, and Mexico on the other, render the CEC powerless to offer a
trilateral alternative and hinder implementation of trilateral transboundary
agreements. Thus, in early 2000, when the United States and Canada agreed on an
attempt to reduce ozone pollution by setting emission limits on regional sources
of nitrogen oxides and on volatile organic compounds, Mexico was not a part of
that effort. Canadian and U.S. officials noted that their countries’ regulatory
regimes similarly prioritized the reduction of ground-level ozone, and that in
striking a transboundary agreement on long-range transport of pollutants, each
country’s domestic programs could enhance binational cooperation in monitoring,
modeling, developing science technology, and incorporating economic analysis
into environmental policy.13

The level of Canadian-U.S. cooperation on long-range transport of ozone
pollutants can be compared to the level of cooperation that Mexico was able to
offer on reporting pollution emissions reporting during the same time period. In
early 2000, as Canada and the United States were solidifying their transboundary
agreement, ’Adrián Fernández (Mexico’s former head of environmental
information,) announced that Mexico expected to complete a draft by early 2001
of a regulation requiring industries to report their pollutant emissions.

Mexico’s Limited Resources
Mexico’s financial and human capital resources for implementing its international
environmental agenda are limited; consequently the country’s environmental
officials firmly believe that they must target their activities carefully. Thus, when
SEMARNAT officials perceive that a CEC initiative or work program duplicates
efforts undertaken in other bilateral accords with the United States or under global
initiatives, such as with the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), they become reluctant partners. ’’

No detailed analysis has yet determined to what extent CEC programs may
overlap with those of the U.S. government. One potentially significant area of
overlap appears to be between the Mexico programs of the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) and CEC programs. This appears to be the
case in part because of the similar environmental goals of the two organizations
and because of the comprehensiveness of USAID’s environmental program in
Mexico. Both organizations have ongoing efforts to conserve Mexico’s marine
ecosystems, improve environmental capacity building, to promote clean energy,

                                               
13 Bureau of National Affairs, International Environment Reporter, “U.S., Canada Agree to Set
Emission Limits on Regional Sources to Curb Ozone Transport,” Vol. 23, No. 5, March 1, 2000,
p. 193.
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and to establish funding for conservation projects. Some, but not all, of the
USAID initiatives predate both NAFTA and the CEC.

Complementary Efforts

Other USAID and CEC initiatives appear to complement, not overlap, each other.
One of the CEC’s primary missions is to link ecosystems from Canada through
Mexico. Thus, many CEC programs aim to establish common databases and
standardize environmental data for all of North America, with Mexico being only
one part of that effort. In contrast, the USAID program in Mexico has a narrower
focus; it does not rely on common ties to the rest of North America but does
consider Mexico’s environmental linkages to Central America. Thus, USAID’s
mission on biodiversity includes a program to prevent forest fires in southern
Mexico, an issue that the CEC has not tackled because it is not as high a priority
for Canada and the United States. To the extent that complementary activities
exist between the CEC’s and USAID’s work programs, careful coordination of
these efforts could have the effect of maximizing benefit to Mexico while
requiring minimal use of the Mexican government’s resources. Coordination of
efforts will depend in large measure on a smoother interagency process within the
U.S. government so that all relevant agencies are kept informed of CEC activities.

Potential for Duplication between the CEC and Other Programs

Marine Ecosystem Programs
SEMARNAT officials cite initiatives for protecting marine ecosystems as one
area in which CEC activities appear to overlap with those of U.S. government
agencies. The CEC’s 2001–2002 work plan contains several initiatives to identify,
collect, and share data on binational marine ecosystems. USAID also has a series
of activities aimed at marine ecosystem protection, including one effort begun in
2000 with the Japanese government. Some of USAID’s efforts, however, are
specifically targeted for reef protection and other narrowly focused issues that the
CEC has not addressed. The CEC focuses on linkages among marine protected
areas throughout the continent.

The CEC’s work in marine conservation involves two phases: (1)
establishment and coordination of a permanent network of North American
marine-protected areas linked electronically via the Internet, and (2) development
and implementation of cross-cutting conservation initiatives linking marine-
protected sites to other ecosystem functions, such as critical migratory habitats.
The CEC also is working on marine-protected areas through its sustainable
tourism initiative; for example, the CEC has initiated a market study on nature-
based tourism that includes marine areas.

The CEC acknowledges that a number of marine-protected area sites and
programs to implement them already exist, including more than 270 such sites in
North America. But CEC officials say that, for the most part, these sites operate
independently, with relatively little exchange of information, strategies, or lessons
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learned. With a goal of linking existing efforts among protected areas, it may be
possible for the CEC to enhance USAID’s efforts by disseminating information
about USAID projects in Mexico.

The CEC also is actively involved in collecting data on specific marine areas,
and an effort can be made to determine if CEC data collection and marine
management efforts duplicate efforts undertaken by other government entities.
The CEC is completing two pilot projects under the Global Program of Action for
the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-Based Activities, which
calls for regional and subregional cooperation in identifying problems, priorities,
and protection measures for marine habitats in order to implement sustainable
management of marine and coastal environments.

One of those projects, concerning the Bight of the Californias, affects Mexico.
A bight is a bend in the coastline, and what is known as the Southern California
Bight consists of 300 kilometers of recessed coastline between Point Conception
in Santa Barbara County, California, and Cabo Colnett, south of Ensenada,
Mexico. The change in the angle of the coastline creates a large backwater eddy
in which equatorial waters flow north near the shore and sub-Arctic waters flow
south offshore. This oceanographic circulation pattern creates a biological
transition zone between warm and cold waters that contains approximately 500
marine fish species and more than 5,000 invertebrate species. Because California
already has a massive research and management system in place for the Bight, the
thrust of the CEC project is to link that system to Mexico’s coastal area.

In addition to the marine-protected area pilot projects, the CEC also is
launching a project to map marine and estuarine ecosystems that will be
incorporated into a larger North American geographic information system. The
specific emphasis of this effort is on shared ecosystems within North America and
the CEC’s project will outline habitat and ecosystem classifications systems and
show how habitats are nested within ecological regions.

