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An Invitation 2 ° 1999

January 15, 1999

Dear friends:

As Canadians we have lived with the assumption of a sufficient supply of

safe water for our families and our communities. Now we are faced with the

spectre of this most precious resource being sold off to private interests who

hope to reap huge profits in a developing global water crisis. Water has always

been held as a common good, available for businesses, families and

communities. Great pressure is being exerted on our governments to privatize

water and water services. As near sighted planning for short-term profits destroys

sustainable water resources, global corporations are positioning themselves to

capitalize on a crisis their greed has created.

However, hopeful people across this country and around the world are

banding together to protect water and our common right to what is truly the

lifeblood of our communities.

Already in Canada several groups have come together to form Water

Watch/ Eau Secours, a common front on water to insist that governments

maintain common ownership of water as a sustainable public resource. In order

to spread the message about the threat to our water and invite others to join this

struggle we are sponsoring a conference on the threat that privatization and

commodification pose. February 9th, 1999 from 10:00 am to 5:00 pm in the

Rideau Room of the Sheraton Hotel, 150 Albert Street Ottawa, Ontario

(613) 238-1500. Registration will be from 9:00 am to 10:00 am.

There will be information about the threat to Canada's water and an

opportunity to develop a common strategy to make sure our water isn't siphoned

off to the highest bidder.

Please come and join us in this fight to protect our future and the future of

people around the world. To confirm your participation in this conference, call

Jamie Dunn at (613) 233-4487 ext. 239, email jdunn@canadians.org.

Sincerely,

Maude Barlow
National Volunteer Chair
THE COUNCIL OF CANADIANS
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Invitation

Le 15 janvier 1999

Chers amis et amies,

A titre de Canadiens et de Canadiennes, nous presumons que
I'approvisionnement en eau sure pour nos families et nos collectivites sera

toujours suffisant. A present, nous faisons face au risque que cette precieuse
ressource soit vendue a des interets prives qui esperent realiser d'enormes
profits pendant une crise mondiale croissante qui touche les ressources
hydriques. L'eau a toujours ete consideree comme un produit commun,
disponible aux entreprises, aux families et aux collectivites. Cependant, on

exerce de tres fortes pressions sur nos gouvernements pour la privatisation de
I'eau et des services s'y rapportant. La planification a court terme pour des profits
immediats detruit les ressources hydriques durables, et les societes mondiales
prennent des dispositions pour tirer parti d'une crise que leur cupidite a creee.

Toutefois, des personnes optimistes d'un bout a I'autre du pays et a travers le
monde se groupent afin de proteger I'eau et notre droit collectif a ce qui est

vraiment I'element vital de nos collectivites.

Au Canada, plusieurs groupes se sont deja reunis pour former Water Watch/
Eau Secure, un front commun sur I'eau en vue d'insister que les gouvernements
maintiennent la propriete commune de 1'eau a titre de ressource publique
durable. Afin de repandre le message au sujet de la menace a notre eau et
d'inviter les autres a se joindre a cette lutte, nous parrainons une conference sur
la menace que presentent la privatisation et la commercialisation. Le
9 fevrier 1999, de 10 h a 17 h, dans la salle Rideau de I'hotel Sheraton, 150,
rue Albert a Ottawa (Ontario), (613) 238-1500.

On presentera des informations sur la menace qui guette I'eau du Canada et la
possibilite d'elaborer une strategie commune pour s'assurer que I'eau ne soit pas
cedee au soumissionnaire le plus offrant.

Venez et joignez-vous a nous dans cette lutte menee pour proteger notre avenir
et I'avenir des peuples du monde entier. Pour confirmer, veuillez communiquer
avec Jamie Dunn au (613) 233-4487 poste 239, courrier electronique:
jdunn@canadians.org

Bien a vous,

Maude Barlow
Presidente nationale benevoles
LE CONSEIL DES CANADIENS
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Water Watch Conference
Feb. 9, 1999 10:00 am — 5:00pm
Sheraton Hotei, Ottawa, Ontario

Agenda

9:00-10:00 Registration, coffee and muffins

10:00 Greeting and Opening remarks
Maude Barlow, Council of Canadians

Privatization: Judy Darcy, Canadian Union of Public
Employees

Trading Our Water Away:
Maude Barlow, Council of Canadians

The State Of Canada's Water:
Sarah Miller, Canadian Environmental

Law Association
Jamie Linton

11:20 Report of groups already engaged in water campaigns

12:00 Lunch — provided (media present)

1:00 What is needed to protect Canada's water?

2:45 Coffee

3:00 Strategy And Action Commitments

5:00 Adjourn
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Conference Eau secure
Le 9 fevrier 1999, de 10 h a 17 h
Hotel Sheraton, Ottawa (Ontario)

Ordre du jour

9h-  10 h Inscription, cafe et muffins

10h Mot de bienvenue et discours d'ouverture
Maude Barlow, Conseil des Canadiens

Privatisation : Judy Darcy, Syndicat canadien de la fonction publique

Cession commerciale de notre eau :
Maude Barlow, Conseil des Canadiens

L'etat de i'eau du Canada:
Sarah Miller, Association canadienne du droit de 1'environnement

Jamie Linton

11 h20 Rapport de groupes deja engages dans des campagnes relatives a 1'eau

12 h Dejeuner - offert (les medias sont presents)

1) h Que fact-il pour proteger Peau du Canada?

14 h 45 Cafe

15 h Strategie et engagement a 1'egard de faction

17 h Levee de seance
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Common Front to Protect Water

Canadian social activists, trade unionists and environmental groups have formed a common front to

protect water.

The initial participants in the common front are: the Canadian Environmental Law Association, the

Canadian Union of Public Employees and the Council of Canadians.

The common front is organizing a campaign with three major objectives:

a.. Oppose Water Exports
b.. Stop Privatization of Municipal Water Services
c.. Promote water conservation, protection of water quality and healthy aquatic ecosystems

Our first target is to pressure the federal government to honour its promises to prohibit the bulk export of

water, This needs to be realized through federal legislation banning large scale water exports (including

water export by tanker) and by ensuring that trade and investment agreements (such as the NAFTA and

the proposed MAI) do not threaten Canada's water.

We have adopted the following brief statement and set of principles:

Water is of immeasurable importance to Canada's environment, economy, public health and identity.

Canada's rivers, lakes and groundwater have shaped our history, powered our industrial development,

sustained our health, and nourished our spirits. Nevertheless, Canadians can no longer take water for

granted. In addition to the many factors that threaten water quality and aquatic ecosystem health in

Canada, we are in danger of losing public control of water resources and management. Increasingly,

water is being regarded as a commodity that can be bought and sold on the market. There are now

several active proposals to export Canadian water by bulk shipments or by diverting rivers. In addition,

private corporations are gaining a foothold in the management of public water services such as drinking

water and sewage treatment.

In light of these and other trends, we recognize the following principles:

a.. Water is a public trust. All Canadians have the right and the responsibility to be involved in the major

decisions affecting water in Canada.

b.. An adequate supply of clean water for peoples' daily living needs is a basic human right. This right is

best ensured by keeping water and sewage services in the public sector, by regulating the protection of

water supplies and by promoting the efficient use of water.

c.. It is wrong — environmentally, economically and morally — to engage in the large-scale trade of water.

Water must not be regarded as a commodity for exchange in the international marketplace. Adequate

supplies of clean water for people in water-scarce regions can only be ensured by promoting

conservation and protection of local water resources. Importing water is not an economically or

environmentally sustainable strategy for dealing with water scarcity.

d.. Water is the lifeblood of the environment as well as an essential resource for humans. Each

generation must ensure that the abundance and quality of water is not diminished as a result of its

activities. Greater efforts must be made to restore the health of aquatic ecosystems that have already

been degraded as well as to protect others from harm.
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Front commun pour la protection de 1'eau

Des activistes sociaux, des syndicalistes et des groupes environnementaux canadiens ont forme un front

commun pour proteger 1'eau.

Les premiers participants au front commun sont I'Association canadienne du droit de 1'environnement, le

Syndicat canadien de la fonction publique et le Conseil des Canadiens.

Le front commun organise une campagne qui vise les trois objectifs suivants

a.. S'opposer a 1'exportation de 1'eau;
b.. Cesser la privatisation des services d'eau municipaux; et

c.. Promouvoir la conservation de 1'eau, la protection de la qualite de 1'eau, ainsi que la salubrite des

ecosystemes aquatiques.

Pour commencer, nous allons exercer des pressions sur le gouvernement federal pour qu'il respecte ses

promesses d'interdire 1'exportation en vrac de 1'eau. A cette fin, le gouvernement federal devrait promulguer des

lois interdisant 1'exportation de 1'eau sur une grande echelle (y compris 1'exportation de 1'eau en citernes) et

veiller a ce que les accords de commerce et d'investissement (tels que I'ALENA et I'AMI propose) ne menacent

pas 1'eau du Canada.

Nous avons adopte la breve declaration et 1'ensemble de principes suivants :

L'eau est dune importance inestimable pour 1'environnement, 1'economie, la sante publique et I'identite du

Canada. Les fleuves, les rivieres, les lacs et 1'eau souterraine du Canada ont fagonne notre histoire, fait marcher

notre developpement industriel, soutenu notre sante et nourri nos esprits. Mais les Canadiens et les

Canadiennes ne peuvent plus prendre 1'eau pour acquis. Outre les nombreux facteurs qui menacent la qualite

de 1'eau et la salubrite de I'ecosysteme aquatique au Canada, nous risquons de perdre le controle et la gestion

publics des ressources en eau. De plus en plus, 1'eau est consideree comme une marchandise pouvant titre

achetee et vendue sur le marche. Actuellement, plusieurs propositions actives prevoient 1'exportation de 1'eau

canadienne par son transport en vrac ou le detournement de fleuves et de rivieres. En outre, des entreprises

privees prennent pied dans le secteur de la gestion des services publics d'eau tels que 1'eau potable et

I'epuration des eaux usees.

A la lumiere de ces tendances et d'autres tendances, nous reconnaissons les principes suivants

a.. L'eau releve du mandat public. Tous les Canadiens et Canadiennes ont le droit et la responsabilite de

prendre part aux importantes decisions concernant 1'eau au Canada.

b.. L'ap provision nement adequat en eau propre pour les besoins vitaux quotidiens des gens est un droit de base

de la personne. La meilleure protection de ce droit consiste a garder 1'eau et les services d'epuration des eaux

usees dans le secteur public, et reglementer la protection des sources d'approvisionnement en eau et a

favoriser ('utilisation efficace de 1'eau.

c.. II est inapproprie -- sur le plan environnemental et moral -- de faire le commerce de 1'eau sur une grande

echelle. En effet, ('eau ne doit pas titre consideree comme une marchandise pouvant titre echangee sur le

marche international. Les sources adequates d'eau propre dans les regions enregistrant une penurie d'eau ne

peuvent titre assurees que par la promotion de la conservation et de la protection des ressources d'eau locales.
L'importation de 1'eau pour remedier a la penurie d'eau nest une strategie viable ni sur le plan economique ni

sur le plan environnemental.

d.. L'eau est I'element vital de 1'environnement ainsi qu'une ressource essentielle pour les titres humains.

Chaque generation doit veiller a ce que I'abondance et la qualite de 1'eau ne diminuent pas du fait de ses

activites. 11 faut deployer des efforts accrus afin de restaurer la salubrite des ecosystemes aquatiques qui ont

deja ete degrades et proteger les autres contre la degradation.
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WATER. A PUBLIC TRUST

by MAUDE BARLOW

Last May, Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd Axworthy promised to take measures to protect

Canadian water after a public outcry greeted the news that companies were on the brink of

exporting bulk water to foreign markets. He and Environment Minister Christine Stewart were to

consult the provinces over the summer and table legislation this fall — a long overdue Liberal

promise from the 1993 election campaign.

This is not the first attempt to protect our water. In 1988, the Mulroney government tabled

the Canada Water Preservation Act, largely in response to the Liberals' charge that the Canada-

U.S. Free Trade Agreement posed a threat to Canadian water security; but that session of

Parliament ended before the law could be passed and it was never re-introduced. The House of

Commons is about to adjourn for the holiday and once again there is no legislation in sight. This is

not acceptable.
Worldwide destruction of aquatic ecosystem health and increasing water scarcity are

creating a global water crisis. The consumption of water is doubling every 20 years — more than

twice the rate of the increase in human population. By the year 2025, as much as two-thirds of the

world's population could face severe water shortages. The World Bank says "the wars of the next

century will be about water."
Global corporations and financial institutions believe they have the answer - the

privatization and commodification of the world's water. Every year, they hold a global water

summit where industry leaders like Suez Lyonnaise Des Eaux of France, which distributes private

water services to 68 million people world wide, rub shoulders with influential politicians and

thinkers to advance their mutual interests. In Canada, which holds over 20% of the world's fresh

water supplies, the push is on to get in on the ground floor of this business opportunity.

Liberal MP Dennis Mills is promoting the GRAND Canal project, which would entail

massive water diversion of Canadian freshwater to the U.S. A Canadian company, Global Water

Corporation, has signed an agreement with Sitka, Alaska, to export 18 billion gallons per year of

glacier water to China where it will be bottled in one of that country's infamous free trade zones to

save on labour costs. The company brochure entices investors "to harvest the accelerating

opportunity... as traditional sources of water around the world become progressively depleted and

degraded" and laments the B.C. government's ban on bulk water exports.

Before this goes any further, we need a public debate. in Canada. I believe that water is a

public trust that belongs to the people. No one has the right to appropriate it or profit from it at

someone else's expense. An adequate supply of clean water for peoples' daily living needs is a basic

human right and is best protected by maintaining control of water in the public sector.

It is wrong — environmentally, economically, and morally — to engage in the large-scale

trade of water. Water must never be regarded as a commodity for exchange in the international

marketplace. Adequate supplies of clean water for people in water-scarce regions can only be
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This is not the first attempt to protect our water. In 1988, the Mulroney government tabled 
the Canada Water Preservation Act, largely in response to the Liberals' charge that the Canada­
U.S. Free Trade Agreement posed a threat to Canadian water security; but that session of 
Parliament ended before the law could be passed and it was never re-introduced. The House of 
Commons is about to adjourn for the holiday and once again there is no legislation in sight. This is 
not acceptable. 

Worldwide destruction of aquatic ecosystem health and increasing water scarcity are 
creating a global water crisis. The consumption of water is doubling every 20 years - more than 
twice the rate of the increase in human population. By the year 2025, as much as two-thirds of the 
world's population could face severe water shortages. The World Bank says "the wars of the next 
century will be about water." 

Global corporations and financial institutions believe they have the answer - the 
privatization and commodification of the world's water. Every year, they hold a global water 
summit where industry leaders like Suez Lyonnaise Des Eaux of France, which distributes private 
water services to 68 million people world wide, rub shoulders with influential politicians and 
thinkers to advance their mutual interests. In Canada, which holds over 20% of the world's fresh 
water supplies, the push is on to get in on the ground floor of this business opportunity. 

LiberalivlP Dennis Mills is promoting the GRAND Canal project, which would entail 
massive water diversion of Canadian freshwater to the U.S. A Canadian company, Global Water 
Corporation, has signed an agreement with Sitka, Alaska, to export 18 billion gallons per year of 
glacier water to China where it will be bottled in one of that country's infamous free trade zones to 
save on labour costs. The company brochure entices investors "to harvest the accelerating 
opportunity ... as traditional sources of water around the world become progressively depleted and 
degraded" and laments the B.c. government's ban on bulk water exports. 

Before this goes any further, we need a public debate in Canada. I believe that water is a 
public trust that belongs to the people. No one has the right to appropriate it or profit from it at 
someone else's expense. An adequate supply of clean water for peoples' daily living needs is a basic 
human right and is best protected by maintaining control of water in the public sector. 

It is wrong - environmentally, economically, and morally - to engage in the large-scale 
trade of water. Water must never be regarded as a commodity for exchange in the international 
marketplace. Adequate supplies of clean water for people in water-scarce regions can only be 



ensured by promoting efficient utilization of local water resources. This is not to say that I oppose

sharing water in times of crisis. But the people who now lack access to supplies of clean water

simply could not afford to import it if it were sold on a for-profit basis. Exporting water for the

elites who could afford it would reduce the urgency of finding real, sustainable and equitable

solutions to water problems in the developing world.

We urgently need legislation to prohibit the large-scale export of water by tanker or

diversion. As well, the government must renegotiate NAFTA to explicitly exempt water, as it gives

U.S. corporations "national treatment" rights to our water once any Canadian company.is granted .

an export permit. In opposition, Lloyd Axworthy himself said that the free trade agreements "would

override the Federal Water Policy prohibition of exports of interbasin water." Perhaps that is why

Minister Axworthy is dragging his heels now.

This is a crucial moment for Canadians and peoples around the world. Privatizing,

commodifying, and commercializing water will serve to make a small handful of water

transnationals very wealthy while doing nothing for people who need access to clean water

resources. It will also threaten the environment by placing lakes, rivers and groundwater beyond

the reach of governments and beyond the rule of law. Neither poor people nor those trying to

protect aquatic ecosystems have the financial resources necessary to compete for water in the open

marketplace.

Maude Barlow is the National Chairperson of the Council of Canadians.
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F ree Trade Springs a Leak
Flow NAFTA endangers control over our water supplies BY M.1UDE BARLO4V

he recent revelation that sever-

al businesses have applied to

export Canadian water has

rekindled a debate that started five

years ago, about whether the North

American Free Trade Agreement

(NAFTA)- puts our fresh-water

supplies at risk. The Nova Group of

Sault Ste. Marie has received a five-

year permit from the Ontario govern-

ment to draw up to 10 million litres

of water a day from Lake Superior

for export to Asia, and the McCurdy
Group of Companies of Gander has

applied to export about 52 billion

litres of water a year from Gisbourne

Lake in southern Newfoundland. The

government of Newfoundland has

given the project its Good House-

keeping seal of approval, citing badly

needed jobs. All that remains is an
environmental review. Says an offi-

cial with the Department of

Environment and Labour, "We're not

Nvorried about it at all. We're treating

water as any other resource." Unless

the federal government acts soon,

Canada will almost certainly be

exporting water within the year.

Watering down sovereignty

There is grave cause for concern.

Chapter 3 of NAFTA establishes oblig-

ations regarding the trade in goods.

It uses the definition of a "good" under

the General Agreement on Tariffs and

Trade (GATT), which clearly lists

"waters, including natural or artificial

waters and aerated waters" and adds

an explanatory note that "ordinary
natural water of all kinds pother than

seawater)" is included.
When the deal was being negoti-

ated, NAFTA opponents pointed this

out and asked the government to

specifically exempt the trade in water

from the deal. The government

argued that under Canadian domestic

law, NAFTA does not apply to the

trade in water. This is correct. But

domestic law does not bind NAFTA
panels- In fact, the United States

spelled out its clear position at the

time. Mickey Kantor, then U.S. Trade
Representative, said that "when water

is traded as a good, all provisions of

the agreement
governing trade
in Goods apply."
"Thus

explains
respected trade
lawyer Barry
Appleton in

his book Navi-
gating NAFTA,
"in the American
view, HAFT A's
obligations on
water will com-

Mim 911 tw, w0ergme?.

mence whenever water is traded as a

good. This view appears to be an

accurate reading of the terms of

NAFTA When water is not traded as

a good, it would not be subject to the

terms of NAFTA chapter 3. While

water is covered as a good, the

NAFTA trade obligations will not

apply until water is traded."
In other words, the question is

moot until some government in

Canada grants a permit to export

water, at which point the "national

treatment" provision of NAFTA

kicks in. This provides for "non-
discrimination" among investors in

all NAFTA partner countries in the

commercial use of our water. Private

American and Mexican companies

would then have the same right to

the commercial use of Canadian

waters as Canadians. If Canadian

companies were to export our water,

American transnationals could help

themselves to as much as they liked.

We can only start to imagine the

free-for-all that would take place

over the next thirsty century.

Bailing out of NAFTA

Now, here's the kicker: If the federal

government bans the export of

Canadian water, as it is being urged to

do, by that very act it names water as a

commercial tradable commodity, trig-

gering NAFTA. American "investors"

would be granted NAFTA rights in the
very law that excludes them, and

under chapter 11 - the provision that

gives companies the right to sue gov-

ernments for lost future profit - they

could claim for financial compensa-

tion, since there was no such ban

when NAFTA was signed. Any new

law any government introduces under

chapter 11 is vulnerable to challenge.

Similar compensation would not be

available to Canadian investors.

Under NAFTA, the only way the

Canadian government could protect

water would be to invoke the GATT

exceptions provided for natural

resources, but that would be subject

to NAFTA's "proportional sharing"

clause; whereby Canada would have

obligations to continue to supply

water to NAFTA partners. It would

also ban preferential domestic

pricing for Canadian water.
Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd

Axworthy, who fought NAFTA with

passion and expertise, knows all

this. To buy himself some time, he

sent the Ontario export request to

the International Joint Commission,

a group with no legal jurisdiction.

for a recommendation for action.

But the eagerness of the government

of Newfoundland to commercialize

and export its water has changed

the whole situation. The federal gov-

ernment must act now to protect

Canadian water. But it cannot do

so while still under its NAFTA oblig-

ation. All of which forces the ques-

tion: What is more important to

Canada - NAFTA, or our water?

Maude Barlow '.s the Volunteer

:Vational Chairperson of The Council

of Canadians and the author, with

Tany Clarke, of MAI and the Threat

to Canadian Sovereignty.
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How lVAFTA endangers control over our water supplies BY MAUDE BARlow 

The recent revelation that sever­
al businesses have applied to 
export Canadian water has 

rekindled a debate that started five 
years ago, about whether the North 
American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA)- puts our fresh-water 
supplies at risk The Nova Group of 
Sault Ste. Marie has received a five­
year permit from the Ontario govern­
ment to draw up to 10 million litres 
of W:lter a day from Lake Superior 
for e..'Cport to Asia, and the McCurdy 
Group of Companies of Gander has 
applied to export about 52 billion 
litres of water a year from Gisboume 
Lake in southern Newfoundland The 
government of Newfoundland has 
given the project its Good House­
keeping seal of approval, citing badly 
needed jobs. All that remains is an 
environmental review. Says an offi­
cial with the Department of 
Envirorunent and Labour, ~We're not 
worried about it at all. We're treating 
water as any other resource." Unless 
the federal government acts soon, 
Canada will almost certainly be 
exporting water within the year. 

Watering down sovereignty 
There is grave cause for concern. 
Chapter =3 of NAFTA establishes oblig­
ations regarding the trade in goods. 
It uses the definition of a "good" under 
the General Agreement on Tatiffs and 
Trade (GATT), which clearly lists 
"waters, including natural or artificial 
waters and aerated waters" and adds 
an explanatory note that "ordinary 
na.tural. water of all kIDds C other than 
sea water)" is included 

When the deal was being negoti­
ated, NAFTA opponents pointed this 
out and asked the government to 
specifically exempt the trade in water 
from the deal. The government 
argued that under Canadian domestic 
law, NAFTA does not apply to the 
trade in water. This is correct. But 
domestic law does not bind NAFI'A 
panels. In fact, the United States 
spelled out its clear position at the 
time. Mickey Kantor, then U.S. Trade 
Representative, said that "when water 
is traded as a good, all provisions of 

the agreement 
governing trade 
in goods apply." 