On another Mexican shoreline, USAID—in conjunction with the World Bank
and other government and nongovernmental organizations—is assisting in the
management of coastal resources along the MesoAmerican Reef. The USAID
project aims to strengthen Mexico’s institutional capacity to integrate the
economic and social impacts of coastal resource management. In addition to the
MesoAmerican Reef project, USAID also is working with the World Bank’s
Global Environment Facility to assist SEMARNAT’s National Institute of
Ecology in implementing a regional action plan for the Gulf of California (Sea of
Cortez), where 75 percent of Mexico’s shrimp are harvested. USAID also
supports a partnership between the University of Rhode Island and Conservation
International of Mexico to assist in designing a management plan for the Bahia
Santa Maria along the state of Sinaloa’s Gulf of California coast.

Shade-Grown Coffee Initiatives
In response to the enthusiasm of SEMARNAT officials for environmental
programs that promote sustainable export production both the CEC and USAID
are involved in promoting green goods and services in Mexico. Shade-grown
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coffee is one area in which both agencies are offering assistance to Mexico.
Traditionally, the world’s coffee has been grown under a canopy of shade trees
because coffee plants could not tolerate direct sunlight. However, newer, hybrid
coffee plants can be cultivated without shade. These sun-tolerant coffee hybrids
allow more plants to be cultivated per acre, but they generally require the use of
agrochemicals and special water irrigation systems and, in some cases, involve
extensive clear-cutting of mountainside forests.

The CEC has two shade-grown coffee initiatives as part of its biodiversity
conservation program for green goods and services. Through these initiatives, the
CEC identifies markets and financial mechanisms to promote the sale of shade-
grown coffee. In addition, the CEC supports partnerships among coffee growers,
rural communities in Mexico, buyers, certification groups, and environmental and
conservation groups.

USAID supports the work of Conservation International of Mexico’ in
promoting the cultivation of shade-grown coffee, as well as organic vanilla and
maize-velvet beans in and around Monte Azules Bioreserve in Chiapas. This
region supports Mexico’s only remaining fragments of rainforest and is part of the
Selva Maya that stretches from Mexico’s Yucatán Peninsula south to Belize and
west through southern Chiapas into Guatemala. Conservation International of
Mexico promotes sustainable-income producing activities adapted for the area,
participates in monitoring the activities, and is trying to create participatory land-
use plans and programs; it has also attempted to establish two biological research
stations in the reserve.

Conservation Funding
Both the CEC and USAID have established environmental funds in Mexico aimed
at increasing the institutional capacity of NGOs that deal with local or regional
environmental issues. The CEC’s North American Fund for Environmental
Cooperation provides seed money for community-based projects that emphasize
capacity building and the development of environmental partnerships across
borders and sectors. The fund was capitalized with $400,000 (U.S.) for fiscal year
2001.

In 1994, USAID contributed $500,000 as a startup grant to a $19.5 million
endowment to establish the Mexican Nature Conservation Fund. In 1999, the
World Bank’s Global Environment Facility recognized the effort as a model
environmental fund. The fund, which continues to grow, aims to support the
conservation projects of Mexican NGOs’ and to strengthen the capacity of these
organizations to undertake leadership roles in natural resource conservation. As of
2001, the fund had reached its $50 million (U.S.) capitalization goal and had
dispersed about 300 grants of $7 million (U.S.).

Green energy
USAID has a substantial program in Mexico to support Mexico’s efforts to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions through programs concerning energy efficiency,
pollution prevention, and renewable and clean energy production. USAID’s
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program in Mexico includes demonstration projects on new technologies, support
for policy reform, projects aimed at strengthening institutional capacity, and other
projects to promote financial sustainability in the energy sector. The program is so
vast and incorporates so many private and public partnerships that it will be
difficult to avoid duplication of efforts with the CEC’s newer program.

Clean electricity is an area that the CEC is just entering through a new
program on the North American electricity sector and the environment. In 2000,
the CEC undertook a special report on the restructuring of the electricity sector in
North America. In 2001, the CEC is plotting an overview of trends within the
North American electricity market in the generating capacities, technologies, fuel
types, and cross-border electricity transfers. The commission’s plans also call for
a comparative analysis of energy efficiency and regulatory approaches.

In a later stage, the CEC will examine policy implications of increased
transborder transfers of electricity within North America, including an initial
assessment of the extent to which market access and various trade rules may
affect such transfers. Finally, the CEC has established an advisory board to handle
the issue of electricity and the environment.

Through its resource management systems program, USAID is developing a
comprehensive approach to reducing local and global impacts of production
sectors by stressing energy efficiency, waste minimization, and integrated
environmental management systems. This program focuses on carbon dioxide
savings, market development, and strengthening of local capacity in industries
and municipalities. The USAID program also works to identify policy and
financial limitations to cleaner production.

Through an interagency agreement with the U.S. Department of Energy’s
National Renewable Energy Laboratory/Sandia, USAID also is working to
demonstrate the technical, economic, and financial viability of renewable energy
technologies. The program has resulted in the creation of more than 400 pilot
systems throughout Mexico to help increase economic and health benefits in off-
grid, rural communities. In addition, the program—which has involved more than
40 American companies—has helped train more than 1,600 engineers, suppliers,
and decisionmakers in renewable energy technologies. USAID also supports the
work of the Sandia Laboratory and the U.S. Department of Agriculture in
replicating a pilot project that utilizes solar energy to pump water for agricultural
use; the World Bank’s Global Environment Facility and private rural producers
are also sponsors of this effort.

The CEC versus the OECD
Mexican officials point out that while the CEC has a targeted objective of
including Mexico in the pollution release registry and other environmental
databases, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, of
which Mexico is a member, also requires substantial reporting on the state of the
country’s environment.. Some officials believe these databases overlap and that
fulfilling the requirements of both organizations is time-consuming for staff.
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The OECD has a program of environmental performance reviews directed at
promoting sustainable development, and the organization issues periodic country
reports. The reports call for a comprehensive accounting of pollution control and
conservation measures undertaken by the country, as well as an accounting of
environmental and economic policy integration, international cooperative efforts,
and an analysis of environmental reforms. The pollution control section contains a
limited registry of pollutant emissions reporting, as does the CEC’s Taking Stock
report.

Toward a Hemispheric Environmental Agenda

Advancing an Agenda

Since FTAA negotiations began, governments and institutions throughout the
Western Hemisphere have initiated a series of discussions on shared
environmental priorities. These discussions, held from 1998 through mid-2001
were outside the FTAA negotiation process, but increasingly civil society is
demanding that the discussions be incorporated into the trade agenda. The
pressure exerted by civil society has begun to percolate upward, first to
environmental ministers, then to heads of state. This upward movement of the
environmental discussion was initially evident at a 2001 meeting of hemispheric
environmental leaders in Montreal, at another session of hemispheric trade
ministers in Buenos Aires, and finally at the 2001 Quebec City Summit of the
Americas.

As discussions continue, an agenda of environmental concerns for 34
countries begins to take shape. It is not identical to the Mexican agenda, but is
very similar. The focus is on the loss of biodiversity resulting from rapid
economic growth in sensitive areas, and the need to build up governmental and
nongovernmental institutions that can make and implement environmental
policies on national levels. The agenda is based, in part, on a preoccupation with
urban infrastructure both as an environmental problem and as a problem of trade
competition.

The Evolving Role of Hemispheric Leaders
In the months leading up to the 2001 Summit of the Americas, environmental
organizations throughout the Western Hemisphere targeted their
recommendations concerning trade and the environment at hemispheric leaders
themselves, because the goals and objectives of the FTAA negotiations are clearly
linked to the Summits of the Americas. Through these summits, hemispheric
leaders have committed themselves both to the broad participation of civil society
in hemispheric affairs and to a series of sustainable development principles.
However, hemispheric leaders have not directed their trade ministers to
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incorporate the concerns of civil society into FTAA negotiations, even though
hemispheric leaders have made broad commitments to civil society.

When the trade ministers of the Western Hemisphere gathered in San José,
Costa Rica, in 1998, they agreed to create the Committee of Government
Representatives on the Participation of Civil Society as part of the FTAA
negotiating process. The ministers charged that committee with conveying the
views of business, labor, environmental, academic, and other interest groups on
FTAA negotiations. These goals were reaffirmed by the San José Declaration,
which was ratified later in 1998 by hemispheric leaders at the Summit of the
Americas in Santiago, Chile.

Recommendations from Civil Society
Based on what they perceive to be an open invitation accorded to them under the
San José Declaration, civil society organizations throughout the hemisphere
drafted their own plan of action on social issues for hemispheric leaders to
address when they convened the 2001 Quebec City Summit of the Americas.14

Some of these proposals deal with environmental protection, and a significant
number of them aim to increase transparency in government operations. The
recommendations were offered to hemispheric leaders directly because of the
widely perceived ineffectiveness of the Committee of Government
Representatives on the Participation of Civil Society, where environmental
opinion on trade negotiations is designed to reside.

The proposals submitted to leaders at the summit were compiled by three
NGOs that consulted with 896 civil society organizations in 18 countries of the
Americas. The three organizations that coordinated the project were the
Corporación Participa of Chile, the Esquel Group Foundation of the United
States, and FOCAL of Canada. The proposals sought more money and attention
for sustainable development, a concerted effort for hemispheric environmental
governance, and the incorporation of these principles into FTAA negotiations.
Although they focused on issues of biodiversity, a priority shared with Mexico,
these groups also sought concessions in the areas of sustainable agriculture,
environmentally sound investment, and taxes on trade in natural resources. Their
recommendations are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1:  Civil Society Recommendations to Quebec City Summit
Leaders on Green Language for the FTAA

Subject Action

Investment Guarantee that the FTAA will stimulate a regime of environmentally
responsible investments.

Agriculture Provide subsidies to small agricultural producers that work with
sustainable agricultural practices and to landowners with scarce natural
resources.

                                               
14 “Documento Final, Propuestas de Organizaciones del al Sociedad Civil Para la  Cumbre de las
Americas 2001 de la Ciuidad de Quebec, Canada,” issued January 18–20, 2001, Hemispheric
Meeting at Miami, Florida.
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Explicitly address the trade of modified live organisms.

Multilateral
Environmental

Agreements

Incorporate the criteria and indicators of the Montreal Process Accord
on the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and
Boreal Forests as regulatory measures.

Standards Incorporate measures for the conservation of natural resources and
environmental protection. In particular, apply trade restrictions based on
process standards for the management of natural resources.

Economic
Instrument

Create a transaction tax on the trade of natural resources.

Source: Compiled by the author.

In addition to incorporating these provisions into the FTAA, civil society
groups also urged hemispheric leaders to initiate a process of regional
environmental governance that would allow the Western Hemisphere as a whole
to address growing concerns over disputed natural resource claims, as well as
depletion and degradation of natural resources that imperil health, impede
economic prosperity, or threaten regional stability.

The civil society proposals also called for national governments to more
effectively implement multilateral environmental agreements, and to promote
international environmental standards and practices. The groups also want
governments in the Western Hemisphere to strengthen international financial
institutions so that these institutions can assist in funding sustainable development
projects.

The civil society groups urged summit leaders to establish a high-level policy
dialogue on the environment and environmental finance to explore the linkages
between the use of natural resources and their development. Their goals for this
dialogue are to define priorities at a regional and domestic level, strengthen
governance frameworks so that they can meet those priorities, and monitor
progress through measurable indicators.

Recommendations from International Environmental Institutions
The recommendations of international environmental organizations echoed many
of those that other environmental groups submitted to summit leaders. Three
environmental institutions convened in Quebec a few days before the April 21,
2001, Summit of the Americas, and the chairs of that symposium generated their
own list of environmental priorities for the FTAA.15 The Regional Office for
Latin America of the UNEP, The World Conservation Union, and the
International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) recommended
environmental provisions for the trade agreement itself that are substantially more
specific than the environmental provisions of NAFTA. They also recommended

                                               
15 Pierre Marc Johnson, Enrique Leff, and David Runnalls, “The FTAA and Hemispheric
Integration: Building a Triple-Win Strategy for Trade and Sustainability in the Hemisphere,”
policy statement issued by the chairs of the Hemispheric Trade and Sustainability Symposium,
Quebec City, Quebec, Canada, April 18, 2001. The International Institute for Sustainable
Development, The World Conservation Union, and the Regional Office for Latin America of the
United Nations Environment Program sponsored this symposium.
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that the FTAA include a separate environmental accord, and they called for
strengthening existing environmental mechanisms throughout the hemisphere. A
summary of these recommendations is presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Recommendations from International
Environmental Institutions

Subject Action

Existing
Mechanisms

Strengthen environmental cooperation in the Americas using existing
mechanisms. This could mean expanding the role of the CEC in North
America and the environmental protocol for Mercosur in South
America, or strengthening subregional agreements in the Caribbean and
Central America.