"T h us, " 
explains 
respected trade 
lawyer Barry 
Appleton in 
his book Na'vi­
gating NAFTA, 
"in the American 
view, NAFTA's 
obligations on 
water will com­
mence whenever water is traded as a 
good. This view appears to be an 
accurate reading of the terms of 
NAFTA. When water is not traded as 
a good, it woUld not be subject to the 
terms of NAFTA chapter 3. While 
water is covered as a good, the 
NAFTA trade obligations will not 
apply until water is traded." 

In other words, the question is 
moot until some government in 
Canada grants a permit to export 
water, at which point the "national 
treatment" provision of NAFTA 
kicks in. This provides for "non­
discrimination" among investors in 
all NAFIA partner countries in the 
commercial use of our water. Private 
American and Mexican companies 
would then ha'-e the same right to 
the commercial use of Canadian 
waters as Canadians. If Canadian 
companies were to export our water, 
Alllelic:an transnationals could help 
themselves to as much as they liked. 
We can only start to imagine the 
free-for-all that would take place 
over the next thirsty century. 

Bailing out of NAFTA 
Now, here's the kicker: If the federal 
government bans the export of 
Canadian water. as it is being urged to 
do, by that very act it names water as a 
commercial tradable commodity, trig­
gering NAFIA. American ~investors" 
would be granted NAFI'A rights in the 
very law that excludes them, and 
under chapter 11 - the provision that 
gives companies the right to sue gov­
ernments for lost future profit - they 
could claim for financial compensa-

tion, since there was no such ban 
when NAFIA was signed. Any new 
law any government introduces under 
chapter 11 is vulnerable to challenge. 
Sinillar compensation would not be 
available to Canadian investors. 

Under NAFI'A, the only way the 
Canadian government could protect 
water would be to invoke the GATT 
exceptions provided for natural 
resources, but that would be subject 
to NAFTA's ~proportional sharing" 
clause, whereby Canada would have 
obligations to continue to supply 
water to NAFTA partners. It would 
also ban preferential domestic 
pricing for Canadian water. 

Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd 
_-\.."\.,vorthy, who fought NAFTA with 
passion ami expertise, knows all 
this. To buy himself some time, he 
sent the Ontario export request to 
the International Joint Commission, 
a group with no legal jurisdiction, 
for a recommendation for action. 
But the eagerness of the government 
of Newfoundland to commercialize 
and export its water has changed 
the whole situation. The federal gov­
ernment must act now to protect 
Canadian water. But it cannot do 
so while still under its NAFTA oblig­
ation. All of which forces the ques­
tion: What is more important to 
Canada - NAFTA, or our water"? 

Maude Barlow~s the Volunteer 
National Clw.irperson of The Caunci1 
of Canadians and the author, witn 
Tony Clarke, of MAl and the Threat 
to Canadian Sovereignty. 
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Water export case
may cost millions
U.S. company seeks
compensation under
free-trade agreement

BY VALERB LAWTON
OTTAWA BU RFJAU

OTTAWA —A dispute over exports
of Canadian water could wind up cost-
ing taxpayers millions if a California
company wins a new trade challenge.
Sun Belt Water Inc.'s plans to use

supertankers to deliver fresh water
from British Columbia to a drought-
stricken part of California died with a
1991 British Columbia moratorium on
such exports. The company wants
compensation for lost sales.
The claim launched against Canada

under the North American Free Trade
Agreement alleges that Sun Belt faced
disc imination from the "British Co-
lumbia government.
"We are looidng for fair and equita-

ble treatment," John Carten, Sun
Beit's Canadian lawyer, said yester
day. "The language fm NAFTA) is
quite clear that we have to treat Mexi-
can and American firms equally as
well as our own firms."
5 u n Belt is complaining it hasn't re-

ceived any compensation even though
the provincial government reached a
$335,000 settlement with a British Co-
lumbia company that would have
been a partner in the water deal, said
Carten.

,he company also alleges in a legal
document that the province favoured
a second British Columbia company

PAC

with special access to water for export
under a "secret agreement" s~ened in
1986.

Officials from Premier Glen Clark's
office couldn't be reached For com-
ment yesterday.
Sun Belt is turning to NA'£A after

initially trying to sue British Columbia
and then attempting to use presmre
from American politicians to force the
province to negotiate a settlement.
Under NAFTA rules, Sun Belt and

the Canadian government have at
least 90 days to discuss the case before
it goes to arbitration.

"If they choose to go to arbitration

after the 90-day period, we'll defend
ourselves vigorously," said Leslie
Swartman, a spokesperson for Inter-
national Trade -Minister Sergio 'Mar-
chi.

It's only the tldrd such action
launched under NAFiA allowing
companies to seek compensation or
damages from the governments; of
Canada, the Upited States and Mexi-
co.
The Council of Canadians said yes-

terday the latest trade dispute high-
lights the need for the federal govern-
ment to renegotiate NAFTA to
explicitly exempt water. Under NAF-
T., , if a Canadian company receives
permission to export water, U.S. com-
panies can claim equal rights to the re-
source.
"Once water becomes a tradeable

commodity, under NAM it becomes
much more difficult forCanada to pro-
sect its own natural resource," said Jo
Dufay of the Ottawa-based Council of
Canadians.
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Water export case 
may cost minions 
U.S. company seeks 
compensation under 
free-trade agreement 

By VALER~E LAI.VTON . 

OTIAWA-Adispute over exports 
of Canadian water could Wind up cost­
ing raxpayers millions if a California 
company wins a new trade challenge. 

Sun Belt Water Inc.'s plans to use 
supertankers to deliver fresh water 
from British Columbia to a drought­
stricken part of California died with a 
1991 British Columbia moratorium on 
such e.'Cports. The company wants 
compensation for lost sales. 

The clai.-n launched against Canada 
under the North American Free Trade 
Agreement alleges that Sun Belt faced 
disdmination from the British Co­
lumbia government. 

"We are looking for fair and equita· 
ble treatment," John Carten, Sun 
Belt's Canadian lawyer, said yester­
day. "The ian~age (In NAFTA) is 
quite clear that we have to treat Mexi­
can and American tinns equally as 
well as our own firms." 

Sun' Belt is complaining it hasn't re­
ceived any compensation even though 
the provincial government reached a 
$335,000 settlement with a British Co­
lumbia company mat wouLd have' 
been a parmer in the water deal, said 
C art en. 

The company also iI.J.leges in a legal 
document that the province favoured 
a second British Columbia company 
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with special access to water for export 
under a "secret agreement" sj..<rned in 
1986. . 

Officials from Premier Glen Clark's 
office couldn't be reached ror com-
mentyesterday_ , 

Sun Belt is turning to NAFI'A after 
initiaDy tr)'ing to sue British Columbia 
and then attempting to use pressure 
from American politicians to force the 
province to negotiate a settlement. ' 

Under NAFrA rules, Sun Belt and 
the Canadian government have at 
least 90 days to discuss the case before 
it goes to arbitration. 

"If they choose to go to arbitration 
after the 9O-day period. we'U defend 
ourselves vigorousD'," said Leslie 
Swartman, a spokesperson for Inter­
national Tmde Minister Sergio Mar­
chi. . . 

It's only the &.drd such action 
launched, under NAF1'A allowing 
companies to seek compensation or 
damages from the governme.'1ts of 
Canada, the U;tited States and Mexi­
co. 

The Council of Canadians said yes­
lerday the latest crade dispute high­
lights the need for the iederal govern­
ment to renegotiate NAITA to 
explicitly exempt water. Under NAF­
TA, if a Canadian company receives 
permission co exp,ort water. u.s. com­
panies can ciaim equal rights to the re­
source. 

"Once water becomes a tradeable 
commodity, under NAFl'A it becomes 
much more difficult for Canada to pro­
tect its own natural resource," said Jo 
Duray of the Ottawa-based Council of 
Canadians. 
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PHILIP SERVICES CORPORATION
(formally Philip Environmental Inc.)

Philip Services Corporation (PSC) is the largest integrated
resource recovery and industrial services company in North
America with annual revenue in excess of US$ 1.6 billion, with
215 operating locations and over 8,000 employees worldwide.

Philip is a Canadian company based in Ontario. It has been
transforming itself since last year by selling solid waste business
and using the proceeds to buy companies in metals recycling and
industrial services which includes everything from demolition to
the recycling of waste water from manufacturing plants. It has
recently merged with Allwaste and Serv-Tech.

Just the facts ....

CEO Salary: not reported

Revenue: $732 million
(1995)
(Expected to triple
with recent mergers)

Profits: $164.7 million
(1995)

In December 1994 and March 1995 the Regional Municipality of
Hamilton-Wentworth signed two agreements with Philip Utilities Management Corporation (PUMC) - a Division
of Philip Services Corporation. These agreements contracted-out to PUMC the responsibility for management
and operation of the region's sewage treatment plant. Philip has used these contracts as their foothold in the
sewage treatment industry.

NO NEED TO LOOK OVERSEAS:
A CANADIAN EXAMPLE OF THE PROBLEMS OF PRIVATIZATION

In January 1996, an accident at the Hamilton treatment plant managed by PUMC caused the worst spill in its
history where 180 million litres of raw sewage poured into the harbour. Over 70 homes and business reported
excessive damages after their basements were filled with this raw sewage. More than one year after this
catastrophe, the region and PUMC were still wrangling over who was responsible to pay for the clean up.
Sorting out responsibility is said to have cost $400,000 in legal, staff and consulting fees.

Additional concerns were raised in 1996 when a regional ,councillor expressed frustration that they do not
receive communications from PUMC and that the company acts at too much of an arm's length from the
political process. Some regional politicians are also feeling that they have spent an inordinate amount of time
dealing with difficulties arising from the PUMC-run facilities. As an example, the two sides were embroiled in
discussions as to how much money the region was supposed to pay PUMC to run the facilities long after the
contract was signed. Apparently Philip was arguing that the $18 million per year which Philip currently
receives was insufficient.

The region still owns the PUMC-run facilities and is responsible for the actions of the company. Philip,
however, successfully negotiated contracts where they would not be held liable for problems arising from their
management of the facility.
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HOW DOES PHILIP TREAT ITS EMPLOYEES?

In March, 1996 the company announced lay offs of 20 of its 119 workers, representing 17 % of its workforce.
In addition, 19 other positions were vacant at the time PUMC took over the facility. These positions have
never been filled. The lay offs were not reported to the, councillors of'the region even though the region still
owns the plant.

Under the original agreement, PUMC agreed to hire all current employees until March 31, 1996. The first
chance Philip had to issue lay off notices, they took it. The amount Philip receives for operating the facilities is
not linked to the number of employees. Therefore, reducing the wage bill through attrition and lay offs means
more profit for Philip.

The company had originally promised to contribute $1S million in new capital projects and to guarantee the
region 100 new jobs within the region. It pledged to pay the region a penalty of $10,000 for every job less than
100 created. What happen to this promise? What impact is a fine of $10,000 when the company makes in
excess of $18 million per year? Once again, job security and the importance of public sector work are
sacrificed to corporate greed.

PROFIT - THE SILENT PARTNER IN PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

In October 1995, the region proposed to transfer energy from its solid waste incinerator to the power-hungry
sewage treatment plant managed by PUNIC. This transfer would reap, $2.5 million in savings. The region and
PUNIC have been battling  over who should benefit from these savings. One councillor suggested to the media
that what Philip was demanding in this dispute was "more or less blaclonail".

In January 1996, it was announced that an incinerator owned by the region and operated by PUMC would be
shut down. Waste would be trucked to a landfill site nearby. According to Philip's deal with the region, 60%
of the savings that might have benefited taxpayers must be handed directly to Philip. PUNIC argues that
because it brought about this change and therefore the savings, it should receive part of the savings, however,
some members in the region's government believe that it has been in the works for years and savings should go
directly to the region and the taxpayers.

The Silent Partner - Profit - is reaping the highest rewards in the deal in Hamilton. Philip is managing the
facility for the profits and faces no liability for damages. In effect, the region has given Philip a "damages

guarantee", allowing them to operate a public facility for its own profit, without facing the risks that fully
private businesses must face daily. The option to transfer energy from the public facility to another would see
potential taxpayer savings of $2.5 million. In addition, all of the $3.2 million in savings achieved by switching

from incineration to trucking of sewage sludge would have gone to the region (rather than the region's share of
just $1.3 million). The Silent Partner has effectively tied the hands of the region prohibiting them from
pursuing environmentally-sound and financially prudent innovations which would benefit the communities and
the taxpayers.
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In addition, 19 other positions were vacant at the time PUMC took over the facility. These positions have 
never been filled. The lay offs were not reported to the'councillors of"the region even though the region still 
owns the plant. 

Under the original agreement, PUMC agreed to hire all current employees until March 31, 1996. The first 
chance Philip had to issue layoff notices, they took it. The amount Philip receives for operating the facilities is 
not linked to the number of employees. Therefore, reducing the wage bill through attrition and lay offs means 
more profit for Philip. 

The company had originally promised to contribute $15 million in new capital projects and to guarantee the 
region 100 new jobs within the region. It pledged to pay the region a penalty of $10,000 fo~ every job less than 
100 created. What happen to this promise? What impact is a fine of $10,000 when the company makes in 
excess of $18 million per year? Once again, job security and the importance of public sector work are 
sacrificed to corporate greed. 

PROFIT - TIlE SILBNI' PARTNER IN PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

In October 1995, the region proposed to transfer energy from its solid waste incinerator to the power-hungry 
sewage treatment plant managed by PUMC. This transfer would reap, $2.5 million in savings. The r~gion and 
PUMC have been battling over who should benefit from these savings. One councillor suggested to the media 
that what Philip was demanding in this dispute was "more or less blackmail". 

In January 1996, it was announced that an incinerator owned by the region and operated by PUMC would be 
shut down. Waste would be trucked to a landfill site nearby. According to Philip's deal with the region, 60% 
of the savings that might have benefited taxpayers must be handed directly to Philip. PUMC argues that 
because it brought about this change and therefore the savings, it should receive part of the savings, however, 
some members in the region's government believe that it has been in the works for years and savings should go 
directly to the region and the taxpayers. ' 

The Silent Partner - Profit - is reaping the highest rewards in the deal in Hamilton. Philip is managing the 
facility for the profits and faces no liability for damages. In effect, the region has given Philip a "damages 

guarantee", allowing them to operate a public facility for its own profit, without facing the risks that fully 
private businesses must face daily. The option to transfer energy from the public facility to another would see 
potential taxpayer savings of $2.5 million. In addition, all of the $3.2 million in savings achieved by switching 
from incineration to trucking of sewage sludge would have gone to the region (rather than the region's share of 
just $1.3 million). The Silent Partner has effectively tied the hands of the region prohibiting them from 
pursuing environmentally-sound and financially prudent innovations which would benefit the communities and 
the taxpayers. 
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(anciennement Philip Environmental Inc.)

La Philip Services Corporation (PSC) est la plus importante
entreprise int6gr6e de r6cup6ration des ressources et de services
industriels en Am6rique du Nord aver des revenus annuels qui
d6passent 1,6 milliard $ US. Elle compte 215 sites d'exploitation
et plus de 8000 personnes h son service partout dans le monde.

La soci6t6 Philip est une entreprise canadienne dont le site social
est en Ontario. L'entreprise s'est transform6e 1'an dernier
lorsqu'elle a vendu son entreprise de d6chets solides et qu'elle a
utilis6 le montant de la vente pour acheter unes entreprise de
recyclage du m6tal et de services industriels allant de la
d6molition au recyclage des eaux us6es des urines. de fabrication.
Elle a fusionn6 r6cemment aver les soci6t6s Allwaste et Serv-
Tech.

De simple faits...

Salaire du PDG: non d6clar6

Revenue: 732 millions $
(1995)
(on s'attend ii ce qu'il
triplent A la suite des
fusions r6centes)

Profits: 164,7 millions $

En d6cembre 1994 et en mars 1995, la Municipalit6 r6gionale de Hamilton-Wenworth a sign6 deux ententes
aver la Philip Utilities Management Corporation (PUMC), une division de la Philip Services Corporation. Ces
ententes donnaient en sous-traitance a la PUMC la gestion et 1'exploitation de la station d'6puration des eaux
us6es de la r6gion. La soci6t6 Philip a utilis6 ces contrats comme point d'ancrage dans Pindustrie du traitement
des eaux us6es.

IL NEST PAS ACESSAIRE DE REGARDER A L'I✓TRANGER :
UN EXEMPLE CANADIEN DES PROBUMES DE LA PRIVATISATION

En janvier 1996, un accident h 1'usine de traitement des eaux us6es de Hamilton, g6r6e par la PUMC, a caus6 le
pire d6versement de 1'histoire de cette ville : 180 millions de litres d'eaux us6es brutes ont 6t6 d6vers6es dans le
port. Plus de 70 r6sidences et entreprises ont rapport6 des dommages 6normes apr6s que leurs sous-sols eurent
6t6 inond6s par ces eaux brutes. Plus d'un an apr8s la catastrophe, la r6gion et la PUMC n'arrivaient toujours
pas A s'entendre it savoir qui devait payer pour le nettoyage. On dit qu'il en aurait coiit6 400 000 $ en frais
d'avocats, de personnel et de consultants pour trancher la question.

En 1996, des pr6occupations additionnelles ont 6t6 soulev6es quand un conseiller de la r6gion s'est dit frustr6 de

ne pas recevoir d'information de la PUMC et du fait que la soci6t6 agissait sans tenir compte du processus
politique. Quelques politiciennes et politiciens, de la r6gion croient 6galement qu'elles et ils ont pass6 un temps

fou h traiter des difficult6s caus6es par les installations g6r6es par la PUMC. A titre d'exemple, les deux
parties se sont retrouv6es m616es i des discussions sur le montant d'argent que la r6gion devrait payer a la
PUMC pour g6rer les installations longtemps apr8s la signature du contrat. Apparemment, la Philip all6guait

que les 18 millions $ par ann6e qu'elle rNoit actuellement 6taient insuffisants.
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PHILIP SERVICES CORPORATION 
(anciennement Philip Environmental Inc.) 

La Philip Services Corporation (PSC) est la plus importante 
entreprise integree de recuperation des ressources et de services 
industriels en Amerique du Nord avec des revenus annuels qui 
depassent 1,6 milliard $ US. Elle compte 215 sites d'exploitation 
et plus de 8000 personnes a son service partout dans Ie monde. 

La societe Philip est une entreprise canadienne dont Ie siege social 
est en Ontario. L'entreprise s'est transformee I'an dernier 
lorsqu'elle a vendu son entreprise de dechets solides et qu'elle a 
utilise Ie montant de la vente pour acheter unes entreprise de 
recyclage du metal et de services industriels allant de la 
demolition au recyclage des eaux usees des usines. de fabrication. 
Elle a fusionne r6cemment avec les societes Allwaste et Serv­
Tech. 

De simple faits ... 

Salaire du PDG: non declare 

Revenue: 732 millions $ 
(1995) 
(on s'attend Ii ce qu'il 
triplent a la suite des 
fusions recentes) 

Profits: 164,7 millions $ 

En d6cembre 1994 et en mars 1995, la Municipalite regionale de Hamilton-Wenworth a signe deux ententes 
avec la Philip Utilities Management Corporation (PUMC), une division de la Philip Services Corporation. Ces 
ententes donnaient en sous-traitance Ii la PUMC la gestion et I'exploitation de la station d'epuration des eaux 
usees de la region. La societe Philip a utilise ces contrats comme point d'ancrage dans I'industrie du traitement 
des eaux usees. . 

IL N'EST PAS NECESSAIRE DE REGARDER A L'ETRANGER : 
UN EXEMPLE CANADIEN DES PROBLEMES DE LA PRIV ATISATION 

En janvier 1996, un accident a l'usine de traitement des eaux usees de Hamilton, geree par la PUMC, a cause Ie 
pire deversement de I'histoire de cette ville: 180 millions de litres d'eaux usees brutes ont ete deversees dans Ie 
port. Plus de 70 residences et entreprises ont rapporte des dommages enormes apres que leurs sous-sols eurent 
ete inondes par ces eaux brutes. Plus d'un an apres la catastrophe, la region et la PUMC n'arrivaient toujours 
pas a s'entendre a savoir qui devait payer pour Ie nettoyage. On dit qu'il en aurait coate 400 000 $ en frais 
d'avocats, de personnel et de consultants pour trancher la question. 

En 1996, des preoccupations additionnelles ont ete soulevees quand un conseiller de la region s'est dit frustre de 
ne pas recevoir d'information de la PUMC et du fait que la societe agissait sans tenir compte du processus 
politique. Quelques politiciennes et politiciens de la region croient egalement qu'elles et ils ont passe un temps 
fou a traiter des difficultes causees par les installations gerees par la PUMC. A titre d'exemple, les deux 
parties se sont retrouvees melees it des discussions sur Ie montant d'argent que la region devrait payer Ii la 
PUMC pour gerer les installations long temps apres la signature du contrat. Apparemment, la Philip alleguait 
que les 18 millions $ par annee qu'elle r~oit actuellement etaient insuffisants. 



La r6gion est toujours propri6taire des installations g6r6es par la PUMC et elle est responsable des actions de
1'entreprise. Cependant, la soci6t6 Philip a r6ussi i n6gocier des contrats en vertu desquels elle ne pourra pas
We tenue responsable des probl6mes d6coulant de sa gestion des installations.

COMMENT LA PHILIP TRATTE-T-ELLE SES EMIPLOAS?

En mars 1996, Pentreprise annongait le licenciement de 20 de ses 119 travailleuses et travailleurs, soit 17 % de
sa main-d'oeuvre. De plus, 19 autres postes etaient vacants au moment oil la PUMC a pris le contr6le des
installations. Ces poster Wont jamais 6te combl6s. Les licenciements Wont pas 6t6 rapport6s au Conseil
r6gional meme si ce dernier est toujours proprietaire de 1'usine.

En vertu de 1'entente originale, la PUMC a accept6 d'engager tout le personnel en poste jusqu'au 31 mars 1996.

A la premi8re occasion qu'elle a eue, la soci6t6 Philip a' 6mis des avis de licenciement. Le montant que la
Philip regoit pour 1'exploitation des installations n'est pas lib au nombre de personnes employ6es. Par
cons6quent, la r6duction de la masse salariale par le biais de 1'attrition et des licenciements repr6sente plus de
profits pour la soci6t6 Philip.

L'entreprise avait promis, au d6part, de contribuer 15 millions $ en nouveaux projets d'investissement et de
garantir la creation de 100 nouveaux emplois i la r6gion. Elle s'6tait engag6e i payer une penalit6 de 10 000 $
ii la r6gion pour chaque emploi non cr66 en degi de 10Q. Qu'est-il advenu de cette promesse? Quels sont les
effets d'une amende de 10 000 $ lorsque Pentreprise fait plus de 18 millions $ par ann6e? Encore une fois, la
s6curit6 d'emploi et 1'importance des emplois du secteur public sont sacrifi6s sur Pautel de la cupidit6 des
entreprises.