Charge a group of high-level hemispheric experts on trade and
sustainability with analysis of the effects of hemispheric policy options
on the environment. Get the assistance of the Organization of American
States (OAS), Economic Commission for Latin America and the
Caribbean, the Inter-American Development Bank, and the FTAA
Secretariat.

FTAA
Negotiations

Negotiate a separate environmental accord to the FTAA.

FTAA
Preparation

Undertake an FTAA sustainability impact assessment process or five
subregional processes over the next four years to culminate with policy
recommendations suggesting specific “green” language for the FTAA.
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Establish compatible environmental information systems across 34
countries as a first step to a hemispheric ‘state-of-the-environment’
reporting system.

Produce a compendium of existing international environmental accords
affecting the Western Hemisphere that surveys existing environmental
management principles.

Source: Compiled by the author.

Recommendations from FTAA Opponents
Opponents to the FTAA from the labor and environmental sectors, who convened
the alternative People’s Summit of the Americas in Quebec City while
hemispheric leaders met at their own summit, stated that their opposition was
based in part on the failure of trade negotiators to consult with environmental
groups in their deliberations. Opponents of the FTAA, led in part by the Sierra
Club of Canada, complained that industry had substantial access to negotiators
and complained that the access translated into measures to facilitate business
measures that favor industry.16 The groups also complained that trade agreements
undermine national efforts to protect health and the environment, and that trade
rules undermine the enforcement of rules promulgated to comply with multilateral
environmental agreements.

Initial Response of Hemispheric Leaders
Hemispheric leaders had no immediate response to the recommendations made by
civil society or environmental institutions to include environmental issues in trade
negotiations. But in the Plan of Action issued at the Quebec City Summit leaders
promised to undertake a series of tasks aimed at instituting sustainable
development in the Americas. Many of these tasks involve substantial information
gathering of environmental data to be used for risk assessments to prevent and
mitigate natural disasters. The call for the establishment of databases,
standardization and linking of environmental data, and development of
cooperative mechanisms needed to undertake these tasks, could signal the
beginnings of a hemispheric environmental joint effort that could, in turn, be
linked to cooperative measures undertaken in an FTAA. The recommendations of
hemispheric leaders in their 2001 Plan of Action are summarized in Table 3.

                                               
16 Christine Elwell, editor, “Five Environmental Reasons to Oppose the FTAA, from Swordfish to
Services,” materials prepared by the Sierra Club for the People’s Summit of the Americas, Quebec
City, April 2001, Internet file, www.library.utoronto.ca/envireform/summit_c.html (retrieved
April 30, 2001).
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Table 3:  Environmental Components to Quebec Plan of Action

Subject Action

FTAA Through appropriate FTAA mechanisms, foster a process of increasing
communication with civil society. A list of options for this purpose will be
developed.

Corporate
Responsibility

Convene a meeting in early 2002 to deepen dialogue on corporate social
responsibility in the hemisphere. Ask the business community to implement
principles of conduct that advance environmental responsibility.

Develop the capacity to prepare for and mitigate the impacts of natural
disasters, including an inventory of critical facilities and infrastructure.
Estimate climate change variability and sea-level rise and assess their possible
impacts.

Exchange knowledge about inappropriate exploitation of natural resources and
unsustainable patterns of consumption, including the problems of waste
management that increase vulnerability to natural disasters.

Natural Disaster
Management

Promote development of a Geographic Information System.

Endorse the areas of cooperation identified at the 2001 hemispheric meeting of
hemispheric environmental ministers.

Commit to multilateral environmental agreements through enactment and
effective enforcement of necessary domestic laws.

International
Cooperation

Ask the OAS to organize a meeting of hemispheric environmental ministers
before the end of 2001 in Bolivia to present contributions to the 2002 World
Summit on Sustainable Development.

Capacity
Building

Adopt initiatives aimed at promoting capacity building at all levels, such as the
transfer and development of technology for prevention of natural and other
disasters, as well as for the rehabilitation of affected areas.

Health and
Environment

Request the UNEP and Pan American Health Organization to convene a
regional meeting among environmental and health ministers to assess progress
achieved and to identify priority areas for cooperative initiatives.

Climate Change Pursue objectives of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change. Recognize the need to conduct vulnerability assessments, develop
capacity building, and facilitate technology transfers for this purpose.

Standards Promote the adoption, implementation, and enforcement of national legislation,
regulations, standards, and policies providing high levels of environmental
protection. Emphasize cleaner air, access to safe water and sanitation services,
and national and regional capacities for integrated water and waste
management resources.

Clean
Production

Support initiatives such as the Hemispheric Roundtable for Cleaner Production
to promote partnerships among government, industry, and civil society, and
advance the Plans of Action and the Global Cleaner Production Information
Network.

Decentralization Promote improved environmental management at the municipal level, and
support initiatives such as the World Bank Clean Air Initiative and Inter-
American Development Bank programs.

Information
Networks

Advance hemispheric conservation of plants, animals, and ecosystems through
capacity building, expanding partnership and information sharing systems, and
strengthening cooperation for terrestrial and marine natural protected areas.
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Develop a hemispheric strategy for conservation of migratory wildlife
throughout the Americas.

Forestry Promote actions to implement sustainable forest management, build on existing
cooperative efforts, and support the United Nations Forum on Forests.

Energy Advance environmental stewardship in energy through economically efficient
technology transfers and environmental impacts of energy development.

Mining Promote environmentally sound exploitation and management of minerals and
metals.

Agriculture Promote dialogue between government ministers, elected leaders, and civil
society to promote mid- and long-term national strategies toward sustainable
agriculture.