PROFITS - LE BAILLEUR DE FONDS DES ENTENTES DE PARTENARIAT
ENTRE LE SECTEUR PUBLIC ET LE SECTEUR PRIVP,

En octobre 1995, la r6gion a propos6 de transf6rer 1'6nergie de son incin6rateur des d6chets solides i la station
6nergivore d'6puration des eaux us6es g6r6e par la PUMC. Ce transfert aurait permis de rdaliser des Economies
de 2,5 millions $. La r6gion et la PUMC sont en lutte pour savoir qui devrait b6n6ficier de ces 6conomies. Un
conseiller a sugg6r6 aux m6dias que la position de la Philip dans ce diff6rend 6tait « plus ou moins du chantage ».

En janvier 1996, on a annonce la fermeture d'un incin6rateur appartenant i la r6gion et exploit6 par la PUMC.
Les d6chets seraient transport6s par carrion au site d'enfouissement situ6 i proximit6. Conform6ment a
1'entente qu'a sign6e la Philip aver la r6gion, 60 % des Economies dont les contribuables auraient pu b6n6ficier
doivent etre remis directement i la Philip. La PUMC affirme que parce qu'elle a amen6 ce changement et, par
cons6quent, les Economies, elle devrait recevoir une partie des Economies; cependant, certains membres du
gouvernement de la r6gion croient que cela 6tait en marche depuis des ann6es et que les Economies devraient

etre vers6es directement A la r6gion et aux contribuables.

Le bailleur de fonds - les profits - r6colte le plus de fruits pour ce qui est de Pentente de Hamilton. La soci6t6
Philip &e les installations pour les profits et ne veut aucuneFnent @tre responsable des dommages. En
effet, la r6gion a donn6 i la Philip une « garantie contre les dommages » qui lui permet d'exploiter des
installations publiques pour son propre compte sans encourir les risques auxquels les entreprises entierement
priv6es sont confront6es tous les jours. L'option de transf6rer 1'6nergie de l'incin6rateur public i d'autres
installations publiques repr6senterait des 6conomies possibles pour les contribuables de Pordre de 2,5 millions $.

De plus, les 3,2 millions $ en Economies r6alis6es en passant de l'incin6ration au transport par carrion des

boues r6siduaires auraient 6t6 vers6s i la r6gion (au lieu de la part de la r6gion de 1,3 million $ seulement). En

effet, le bailleur de fonds a bien lie les mains de la r6gion en 1'empechant de faire des innovations prudentes au

point de vue environnemental et financier qui auraient avantag6 les collectivit6s et les contribuables.
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La region est toujours proprietaire des installations gerees par la PUMC et elle est responsable des actions de 
I'entreprise. Cependant, la societe Philip a reussi a negocier des contrats en vertu desquels elle ne pourra pas 
etre tenue responsable des problemes decoulant de sa gestion des installations. 

COMMENT LA PHILIP TRAITE-T -ELLE SES EMPLOvtS? 

En mars 1996, I'entreprise annon~it Ie licenciement de 20 de ses 119 travailleuses et travailleurs, soit 17 % de 
sa main-d'oeuvre. De plus, 19 autres postes etaient vaciUlts au moment ou la PUMC a pris Ie controle des 
installations. Ces postes n'ont jamais ete combles. Les licenciements n'ont pas ete rapportes al;l Conseil 
regional meme si ce demier est toujours proprietaire de ,l'usine . 

. En vertu de I'entente originale, la PUMC a accepte d'engager tout Ie personnel en postejusqu'au 31 mars 1996. 
A la premiere occasion qu'elle a eue, la societe Philip a emis des avis de licenciement. Le montant que la 
Philip r~oit pour I'exploitation des installations n'est pas lie au nombre de personnes employees. Par 
consequent, la reduction de la masse salariale par Ie biais de I'attrition et des licenciements represente plus de 
profits pour la societe Philip. . 

L'entreprise avait promis, au depart, de contribuer 15 millions $ en nouveaux projets d'investissement et de 
garantir la creation de 100 nouveaux emplois a la region. Elle s'etait engagee a payer une penalite de 10 000 $ 
a la region pour chaque emploi non cree en ~ de lOQ. Qu'est-il advenu de cette promesse? Quels sont les 
effets d'une amende de 10 000 $ lorsque I'entreprise fait plus de 18 millions $ par annee? Encore une fois, la 
securite d'emploi et l'importance des emplois du secteur public sont sacrifies sur I'autel de la cupidite des 
entreprises. 

PROFITS - LE BAIUEUR DE FONDS DES ENTENTES DE PARTENARIAT 
ENTRE LE SECTEUR PUBLIC ET LE SECTEUR PRIVE 

En octobre 1995, la region a propose de transferer I'energie de son incinerateur des dechets solides Ii la station 
energivore d'epuration des eaux usees geree par la PUMC. Ce transfert aurait permis de r6aliser des economies 
de 2,5 millions $. La region et la PUMC sont en lutte pour savoir qui devrait heneficier de ces economies. Un 
conseiller a suggere aux medias que la position de la P~ilip dans ce differend etait «plus ou moins du chantage ". 

En janvier 1996, on a annonce la fenneture d'un incinerateur appartenant a la region et exploite par la PUMC. 
Les dechets seraient transportes par camion au site d'enfouissement situe a proximite. Confonnement Ii 
I'entente qu'a signee la Philip avec la region, 60 % des economies dont les contribuables auraient pu beneficier 
doivent etre remis directement a la Philip. La PUMC ~ffinne que parce qu'elle a amene ce changement et, par 
consequent, les economies, elle devrait recevoir une partie des economies; cependant, certains membres du 
gouvemement de la region croient que cela etait en marche depuis des annees et que les economies devraient 
etre versees directement a la region et aux contribuables. 

Le bailleur de fonds - les profits - recolte Ie plus de fruits pour ce qui est de l'entente de Hamilton. La societe 
Philip gm les installations pour les profits et ne veut aucunement ~tre responsable des dommages. En 
effet, la region a donne Ii la ·Philip une .. garantie contre les dommages " qui lui pennet d'exploiter des 
installations publiques pour son propre compte sans encourir les risques auxquels les entreprises entierement 
privees sont confront6es tous les jours. L'option de transferer l'energie de l'incinerateur public a d'autres 
installations publiques representerait des economies possibles pour les contribuables de I'ordre de 2,5 millions $. 
De plus, les 3,2 millions $ en economies reatisees en passant de l'indneration au transport par camion des 
boues residuaires auraient ete verses a la region (au lieu de la part de la region de 1,3 million $ seulement). En. 
effet, Ie bailleur de fonds a bien lie les mains de la region en l'empechant de faire des innovations prudentes au 
point de vue environnemental et financier qui auraient avantage les collectivites et les contribuables. 
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UNITED UTH ITIES (NORTH WEST WATER, CANADA)

United Utilities (UU) was formed in 1995 when North West Water (NW

Water) and Norweb merged. NW Water is one of the largest private water

and waste water companies in the world. UU is also involved in electrical,

gas supply, and telecommunications. Revenues exceeded $4 billion in 1996
and the company employs over 10,000 workers worldwide.

UU has set up shop in Canada and the company is called NW Water,
Canada. It has two wholly-owned subsidiaries: Asdor limited and Wallace
and 'Tiernan Canada Inc., both suppliers of equipment for water and waste

water treatment processes.

Water is the next biggest worldwide market after power generation. While

people can live without electricity, everyone has to have water'. (Gordon

Waters, International Division Managing Director. United Utilities).

Just the facts ....

CEO Salary: $761,200

Revenue: $4 billion
(1996)

Profits: $1.02
billion
(1996)

DO WE WANT UU PROVIDING US WITH WATER?

In the UK, between 1989 when water was privatized and 1995, there was a 106% increase in the amount of

money consumers paid for water to NW Water. This is accompanied by a 692% increase in profits. The salary

of the highest paid director of NW Water increased by 708 % during this time.

In May, 1997, Councillors for York region in Ontario voted down a proposal to enter into a partnership with a

consortium which included NW Water, Canada. This project included the construction of a pipeline from Lake

Ontario and a new water treatment facility at Lake. Simcoe. The regional councillors saw the importmee of

keeping water as a public responsibility.

HOW DOES UU TREAT ITS EMPLOYEES?

Job Security

Vertex, a subsidiary of UU provides a combined billing and invoicing service for both water and electricity.

When Vertex was formed, UU announced that it would de-recognize the trade unions for Vertex staff and that it
expected to axe 2,500 jobs. Vertex refused to recognize unions for collective bargaining and wanted its staff to

sign personal contracts. The company admitted that the savings from the lay-offs would be used to pay for the

costs of the merger and increased dividends. Customers would not see any benefit of these 'savings" until the

year 2000.

-®

UNITED UTILITIES (NORTH WEST WATER, CANADA) 

United Utilities (UU) was formed in 1995 when North West Water (NW 
Water) and Norweb merged. NW Wat« is one of the largest private water 
and waste water companies in the world. UU is also involved in electrical. 
gas supply. and telecommunications. Revcoues exceeded $4 billion in 1996 
and the company employs over 10.000 workers worldwide. 

UU bas set up shop in Canada and the company is called NW Water. 
OlDadp It bas two wboUy-owned subsidiaries: Asdor Limited and Wallace 
and Tieman Canada Inc., both supplieR of equipment for water and waste 

water treatment processes. 

Water is ·,he MJCI biggest worldwide marlct:t qfter power generlll;on. Mile 
people can live wilholll electridry, everyone has 10 have willer·. (Gordon 
Waters, International Division Managing Director. United Utilities). 

Jam the ractS ••.. 

CEO Salary: $761.200 

Revenue: 

Profits: 

$4 billion 
(1996) 

$1.02 
billion 
(1996) 

DO WE WANT UU PROVIDING US WITH WATER? 

In the UK, between 1989 wbco water was privatized and 1995, there was a 106% increase in the amount of 
money consumers paid for water to NW Water. This is accompanied by a 692 % increase in profits. The salary 
of the higbest paid director of NW Water increased by 708 % during this time. 

In May. 1997, Councillors for York region in Ontario voted down a proposal to coler into a partnership with a 
consortium which included NW Wat«. (Dada. This project included the construction of a pipeline from Lake 
Ontario and a oew·water treatment facility at LaJce.Simcoe. The regional counciUors saw the importance of 

. keeping water as a public responsibility. 

HOW DOES UU TREAT ITS EMPLOYEES? 

Job Security 

Vertex. a subsidiary of UU provides a combined billing and invoicing service for both water and electricity. 
Wbco Vertex was formed. UU announced that it would do-recognize the trade unions for Vertex staff and that it 
expected to axe 2.500 jobs. Vertex refused to recognize unions for collective bargaining and wanted its staff to 
sign personal contracts. The company admitted that the savings from the lay-offs would be used to pay for the 
costs of the merger and increased dividcods. Customers would Dot see any benefit of these ·savings· until the 
year 2000. 



Health and Safety

Injuries in the UK resulting in absences of more than 3 days from work require that the employer report to the
Health and Safety Executive. Employers are putting pressure on workers not to remain off work for more than
these 3 days. NW Water's policy is that "onployees should be encouraged to return to work, even on alternative
duties, at the earliest opportunity that their injuries will allow".. According to UNISON, a union representing
public sector workers in the UK, NW Water is using intimidation by sending managers out to convince the
workers to come back to work before they are able.

THE SUMMER OF '95: DROUGHT AND M WAANAGEMENT IN THE UK

The worst example to date of the problems in water privatization occurred in the UK in 1995. During a
devastating drought, NW Water imposed rotating water cutoffs at the same time as increasing  water prices.
Complaints were made that profits of $213 million were not reinvested into infrastructure resulting in leaky pipes
causing lack of water.

NW Water berated its customers for using sprinklers on their gardens while losing an astonishing 37 per cent of
its supplies through its leaking mains and pipe network. Leakages at this time were reported at 157 million
gallons/day.

Residents were given compensation for going without water, but unfortunately it was at such a low rate that it did
not benefit the company to fix the leaky pipes - it was, cheaper for them to disadvantage their customers and pay
the fines to customers afterward.

UU's Chairman Sir Desmond Pitcher's response to the crisis: AVOIDANCE. While almost 18 million
households were suffering from drought orders, he had an abundance of water as he was aboard his new $1
million yacht lounging off the south of France.

WATER DISCONNECTIONS AND FORCED METERING

In 1996, Norweb, the energy arm of UU entered over 2,500 homes without the permission of the residents to
disconnect supplies or to install pre-payment meters. kW Water disconnected 490 customers in 1996.

The British Medical Association in 1996 called for a ban on water disconnections. citing that "disconnection of
water supplies should be made illegal because of the vital role of water in health and disease prevention'. In
1991-92, water disconnection reached its peak in England and Wales at over 21,000 disconnections. At the same.
time, the number of dysentery cases increased from 2,756 in 1990 to 9,935 in 1991.

WHAT ELSE CAN WE EXPECT....

JOB LOSS - Estimate of 6,700 fewer jobs as a result of privatization in the UK water industry by the year 2000

COMMUNITY HEALTH AND SAFETY - NW Water had the lowest rate of compliance of 12 UK water
companies for suitable swimming water in 1996.

SELL-OFF OF VALUABLE RESOURCES - To add insult to injury - during the worst drought in England's
history, NW Water sold off 4 reservoirs to property developers - boosting their corporate profits by $15 million.
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Health and Safety 

Injuries in the UK resulting in absences of more than 3 days from work require that the employer report to the 
Health and Safety Executive. Employers are putting pressure on workers not to remain off work for more than 
these 3 days. NW Water's policy is that "emp/.oyNs should ~ encoll1'agM '0 ntum to work. e\IeII on altmJalive 
duJia, til the eorliest opponwUry ,hat 'heir injllries wiU allow",. According to UNISON. a union representing 
public sector workers in the UK. NW Warer is using intimidation by scmding managers out to convince the 
workers to come back to wort before they arc able. 

THE SUMMER OF '95: DROUGHT AND MISMANAGEMENT IN THE UK 

The worst example to date of the problems in water privatization occurred in the UK in 1995. During a 
devastating drought, NW Water imposed rotating water cutoffs at the same time as increasmg water prices. 
Complaints were made that profits of $213 million were not reinvested into infrastructure resulting in leaky pipes 
causing Ja.ck of water. 

NW Water berated its cust()mcr& for using sprinklers on their gardeas while losing an astonishing 37 per cent of 
its supplies through its leaking mains and pipe network. Leakages at this time were reported at 157 million 
gallons/day. 

Residents were given compemation for going without water, but unfortunately it was at such a low rate that it did 
not benefit the company to fix the leaky pipes - it ~'cheaper for them to disadvantage their customers and pay 
the fines to customers afterward. 

UU's 0Wnnan Sir Desmond Pitcher's response to the crisis: AVOIDANCE. While almost 18 million 
households were suffering from drougbt orders, he had an abundance of water as he was aboard his new $1 
million yacht lounging off the south of France. 

WATER DISCONNECJ10NS AND FORCED METERING 

In 1996, Norweb, the energy arm of UU entered over 2,500 homes without the permission of the residents to 
disconnect supplies or to install pre-paymeal meters. Nw Water disCOnnected 490 customers in 1996. 

The British Medical Associatioo in 1996 called for a baa 00 water disconnections citing that "disconneaion of 
waler sllJ1plia sho.Jd ~ naa.tle illegal bectuue of , lie mal role ojwaler in health and disease prevention". In 
1991-92, water discoonection reached its peale in England and Wales ai over 21,000 disconnections. At the same 
time, the number of dyseotery cases increased from 2,756 in 1990 to 9,935 in 1991. 

WBA T ELSE CAN WE EXPECT •••• 

JOB LOSS - Estimalc of 6,700 fewer jobs as a result of privatization in the UK water industry by the year 2000. 

COMMUNITY HEAL11I AND SAFETY - NW WIJa had the lOwest rate of compliance of 12 UK water 
companies for suitable 1WimmiD, water ia 1996. 

, , 

SEUA>FF OF VALUABLE RESOURCES - To add insult to injury - during the worst drougbt in England's 
history, NW WIJa sold off 4 resetVomto property developers - boosting their corporate profits by $15 million. 
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UNITED UTILITIES (NORTH WEST WATER, CANADA) '4M..

United Utilities (UU) a 6t6 cr66 en 1995 lors de la fusion de la
North West Water (NW Water) et de la Norweb. La NW Water
est une des plus grandes entreprises d'eau priv6es au monde. La
UU est 6galement pr6sente dans le secteur de Papprovisionnement
en 6lectricit6 et en gaz et dans le secteur des t616communications.
Ses revenus ont d6pass6 les 4 milliards $ en 1996 et la soci6t6
compte plus de 10 000 travailleuses et travailleurs k son service
dans le monde.

La UU a ouvert boutique au Canada sous le nom NW Water,
Canada. Elle compte deux filiales qui lui appartiennent
enti6rement : Asdor Limited et Wallace and Tiernan Canada Inc.,
tous deux fournisseurs d'6quipement pour les usines de traitement
de 1'eau et de traitement des eaux us6es.

De simple faits...

Salaire du PDG: 761,200 $

Revenue: 4 milliards $
(1996)

Profits: 1,02 milliards $
(1996)

L'eau sera « le prochain marchi mondial le plus important apris I'Mergie ilectrique. Alors que les Bens
peuvent vivre sans ilectriciti, personne ne peut se priver d'eau ». (Gordon Waters, Directeur g6n6ral de la
Division internationale, United Utilities).

VOULONS-NOUS QUE LA UU NOUS APPROVISIONNE EN EAU?

Au Royaume-Uni, entre 1989 quand 1'eau a 6t6 privatis6e et 1995, les consommateurs ont vu leur compte d'eau
augmenter de 106 %. Cela s'est accompagn6 par une hausse des profits de 692 %. Le salaire du directeur de
la NW Water le plus grassement r6mun6r6 a augment6 de 708 % pendant la meme p6riode.

En mai 1997, le conseil de la r6gion d'York, en Ontario, a rejet6 une proposition pour une entente de
partenariat aver un consortium auquel participait la NW Water, Canada. Ce projet comprenait la construction
d'une pipeline du Lac Ontario et une nouvelle station de traitement de 1'eau au Lac Simcoe. Le conseil regional
a vu l'importance que 1'eau soit foumie comme un service public.

COMMENT LA UU TRAITE-T-ELLE LES PERSONNES A SON EMPLOI?

S6curit6 d'emploi

La soci6t6 Vertex, une filiale de la UU, fournit des services combin6s de facturation et d'6tats de compte pour
les services d'eau et d'61ectricit6. Lors de la cr6ation de la Vertex, la UU a annonc6 qu'elle ne reconnaitrait
pas les syndicats du personnel de la Vertex et qu'elle s'attendait k supprimer 2500 emplois. La Vertex a refuse
de reconnaitre les syndicats aux fins de la n6gociation collective et elle voulait que son personnel signe des
contrats personnels. La soci6t6 a reconnu que les 6conomies r6alis6es h la suite des licenciements serviraient a
payer les coots de la fusion et les dividendes plus 6lev6s. Les clients ne verraient aucun avantage de ces
« 6conomies , avant Pan 2000.
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UNITED UTILITIES (NORTII WEST WATER, CANADA) 

United Utilities (UU) a ete cree en 1995 lors de la fusion de la 
North West Water (NW Water) et de la NOIweb. La NW Water 
est une des plus grandes entreprises d'eau privees au monde. La 
UU est egalement presente dans Ie secteur de I'approvisionnement 
en electricite et en gaz et dans Ie secteur des telecommunications. 
Ses revenus ont depasse les 4 milliards $ en 1996 et la societe 
compte plus de 10 ()()() travailleuses et travailleurs Ii son service 
dans Ie monde. 

La UU a ouvert boutique au Canada sous Ie nom NW Water, 
Canada. Elle compte deux filiales qui lui appartiennent 
entierement : Asdor Limited et Wallace and Tieman Canada Inc., 
tous deux fournisseurs d'equipement pour les usines de traitement 
de I' eau et de traitement des eaux usees. 

De simple faits ••. 

Salaire du PDG: 761,200 $ 

Revenue: 4 milliards $ 
(1996) 

Profits: 1,02 milliards $ 
(1996) 

L'eau sera « Ie prochain marche mondialle plus important apres l'energie electrique. Alors que les gens 
peuvent vivre sans eleClricite, per sonne ne peut se priver d'eau.. (Gordon Waters, Directeur general de la 
Division intemationale, United Utilities). 

VOULONS-NOUS QUE LA UU NOUS APPROVISIONNE EN EAU? 

Au Royaume-Uni, entre 1989 quand l'eau a ete privati see et 1995, les consommateurs ont vu leur compte d'eau 
augmenter de 106 %. Cela s'est accompagne par une hausse des profits de 692 %. Le salaire du directeur de 
la NW Water Ie plus grassement remunere a augmente de 708 % pendant la meme periode. 

En mai 1997, Ie conseil de la region d'York, en Ontario, a rejete une proposition pour une entente de 
partenariat avec un consortium auquel participait la NW Water, Canada. Ce projet comprenait la construction 
d'une pipeline du Lac Ontario et une nouvelle station de traitement de I'eau au Lac Simcoe. Le conseil regional 
a vu I'importance que I'eau soit foumie comme un service public. 

COMMENT LA UU TRAITE-T -ELLE LES PERSONNES A SON EMPLOI? 

Skuri~ d'emploi 

La societe Vertex, une filiale de la UU, foumit des services combines de facturation et d'etats de compte pour 
les services d'eau et d'electricite. Lors de la creation de la Vertex, la UU a annonc:e qu'elle ne reconnaitrait 
pas les syndicats du personnel de la Vertex et qu'elle s'attendait Ii supprimer 2500 emplois. La Vertex a refuse 
de reconnaitre les syndicats aux fins de la negociation collective et elle voulait que son personnel signe des 
contrats personnels. La societe a reconnu que les economies realisees Ii la suite des licenciements serviraient a 
payer les coilts de, la fusion et les dividendes plus eleves. Les clients ne verraient aucun avantage de ces 
« economies,. avant I'an 2000. ' 



Sant6 et s6curit6

Au Royaume-Uni, les lesions qui entrainent des absences de plus de trois jours exigent que 1'employeur fasse un
rapport au bureau de la sant6 s6curit6. Les employeurs font pression sur les travailleuses et travailleurs pour
que ces personnes ne s'absentent pas plus de trois jours du travail. La politique de la NW Water est « qu'il faut
encourager les employes d revenir au travail, meme pour faire d'autre tdches, des que leur etat de sante le leur
permettra ». Selon UNISON, un syndicat qui repr6sente les travailleuses et travailleurs du secteur public au
Royaume-Uni, la NW Water fait de 1'intimidation lorsqu'elle envoie ses cadres convaincre les travailleuses et

travailleurs A revenir au travail avant que leur 6tat de sant6 ne le leur permette.