Source: Compiled by the author from 2001 Quebec City Summit Plan of Action.

Conclusion

The North American Experience
The CEC has developed credibility in its nearly eight years as a North American
policymaking body. Its Secretariat has learned to negotiate a work program with
more specific performance outcomes that take into account the diverse
environmental interests of Canada, the United States, and Mexico. The ability to
perform this task necessarily takes into account Mexico’s different level of
environmental capacity.

One important role of the CEC, which has been acknowledged informally by
officials in all three countries, has been to assist Mexico in enhancing its capacity
to implement environmental policies that have a transboundary impact, such as
those concerning airborne pollutants or migratory species, as well as policies
affecting Mexico’s ability to absorb new investment, such as management of
hazardous waste, or effective enforcement policies aimed at ‘leveling the
competitive playing field.’ When Latin America attempts to form a common
environmental agenda, its leaders will find that they, too, must grapple with
diverse levels of institutional development throughout Latin America and the
Caribbean.

Another important role that the CEC continues to play is to link the diverse
environmental databases of all three North American countries and help establish
transboundary agreements that set limits on emissions. The North American
Biodiversity Information Network has been a special success story. Moreover,
even though Mexico has not been able to participate significantly in programs that
set emissions limits because of inadequate data reporting, the three governments
continue to discuss ways to increase Mexican participation in these initiatives.

Mexico continues to have some reservations, however. Although the Mexican
government supports the work program of the CEC, many Mexican government
officials also believe that the North American Agreement for Environmental
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Cooperation is a unique agreement that cannot be replicated for the rest of Latin
America. They point out that certain provisions of that agreement would be
difficult, if not impossible, to carry out on a hemispheric scale—for example, the
broad scope of citizens’ participation procedures. Many countries lack the ability
or the political will to implement such procedures. Additionally, a large
component of the NAAEC relates solely to transboundary impacts. Those
provisions would not apply to a hemispheric accord.

Despite Mexican skepticism, however, the concept of the NAAEC already is
influencing trade and environment negotiations throughout the Western
Hemisphere. Canada and Chile have used it in signing an environmental accord.
And Chile, now in trade negotiations with the United States, has stated its
preference for a side agreement on the environment. Although Chile would reject
the addition of trade sanctions linked to environmental performance, as it did in
the Canadian agreement, the Chilean government has stated that it would accept a
system of fines similar to the one in the Chile-Canada FTA.

Learning from the Mexican Experience
Many of Mexico’s experiences in forming a trilateral environmental policy with
Canada and the United States under NAFTA are likely to be repeated as other
Latin American and Caribbean countries begin forging their own environmental
relationships with North America. This is because Mexico shares with Latin
America similar environmental priorities and comparable challenges in addressing
those priorities, and some similar geographic characteristics.

Inevitably, Canadian and U.S. priorities will differ from the priorities of other
Latin American countries and countries of the Caribbean. These differences,
based partly on geography and partly on varying levels of economic and political
development, are evident in submissions to the Committee of Government
Representatives on the Participation of Civil Society, as well as in the negotiating
positions that Canada and the United States have taken on inclusion of
environmental issues in the FTAA. Officials of both countries insist that their
domestic environmental laws be protected, that foreign investment be
environmentally sound, that trade measures permit or encourage upward
harmonization of environmental standards, and that any environmental provisions
written into a trade agreement or separate environmental accord contain
quantifiable measures for compliance.

Institutional Capacity
Based on the Mexican experience, Canada and the United States will likely find
that many Latin American and Caribbean countries initially lack the institutional
capacity to fully implement an environmental accord under the FTAA if it is
based primarily on Canadian and U.S. concerns. However, Canada and the United
States will also find that a narrowly focused accord that provides for ample
technology transfers and cooperative efforts to expand environmental capacity
will be met with eventual enthusiasm, particularly if funding can be made
available to other countries to implement those provisions.
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Information Networks
During the first years of any environmental accord implemented for the FTAA,
some countries will be unable to provide baseline environmental data for use in
monitoring and complying with environmental provisions of the trade agreement
itself or any separate environmental accord. Thus, some countries, depending on
their level of development, are likely to be ambivalent about projects such as
establishing registries of pollutant releases, setting emissions limits, and close
monitoring of their industries.

In addition, based on the Mexican experience, some countries may have
environmental enabling legislation that is relatively recent, compared to laws of
the United States and Canada. Regulations may not have been promulgated in key
areas such as hazardous waste management, urban air quality, or water pollution.

Environmental Assessments
Many Latin American countries will be unable to undertake quality environmental
assessments in the first years of the FTAA. They may have some regulation of
larger industries, but they may not have had the time, resources, legal authority, or
political will to regulate micro-, small-, or mid-sized industries. Like Mexico,
these countries may rely on voluntary compliance programs to regulate the
environmental behavior of their industries, and they may have only a limited
history of regulatory enforcement of industrial compliance. They may also lack
pollution prevention technology databases to assist these industries.

Financial Resources

In one of his first statements on behalf of the Fox administration’s environmental
priorities, in October 2000, Raul Arriaga Becerra, then a transition team member,
and current Undersecretary for Management of Environmental Protection,
announced that Fox would seek international funding for environmental
infrastructure projects. He immediately pointed to the NADB as a funding
mechanism, saying that Fox viewed the NADB’s financing of infrastructure as a
way to enhance Mexico’s competitiveness in the global market. Given the level of
development of environmental infrastructure in Latin America, similar demands
are likely to be made on other multilateral funding institutions under an FTAA.

Latin American and Caribbean nations are likely to share Mexico’s
enthusiasm for financing environmental infrastructure with international resources
for several reasons: emerging economies (1) often lack basic infrastructure, (2)
need to develop infrastructure quickly to be competitive for foreign investment,
and (3) may consider financial resource transfers to be part of the negotiating
trade off.

The U.S. and Canadian governments—the ones that are likely to be most
intent on establishing an environmental accord with Latin America and the
Caribbean—also must consider the cost of implementing an environmental accord
with 32 other nations. The U.S.-Jordanian technical environmental accord
provides a good example of the resources needed. The EPA’s Office of
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International Activities requested an additional $100,000 (U.S.) to cover the
modest technical assistance requirements under the agreement during its first
year. Equivalent arrangements for the 31 FTAA countries in Central and South
America will cost substantially more.