L'tTt 1995: StCHERESSE ET MAUVALSE GESTION AU ROYAUME-UNI

A ce jour, le pire exemple des probli mes de la privatisation de 1'eau est celui du Royaume-Uni en 1995. Lors
d'une s6cheresse d6vastatrice, la NW Water a impos6 des interruptions du service d'eau en rotation tout en
augmentant le tarif de Peau. Des plaintes ont 6t6 port6es i 1'effet que des profits de 213 millions $ Wont pas
6t6 r6investis dans ('infrastructure; ainsi it y a eu des fuites dans les tuyaux, ce qui a provoqu6 une p6nurie
d'eau.

La NW Water a r6primand6 ses clients qui arrosaient leurs jardins alors qu'elle a perdu un important 37 pour
cent de son approvisionnement i cause de fuites dans les principales canalisation de son r6seau. On rapporte
que les fuites 6taient de 1'ordre de 157 millions de gallons par jour.

Les r6sidents 6taient r6compens6s pour s'etre priv6s d'eau; malheureusement, le taux 6tait tellement faible que
la soci6t6 n'6tait pas avantag6e A r6parer la p6nurie d'eau; it 6tait moins Cher de d6savantager leurs clients et de
payer les amender aux clients par la suite.

Le pr6sident de la UU, Sir Desmond Pitcher a r6pondu comme suit A la crise : )NITER. Bien que pres de 18
millions de foyers souffraient du manque d'eau, it n'en manquait certainement pas puisqu'il se reposait dans le
sud de la France, A bord de son nouveau yacht 6valu6 i un million de dollars.

INTERRUPTION DE SERVICE ET COMPTEURS OBLIGATOIRES

En 1996, la Norweb, le bras 6nerg6tique de la UU, est entr6 de plus de 2500 foyers sans I'autorisation des
r6sidents pour couper 1'approvisionnement en eau ou pour y installer des compteurs « payez d'avance ». La
NW Water a interrompu le service chez 490 clients en 1996.

En 1996, 1'Association m6dicale britannique a demand6 qu'on interdise les coupures d'eau disant que « le
d6branchement de Papprovisionnement en eau aurait dQ etre d6clar6 ill6gal parce que 1'eau joue un r6le capital
au niveau de la sant6 et de la pr6vention de la maladie •. En 1991-1992, les interruptions de service d'eau ont
atteint leur point maximum en Angleterre et au Pays de Galles aver plus de 21 000 d6branchements. En meme

temps, le nombre de cas de dysenterie a augment6 de 2756 en 1990 i 9935 en 1991.

A QUOI VAUTRE POUVONS-NODS NOUS ATTENDRE...

PERTES D'EMPLOIS - On estime qu'en 1'an 2000, it y aura 6700 emplois de moins A cause de la privatisation

de l'industrie de Peau au Royaume-Uni.

LA SANTt-ET LA StCURITt DANS LES COLLECTIVIT$S - En 1996, la NW Water a eu le taux le plus

bas des 12 entreprises de distribution des eaux du Royaume-Uni pour ce qui est de la qualit6 de 1'eau de

baignade.

LA VENTE DE RESSOURCES PRtCIEUSES - Pour ajouter l'insulte i l'injure : pendant la pire s6cheresse de

toute 1'histoire de 1'Angleterre, la NW Water a vendu quatre r6servoirs i des promoteurs immobiliers,

accroissant ses profits de quelque 15 millions de dollars.
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Au Royaume-Uni, les lesions qui entrainent des absences de plus de trois jours exigent que l'employeur fasse un 
rapport au bureau de la sante stScurite. Les employeurs font pression sur les travailleuses et travailleurs pour 
que ces personnes ne s'absentent pas plus de troisjours du travail. La politi que de la NW Water est« qu'Ufaut 
encourager les employes ii revenir au travail, meme pour faire d'autre taches, des que leur etat de sante Ie leur 
permettra ». Selon UNISON, un syndicat qui represente les travailleuses et travailleurs du secteur public au 
Royaume-Uni, la NW Water fait de I'intimidation lorsqu'elle envoie ses cadres convaincre les travailleuses et 
travailleurs a revenir au travail avant que leur etat de sante ne Ie leur permette. 

VETE 1995: stCHERESSE ET MAlJV AISE GESTION AU ROY AUME-UNI 

A ce jour, Ie pire exemple des problemes de la privatisation de I'eau est celui du Royaume-Uni en 1995. Lors 
d'une stScheresse devastatrice, la NW Water a impose des interruptions du service d'eau en rotation tout en 

,augmentantle tarif de I'eau. Des plaintes ont ete port6es a l'effet que des profits de 213 millions $ n'ont pas 
ete reinvestis dans l'infrastructure; ainsi il y a eu des fuites dans les tuyaux, ce qui a provoque une penurie 
d'eau. -

La NW Water a reprimande ses clients qui arrosaient leurs jardins alors qu'elle a perdu un important 37 pour 
cent de son approvisionnement a caUse de fuites dans les principales canalisations de son reseau. On rapporte ' 
que les fuites etaient de l'ordre de 157 millions de gallons par jour. 

Les residents etaient recompenses pour s'etre prives d'eau; malheureusement, Ie taux etait tellement faible que 
la societe n'etait pas avantagee It reparer la penurie d'eau; il etait moins cher de desavantager leurs clients et de 
payer les amendes aux clients par la suite. 

I.e president de la UU, Sir Desmond Pitcher a repondu comme suit a la crise: EVITER. Bien que pres de 18 
millions de foyers souffraient du manque d'eau, il n'en manquait certainement pas puisqu'il se reposait dans Ie 
sud de la France. It hord de son nouveau yacht evalue It un million de dollars. 

INTERRUYfION DE SERVICE ET COMFI'EURS OBLIGATOIRES 

En 1996, la Norweb, Ie bras energetique de la UU, est entre de plus de 2500 foyers sans I'autorisation des 
residents pour couper I'approvisionnement en eau ou pour y installer des compteurs « payez d'avance,.. La 
NW Water a interrompu Ie service chez 490 clients en !1996. 

En 1996, l' Association medicale britannique a demande qu'on interdise les coupures d'eau disant que" Ie 
debranchement de l'approvisionnement en eau aurait dO. etre declare illegal parce que I'eau joue un role capital 
au niveau de la sante et de la prevention de la maladie •. En 1991-1992, les interruptions de service d'eau ont 
atteint leur point maximum en Angleterre et au Pays de Galles avec plus de 21 000 debranchements. En meme 
temps, Ie nombre de cas de dysenterie a augmente de 2756 en 1990 a 9935 en 1991. 

A QUOfD' AUTRE POUVONS-NOUS NOUS ATTENDRE ... 

PERTES D'EMPLOIS - On estime qu'en I'an 2000, il y aura 6700 emplois de moins It cause de la privatisation 
de l'industrie de l'eau au Royaume-Uni. 

LA SANTE~ET LA SECURITE DANS LES COLLECTIVITES - En 1996, la NW Water a eu Ie taux Ie plus 
bas des 12 entreprises de distribution des eaux du Royaume-Uni pour ce qui est de la qualite de l'eau de 
baignade. 

LA VENTE DE RESSOURCES PRECIEUSES - Pour ajouter I'insulte It l'injure : pendant la pire secheresse de 
toute l'histoire de l'Angleterre, la NW Water a vendu quatre reservoirs It des promoteurs immobiliers, 
accroissant ses profits de quelque 15 millions de dollars. 
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LYONNAM DES FAUX

Lyonnaise Des Eaua (LDE), based in France is active in the
privatization of water and distributes to 68 million people in more
than 30 countries on all five continents. The company's world-
wide revenue in 1995 exceeded $27.2 billion and it employs over
150,000 workers. Almost half of its investments are in the water
sector with the remainder in the privatization of garbage,
construction, energy, communications, and transportation.

The company's development strategy is to increase its
environmental services businesses (water, energy and waste
management) on the overseas markets, especially Canada and the
United States. Analysts expect that the utility sector to eventually
shake down, leaving four or five major players, with LDE taking
one of these powerful positions.

Just the fads ....

CEO Salary: not reported

Revenue: $27.2 billion
(1995

Profits: $999 million
(1995)

WAITING ON THE SHORE:
LDE IN CANADA AND THE UNTIED STATES

LDE has been located in Toronto since 1995 and has actively promoted the privatization of water in Canada. It is
one of-the sponsors listed for the Cansdian Council on Public-Private Partnerships and is a regular presenter at
water privatization conferences. One of LDE's many subsidiaries, Degremont Infiloo Ltee is located in Lachine
Quebec and specializes in the design and supply of water treatment facilities to municipalities in the nuclear,
paper, steel and chemical sectors and has worked with the municipalities of Montreal, Laval, Chateaugay, Saint-
Jean, Repentigny and Drummondville.

LDE is not only interested in Canada's water. It is also active in the area of energy, garbage collection,
communications construction, and road building contracts in Canada through various subsidiaries (Trigen, GTM-
Entrepose, Janin, and Entreprise Jean Lefebvre/Construction DJL Inc.) Most notably, Janin won the contract for
the building of the Confederation bridge linking Prinoe Edward Island to New Brunswick.

LDE is the main shareholder of United Water Resources (UWR), the second largest water utility in the US which
supplies water to more than 2.5 million Americans across 14 states. In 1995, a S year contract with Jersey City
resulted in the Largest privatization contract ever signed in the US for distribution of drinking water. Through
another jointly-owned subsidiary, JMM Operational Services Inc., LDE is involved in an additional 19 plants in .
the US. UWR is also active in Banff and Edmonton, Alberta.

With the possibility of water privatization in Canada, companies with holdings in the US will be at an advantage
when selling our water to the US. Water is included in the tariff' schedule under NAFTA and once it is diverted
south of the border, it will be next to impossible to get it back. When water is sent to the US, LDE will be more
concerned in their healthy profit level than healthy drinking water for Canadians.

LYONNAISE DES EAUX 

LyODDBise Des Eaux (LDE), based in France is active in the 
privatization of water and distributes to 68 milliOn people in more 
than 30 countries OIl all five c:OotiDeDts. The company's world­
wide rev~ue in 1995 exceeded $27.2 billion aDd it employs over 
150,000 workers. Almost balf of its investments are in the water 
sector with the remainder in the privatization of garbage, 
CODBtruc:tion, energy, communications, aDd tnDsportation. 

The compaDy's development strategy is to increase its 
a.vironJDcztaJ servica; businesses (water, aIerg)' and waste 
management) 011 the overseas markets, especially Canada and the 
United States. Analysts expect that the utility sector to eventually 
shake down, leaving four or five major players, with WE ta1ciag . 
one of these powerful positioas. 

WIJI1NG ON THE SHORE: 
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. Just the facts •••• 

CEO Salary: not reported 

Revenue: 

Profits: 

$27.2 billion 
(1995) 

$99.9 million 
(1995) 

LDE IN CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES 

LDE has been located in Toronto since 1995 and has actively promoted the privatization of water in Canada. It is 
one of. the sponsors listed for the Canadian Council 011 Public-Private Partnerships and is a regular presenter at 
water privatization coofctalca;. ODe of LDE's maoy subsidiaries, Degremont InfiIco Ltee is located in Lachine 
Quebec aDd speci.

'
iVlll in the desip ad supply of water treatmeot facilities to municipalities in the nuclear. 

paper. stee1 ad Chemical sectors aDd bu worked with the municipiwties of Montreal, Laval, Cbateaugay,Saint-
. Jean. Repentipyad DrummondVine. . . . 