Recommendations

The Path Forward

Trade negotiators should begin now to address environmental issues that many
NGOs and research institutions throughout the Western Hemisphere already have
linked to implementation of the FTAA. By doing so, trade negotiators will be
carrying out the intent behind the many environmental recommendations made by
hemispheric leaders after their summits of 1998 and 2001. The following
recommendations are offered as steps in this process.

1. Resolve to negotiate a greener FTAA.

The focus of discussions among government representatives,
environmental policy institutions, and NGOs leading up to the 2001
Quebec City Summit of the Americas was to add substantial
environmental language to the FTAA regardless of whether a separate
environmental accord is negotiated.

The “greening” of the FTAA, with language that expands the “green”
language of NAFTA, should be considered a basic environmental
component of trade negotiations. Environmental protection provisions can
have the added benefit of promoting democratic traditions that operate
hand-in-hand with economic development, and these provisions tend to
strengthen the ability of local and regional governments to protect their
environmental laws from the effects of trade disputes. In the long run,
environmental provisions also can force governments to factor natural
resource degradation into cost-benefit analyses for development projects
and help them face the tradeoffs that arise in long-range planning for
economic development.

The “greening” of the FTAA will necessarily extend into new areas
because of the proliferation of international environmental obligations that
most nations assumed throughout the 1990s, and because advances in
scientific research have posed both additional problems and solutions to
resource degradation. Four areas that have become the subject of intense
focus during the past decade are toxic chemical management,
environmental effects of energy policy, rights and obligations of foreign
investors, and global effects of national agricultural policies.

2. Build on the hemispheric leaders’ 2001 Plan of Action by consolidating
the many calls for environmental cooperative mechanisms into a single
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mechanism. This mechanism should initiate an assessment of the Western
Hemisphere’s state of the environment by conducting an inventory of
databases and environmental capacity throughout the hemisphere, linking
existing data, and initiating procedures, such as establishing regional
geographic information systems that can address ecoregion stresses. At
the same time, hemispheric leaders should encourage discussion within
civil society and between environmental experts and trade negotiators to
build consensus on whether this environmental mechanism should be
linked to the FTAA or established as a separate body.

Support is rising for hemispheric environmental governance, although
no consensus exists on whether this should be accomplished within or
outside of a hemispheric trade accord. This concept has become a top
priority for NGOs that submitted proposals to hemispheric leaders at the
2001 Quebec City Summit of the Americas.

Because trade negotiations are well advanced, decisions need to be
made soon about whether to negotiate a separate environmental accord to
the FTAA, whether to establish an environmental policymaking institution
through the FTAA, or have hemispheric environmental cooperation take a
separate track from trade. Trade negotiators should immediately assemble
a body of experts who can provide them with the baseline information that
will be needed to determine the best method of dealing with the
environmental effects of the FTAA.

3. Begin hemispheric environmental cooperation by modestly expanding the
role of the CEC. Allow the CEC to serve in an advisory function both for
other Latin American and Caribbean countries as well as for existing
multilateral environmental institutions throughout the Americas.

The CEC’s Secretariat is implementing a work program to form North
American environmental policy. But the proliferation of multilateral
environmental agreements during the past decade, the lack of any
international organization to coordinate the growing mandates of those
agreements, the inability of many developing countries to implement these
mandates, and the potential for conflict between trade agreements and
multilateral environmental agreements are all trends that could give the
CEC new responsibilities in the near future.

Increasingly the Secretariat’s programs contain a global component—
efforts that evolved from environmental mandates under multilateral
environmental accords. CEC resolutions have endorsed this linkage to
global initiatives numerous times in the past. The global component is
mentioned as one of the CEC’s goals in its 2000–2002 Plan of Action,
which states that the “CEC serves as an engine to accelerate the regional
implementation of global initiatives or accords.”17

                                               
17 North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation, “North American Agenda for
Action, 2000–2002,” Montreal, Quebec, p. 2.
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Thus, the Secretariat may increasingly take on the role of a regional
body that assists in implementing initiatives of global institutions, such as
the UNEP. These include initiatives on loss of biodiversity, sound
chemical management, long-range transport of toxic substances, measures
to include civil society in decisionmaking, provision of public information
to civil society, transboundary environmental impact agreements, and
strengthening of institutional environmental capacity. The CEC also is
studying proposals for joint implementation of the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions under the Kyoto Protocol.

Pierre Marc Johnson, a former premier of Quebec who serves on the
National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy of Canada, has
suggested that the CEC’s role could be extended to hemispheric concerns
under an FTAA, if that role included close collaboration with the OAS.
The OAS has established a Commission on Sustainable Development that
is implementing a plan of action for Latin America.

If the CEC takes on new responsibilities in the global arena, however,
it must be constantly aware that the three North American national
governments will also be undertaking their own initiatives, designed to
implement their obligations under global accords. To the maximum extent
possible, the CEC should seek to coordinate its efforts with those of
national governments to avoid duplication of efforts. At the same time,
however, national governments have an obligation to use their own
interagency processes to keep apprised of various international
environmental initiatives and keep the CEC up-to-date on these activities.

4. Develop funding mechanisms to implement a plan of environmental action
for the Americas.

The NAFTA experience taught North American governments that
environmental cooperation is more effective when institutions can be
developed to compensate emerging economies for the transaction costs of
implementing an environmental agenda. These costs are necessarily higher
for economies in transition than they are for industrial economies, where
human capital, institutions, regulations, judicial regimes, and public
consciousness are in place and ready to effect change. Recognition of this
financial need prompted the three North American governments to create
the NADB and the BECC. These institutions, in effect, transfer resources
into a binational, poverty-stricken region that was ill-prepared to deal with
the adverse effects of economic growth induced by NAFTA. Awareness
of this need also translated into funding levels that were higher for CEC
programs than for previous funding of binational programs managing
natural resources within North America.

Hemispheric leaders and trade ministers, in their various declarations
from 1998 forward, have discussed potential funding mechanisms for
environmental cooperation throughout the region. Often these involve
funding through multilateral institutions such as the World Bank or the
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Inter-American Development Bank. Regardless of the mechanism used,
the funding of any cooperative effort needs to fall heaviest on the nations
that can best afford it. A study of the differing levels of gross national
product among the nations of the Western Hemisphere quickly reveals that
the wealthiest nations are Canada and the United States. An analysis
should be undertaken to determine if Brazil and Mexico—the largest of
the Latin American economies—should contribute as well.
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Appendix: Research Interviews

For this study, interviews were conducted from September 2000 through March
2001 with officials from the following institutions:

Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade
Centro Mexicano de Derecho Ambiental
Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean
Environment Canada
Instituto Tecnológico y de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey
Joint Public Advisory Committee, Commission for Environmental Cooperation
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative
National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy of Canada
Secretariat, Commission for Environmental Cooperation
U.S. Agency for International Development
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Department of the Interior
U.S. Department of State
Universidad Nacional Autónomo de México
Secretaría de Comercio y Fomento Industrial
Secretaría del Medio Ambiente, Recursos Naturales y Pesca
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
Transition Team, Mexican President Vicente Fox
Unión de Grupos Ambientalistas
National Wildlife Federation
Sierra Club
World Wildlife Fund



59

Bibliography

American Land Alliance, Center for International Environmental Law et al.
Notice Requesting Public Comment on Proposed United States-Jordan Free
Trade Agreement, 65 Federal Register 37594, June 15, 2000. (Letter to the
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative July 17, 2000).

Canadian National Secretariat. “Backgrounder, The Canada-Chile Agreement on
Environmental Cooperation.” Environment Canada (February 6, 1997).
www.can-chil.gc.ca/english/resource/press/6feb1997.cfm (October 2000, May
31, 2001).

Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade. Canada’s Draft
Environmental Assessment Framework for Trade Negotiations. Ottawa,
September 2000.

Center for International Environmental Law. Regulatory Impact Assessment
Provisions of the Draft Guidelines on Environmental Review of Trade
Agreements. Washington, D.C., August 25, 2000.

Centro de Derecho Ambiental y de Recursos Naturales et al. Letter to Carlos
Murillo, President of the Preparatory Committee, FTAA Office, Ministry of
Foreign Trade, San José, Costa Rica. Washington, D.C., February 8, 1998.

Clegg, Yolanda. “Electricity and the Environment.” Trio: The Newsletter of the
North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation. A paper
prepared for the Commission for Environmental Cooperation. Spring 2001.
www.cec.org/trio/index.cfm?varlan=english. (March 10, 2001).

Clement, Michael, “No. 2 for Pollution, Only Texas Has Dirtier Air Than
Ontario.” Toronto Sun (May 31, 2000).

Commission for Environmental Cooperation. Assessing Environmental Effects of
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA): An Analytic Framework
(Phase II) and Issue Studies. Montreal, Quebec, March 1999.

———. 1999–2001 North American Agenda for Action: A Three-Year Program
Plan for the Commission for Environmental Cooperation. Montreal, Quebec,
February 1999.

———. 2000–2002 North American Agenda for Action: A Three-Year Program
Plan for the Commission for Environmental Cooperation. Montreal, Quebec,
2000.

———. 2001–2003 North American Agenda for Action. Montreal, Quebec,
November 2000.

———. “CEC Releases Report on Measuring NAFTA-Environment Effects.”
Press Release. Montreal, Quebec, March 17, 1999.



60     The Environment and Trade

———. Four-Year Review of the North American Agreement on Environmental
Cooperation: Report of the Independent Review Committee. Montreal,
Quebec, June 1998.

———. “Industrial Pollution in North America: Downward Trend Continues.”
Press Release. Montreal, Quebec, August 10, 1999.

———. NAFTA’s Institutions, the Environmental Potential and Performance of
the NAFTA Free Trade Commission and Related Bodies. Montreal, Quebec,
1997.

———. North American Important Bird Areas, A Directory of 150 Key
Conservation Sites. Montreal, Quebec, December 1999.

———. Registry of Submissions on Enforcement Matters. Montreal, Quebec,
November 2000. www.cec.org/citizen/index.cfm?varlan=english (September
9, 2000–January 19, 2001).

———. Remarks by the Executive Director at the Official Opening of the 1999
Regular Session of the Council of the Commission for Environmental
Cooperation. Banff, Canada, June 28, 1999.

———. Taking Stock: North American Pollutant Releases and Transfers, 1996.
Montreal, Quebec, August 1999.

———. Taking Stock: North American Pollutant Releases and Transfers, 1997.
Montreal, Quebec, May 2000.

———. Three Countries Working Together to Protect our Shared Environment.
Montreal, Quebec, undated brochure.

Committee of Government Representatives on the Participation of Civil Society.
“Executive Summaries of Submissions to the Free Trade Area of the
Americas.”
www.state.gov/www/issues/economic/ftaa/0011_ftaa_summaries.html
(January 17, 2001–March 9, 2001).

———. “Fifth Meeting.” Press Release. Miami, Florida, June 21, 2000.

Elwell, Christine, ed. Five Environmental Reasons to Oppose the FTAA, from
Swordfish to Services. Sierra Club of Canada. Materials prepared for the
People’s Summit of the Americas, Quebec City, Canada, April 2001.
www.library.utoronto.ca/envireform/summit_c.html (April 30, 2001).

“Environmentalists Cool to Trade Policy.” Washington Post (August 3, 2000).

Ferretti, Janine. Remarks made at a CEC Council meeting. Banff, Canada, June
28, 1999.

Fox, Vicente. Compromiso Ambiental. A two-page position paper written for his
environmental campaign platform. Spring 2000.

Hufbauer, Gary C, Daniel C. Esty et al. “NAFTA and the Environment: Seven
Years Later.” Policy Analyses in International Economics, no. 61, Institute for
International Economics, October 2000.



Jan Gilbreath      61

International Institute for Sustainable Development. “Summary Report of the First
Meeting of Environmental Ministers of the Americas.” Sustainable
Developments 50, no. 1, April 2, 2001.

Johnson, Pierre Marc, Enrique Leff, and David Runnalls. “The FTAA and
Hemispheric Integration: Building a Triple-Win Strategy for Trade and
Sustainability in the Hemisphere.” Policy statement made at the Hemispheric
Trade and Sustainability Symposium, which was sponsored by the
International Institute for Sustainable Development, The World Conservation
Union, and the Regional Office for Latin America of the United Nations
Environment Program. Quebec City, Quebec, Canada, April 18, 2001.

Kibel, Paul Stanton. “The Paper Tiger Awakens: North American Environmental
Law after The Cozumel Reef Case.” Draft, March 2000.

McFayden, Jacqueline. “NAFTA Supplemental Agreements, Four Year Review.”
Working Paper 98-4, Institute for International Economics, 1998.

Mexican Sistema Internet de la Presidencia de la República. Los Pinos, Office of
the President of Mexico. “Sesión de Preguntas y Prespuestas Durante la
Conferencia de Presa Conjuntas.” Taken from various sessions from
December 2000 through February 2000.
www.presidencia.gob.mx/?P=11&Orden=Leer&Tipo=NO&Art.

National Wildlife Federation. Letter to the Committee of Government
Representatives for the Participation of Civil Society. Reston, Virginia,
September 29, 2000).

———. Public Comment Regarding Draft Guidelines for Implementation of
Executive Order 13141: Environmental Review of Trade Agreements. Letter
to the Trade Policy Staff Committee, Office of the U.S. Trade Representative,
Reston, Virginia, August 25, 2000.

———. “Stop Secret Negotiations NAFTA Partners Told.” Press Release. Vienna
Virginia, April 27, 2000.

Office of the United States Trade Representative. Agreement between the United
States of America and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan on the Establishment
of a Free Trade Area. September 2000.

———. Draft Environmental Review of the Proposed Agreement on the
Establishment of a Free Trade Area between the Government of the United
States and the Government of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. September
2000.

———. Memorandum of Understanding on Issues Related to the Protection of
Intellectual Property Rights Under the Agreement Between the United States
and Jordan on the Establishment of a Free Trade Area. September 2000.

———. “U.S. and Jordan Sign Historic Trade Agreement,” Press Release.
October 24, 2000.



62     The Environment and Trade

Organization of American States, Office of the Free Trade Area of the Americas.
Second Summit of the Americas, Santiago Declaration. www.ftaa.-
alca.org/ministerials/chile (January 20, 2001).

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Environmental
Performance Reviews: Mexico. Paris, 1998

———. OECD Environmental Data, Compendium 1995. Paris, 1995.

 “Plan of Action.” Issued by Western Hemispheric leaders of 34 nations, Quebec
City, Quebec, April 2001. www.summit-americas.org/Documents.

Secretaría de Comercio y Fomento Industrial, Mexico. “Mexico y Brasil Inciaran
Negociaciones para Alcanzar un Acuerdo de Liberalización Comercial.” Press
Release. March 2, 2000.

“Statement of Concerned Environmental Organizations Regarding Articles 14 and
15.” Sent to the environmental ministers of Canada, Mexico, and the United
States and signed by more than 80 environmental groups from the three
countries. April 27, 2000.

Summit of the Americas Information Network. “Declaration of Quebec City.”
April 2001. www.summit-americas.org/Documents (April 2001).

Trade and Environment Council. North American Partnerships on Environmental
Protection and Economic Prosperity. October 1, 1998.

United Nations Environment Program. Final Report of the Preparatory Meeting
of Experts of the Twelfth Meeting of the Forum of Ministers of the
Environment of Latin America and the Caribbean. Bridgetown, Barbados,
March 2–4, 2000.

U.S. Agency for International Development. Country Strategy, USAID Mexico”
Washington, D.C., June 1998.

———. R4 Report. Mexico Mission, March 2000.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of International Activities.
Emerging Global Environmental Issues. January 1997.

U.S. Executive Office of the President. Office of the Press Secretary. Statement by
the President on United States–Chile Free Trade Agreement Negotiations.
Washington, D.C., November 29, 2000.

“U.S. Mexican Groups Sign Accord to Increase Cooperation on Environment.”
Bilateral Agreements, International Environment Reporter 23, no. 5 (March 1,
2000): 193.

Weintraub, Sidney. “Trade Policy Suggestions for Quebec Summit.” CSIS Issues
in International Political Economy, no. 14 (February 2001).



Jan Gilbreath      63

About the Author
Jan Gilbreath, a CSIS senior associate, is a journalist and an environmental expert
who, in a jointly sponsored effort, has authored this first of two reports on the
environmental aspect of the trade relationship among the countries of North
America.  She is also the executive director of the Global Public Policy Series at
the Reuters Foundation where she works to identify trends in globalization
affecting quality of life and economic well-being through policy briefs and other
publications.  She has written for the “Economist,” as well as the Houston
Chronicle, and worked in the environmental field for the Center for the Study of
Western Hemispheric Trade, the Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México
(ITAM), the North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC),
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, among others.  Her more recent publications
include:

• “Environmental Capacity Development in Mexico: Effects of North
American Economic Integration.” (CSIS Press, in conjunction with the
Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy, Sustainable Americas
Project, forthcoming);

• “Crossing Borders: Connecting People to Economies.” (Reuters
Foundation-Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Policy Brief,
no. 1, June 2001);

• “Mexico Alert: Mexico-EU Trade Accord Prompts Speculation about
FTAA and New WTO Round.” (Hemisphere 2000 VIII, Issue 14.  CSIS
Press, August 22, 2000); and

• “Economic Effects of NAFTA’s Environmental Agreements” with Sidney
Weintraub, (conference participation, National Wildlife Federation & Yale
Center for Environmental Law and Policy, Washington, DC, April 26–27,
2000).

Gilbreath is currently a doctoral candidate at the Lyndon B. Johnson School of
Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin, and holds an M.A. from the
university as well.  She is a member of the Washington International Trade
Association.



64     The Environment and Trade

About the Yale Center for
Environmental Law and Policy

The Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy was established in 1994 by
the Yale Law School and the Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies.
The Center draws on resources throughout Yale University to develop and
advance environmental policy locally, regionally, nationally, and globally. One
core goal is to develop and advance policies responding to critical environmental
problems and to provide a forum in which scholars, environmental advocates,
business people, elected and appointed officials, and representatives of
international organizations can exchange views.