LDE is not oaIy interesled in Canada's water. It is a1so active in the areas of energy, garbage coll~tioD. 
communications construction. and road building contracts in Canada through various subsidiaries (Trigen, OTM - ~ 
Eotrcposc, Janin, aDd Eotreprise Jean LefebvrelCoostruction DIL Inc.) Most notably. Janin won the contract for 
the building of the Coofederatioa bridge liDkiDa Prince Edward Island to New Brunswic1c. . '. . .' .' . 

LDE is the main sbarcholder of United WaJI:r Resources (UWR). the second largest water utility in the US whi~ 
supplies water to more than 2.5 millioa Americaas ICI'OIIB 14 staleS. In 1995 •• 5 year contract with Jersey City 
resulted in the IarJest privatiDtioa caatract ever lipod in the US for distribution of drinking water. Through 
IDOlber joindy-owaed IUbsidiary, JMM Operatiooa1 Servica; lac •• WE is involved in an additiona119 plants in . 
the US. UWR is a1so active in Banff' aDd Edmonton, Alberta. 

With the possibility of water privatizatioa in Canada, companies with boldings in the US will be at an advantage 
wbea sellin, our water to the US. WaJI:r is included in the tariff' schedule under NAFT A and once it is diverted 
south of the border, it will be next to impossible to pi it baclc. When water is sent to the US, LDE will be more 
c:oacerned in their healthy profit level than healthy drinking water for Canadians. 
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WHO ARE THE WINNERS AND WHO ARE THE LOSERS WHEN WATER IS PRIVATIZED?

Between 1989 when water was privatized in the UK and 1995, there was a 110% increase is the amount of 
money

consumers paid for water to Northumbrian Water, a subsidiary of LDE. The salary for the CEO 
increased by .

150% during this time. Corporate profits rose by 800%. Leakages at this time were 
reported at 16 million

gallons/day. It is clear that consumers are paying for these incredibly high profits through increased 
rates.

Money is pumped to inflate an already huge profit margin instead of being pumped back 
into repairing and

maintaining needed infrastrue Lure.

France's national audit office recently criticised the degree of concentration in the water supply 
market because of

the dominance of LDE and Generale Des Eaux, another large supplier. As a result of 
privatization in France, the.

price of water rose by a national average of 47.7 % from 1990 to 1994. This has led the mayor 
of Lyon to force

LDE to cut the base price of water by 796.

The British water regulator OFWAT recently criticised LDE for excessively contracting work to their 
own

subsidiaries. Two transportation subsidiaries of LDE have been bidding for vehicle maintenance in 
contracts held

by Northumbrian Water (subsidiary of LDE).

DO WE TRUST LDE WITH OUR WATER?

In 1995, a French court confirmed that the water contracts awarded LDE in Grenoble in 1989 involved  corrupt

dealings and this resulted in the mayor of the city receiving a '5 year prison sentence for taking bribes from the

company. Also sentenced were high level managers of LDE. All sentences are currently under appeal. As a

result of the renegotiation of the contract. LDE will now stop levying extra user charger; and will also surrender

majority control of the water concession back to Grenoble.

.I y

CASE STUDY: LYONNAILSE DES EAUX AND CASABLANCA, MOROCCO.

'We are here to make money. Sooner or later the company that invests recoups its investment, which means the

customer pays for it'. (Mr During, Director of LDE in Casablanca)

In 1995 LDE signed a contract to supply water to the city of Casablanca.' The deal was finally solidified in April,

1997. The two year wait was a result of the city council's concerns over the eminent cost increase of water to

the citizens of Casablanca resulting from privatization by LDE. The contract projected a rise in water prices of

10-15% and of waste-+vater disposal by 6096. A senior city official stated that nothing justifies the increase in

prices the company is projecting. In addition, criticism was waged that LDE was not injecting enough of its own

capital into the project. Investment money was coming from bank loans and the company paid virtually no new

capital at all.
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WHO ARE THE WINNERS AND WHO ARE THE LOSERS WIlEN WATER IS PRIVATIZED? 

Betweeo 1989 wbea water was 'privatiz.ed in the UK and 1995, there was a 1101 incnue is the amount of money 
CDD5UIl1eni paid for water to Nortbumbnaa Water, • subsidiuy of LDE. The salary for the CEO increased by . 
lS01 during this time. Corporate profits rose by BOOI. Leakaaes at this time were reported at 16 million 
gallons/day. It is clear that CODSllmctS are paying for these incredibly high profits through increased rates. 
Money is pumped to iDI1ate an abady huge profit margin instead of being pumped back into repairing and 
maintaining needed infrastructure. . . 

France's national audit office recently criticised the degree of conc:altration in the water supply marlcet because of 
the dominance of IDE and Gtaerale Des Eaux, lDother large supplier. As a result of privatization in France, the 
price of water rose by. national average of 47.71 from 1990 to 1994. This has led the mayor of Lyon to force 
LDE to cut the base price of water by 7 I. ' 

The British water regulator OFW AT recmtly criticised IDE for excessively contracting work to their own 
subsidiaries. Two transportation subsidiaries of LDE have been bidding for vehicle maintenance in contracts held 
by Nortbumbrian Waf« (subsidiary of LDE). 

DO WE TRUST LDEWITH OUR WATER?-' 

In 1995, a Freach court confirmed that the water contraCts awarded LDE in Greaoble in 1989 involved comapt 
dealiDgs and this resulted in the mayor of the city receiving a '5 year prison sentence for taking bribes from the 
company. Also senteoced were high level managers of IDE. All sentences are currently under appeal. As a 
result of the renegotiation of the contract, IDE will DOW stop levying extra user charges IDd will also surrender 
majority control of the water coocession baclc to Grenoble. 

CASE STUDY: LYONNAISE DES!:AUX AND C~ABLANCA, MOROCCO. 
,.. 

·We are here to make mooey. Sooner or later the company that invests recoups its investment. which means the 
customer pays for it-. (Mr Durin" Director of LDE in Casablanca) 

In 1995 LDE signed a contract to supply water to the city of Casablanca •. The deal was finally solidified in April. 
1997. The two year wait was a result of the city c:ouocil's concerns over the eminent cost increase of water to . 
the citizens of Casablanca resulting from privatizatiOll by IDE. The contract projected a rise in water prices of' . 
10-15 I and of WUIe-WaIer disposal by60~. A _or city official stated that nothing justifies the increase in 
prices the compaDy ia projoc:tiDa. ID additioa, criticism was Waged that LDE was DOt injecting enough of its own 
capital into the project. IDvestmeDt IDODC)' wu comia, from bank loans and the company paid virtually no new 
capital at aU. . 
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LYONNAISE DES EAUX ;®..

La Lyonnaise des eaux (LDE), bas6e en France, travaille
activement i la privatisation de la distribution de 1eau. Elle
distribue de 1eau i plus de 68 millions de personnes dans plus de
30 pays sur les cinq continents. En 1995, les rvenus mondiaux
de 1'entreprise d6passaient les 27,2 milliards $; elle avait plus de
150 000 personnes i son service. Pris de la moiti6 de ses
investissements sont dans le secteur des services d'eau et le reste
daps la privatisation des services de cueillette des ordures
m6nag6res, la construction, 1'6nergie, les communications et le
transport.

De simple faits...

Salaire du PDG: non d6clar6

Revenus: 27,2 millards $
(1995)

Profits: 999 millions $
(1995)

La strat6gie de d6veloppement de 1'entreprise consiste i I
augmenter ses entreprises de services environnementaux (eau,
6nergie et gestion des d6chets) sur les march6s 6trangers, surtout au Canada et aux $tats-Unis. Les analystes

s'attendent i ce que le secteur des services publics connaisse i terme de grands bouleversements, laissant quatre
ou cmq joueurs importants, dont la LDE.

ATTENDRE SUR LE RIVAGE :
LA LDE AU CANADA ET AUX ItTATS-UNIS

La LDE est bas6e i Toronto depuis 1995 et elle fait activement la promotion de la privatisation des services
d'eau au Canada. C'est un des commanditaires du Conseil canadien des soci6t6s publiques-priv6es et elle fait
r6guli4ement des pr6sentations aux conf6rences sur la privatisation de 1eau. Une des nombreuses filiales de la
LDE, la Degremont Infilco Lt6e, se trouve i Lachine, Qu6bec. Elle se sp6cialise dans la conception et
I'approvisionnement d'installations de traitement des eaux naturelles dans les secteurs de 1'6nergie nucl6aire, du
papier, de la sid6rurgie et des produits chimiques pour les municipalit6s; i cet effet, elle a travai116 aver les
villes de Montr6al, Laval, Chateauguay, Saint-Jean, Repentigny et Drummondville.

La LDE ne s'int6resse pas seulement i deau du Canada. Elle est 6galement active dans les domaines de
1'6nergie, de la cueillette des ordures m6na&es, des communications, de la construction et de la construction
de routes au Canada par Ia voie de diverses filiales (Trigen, GTM-Entrepose, Janin et Entreprise Jean
Lefebvre/Construction DJL Inc.). Fait marquant, la soci6t6 Janin a obtenu le contrat pour la construction du

Pont de la Conf6d6ration reliant 1'lle-du-Prince-$douard au Nouveau-Brunswick.

La LDE est le principal actionnaire de la United Water Resources (UWR), la deuxi~me plus importante soci6te

de distribution des eaux aux E`tats-Unis qui approvisionne en eau plus de 2,5 millions d'Am6ricaines et

d'Amdricains dans 14 6tats. En 1995, le plus important contrat de privatisation jamais sign6 aux Etats-Unis
pour la distribution de deau potable a 6t6 le r6sultat d'un contrat de cinq ans aver Jersey City. Par 1'entremise

d'une autre filiale commune, la JMM Operational Services Inc., la LDE d6tient des parts dans 19 autres usines

am6ricaines. De plus, la UWR travaille activement i Banff et i Edmonton, en Alberta.
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30 pays sur les cinq continents. En 1995, les revenus mondiaux 
de I'entreprise depassaient les 27,2 milliards $; elle avait plus de 
150 000 personnes a son selVice. Pres de la moitie de ses 
investissements sont dans Ie secteur des services d'eau et Ie reste 
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energie et gestion des dechets) sur les marches etrangers, surtout au Canada et aux Etats-Unis. Les analystes 
s'attendent a ce que Ie secteur des services publics connaisse a terme de grands bouleversements, laissant quatre 
ou cinq joueurs importants, dont la LDE. 

ATTENDRE SUR LE RIVAGE: 
LA LDE AU CANADA ET AUX ETATS-UNIS 

La LDE est bas6e a Toronto depuis 1995 et elle fait activement la promotion de la privatisation des services 
d'eau au Canada. C'est un des commanditaires du Conseil canadien des societes publiques-privees et elle fait 
regulierement des presentations aux conferences sur la privatisation de I'eau. Une des nombreuses filiales de la 
LDE, la Degremont Infilco Ltee, se trouve Ii Lachine, Quebec. Elle se specialise dans la conception et 
I'approvisionnement d'installations de traitement des eaux naturelles dans les secteurs de I'energie nuci6aire, du 
papier, de la siderurgie et des produits chimiques pour les municipalit6s; a cet effet, elle a travaille avec les 
villes de Montreal, Laval, CbAteauguay, Saint-Jean, Repentigny et Drummondville. 

La LDE ne s'int6resse pas seulement a I'eau du Canada. Elle est egalement active dans les domaines de 
l'energie, de la cueillette des ordures menageres, des communications, de la construction et de la construction 
de routes au Canada par la voie de diverses filiales (Trigen, GTM-Entrepose, Janin et Entreprise Jean 
Lefebvre/Construction DJL Inc.). Fait marquant, la societe Janin a obtenu Ie contrat pour la construction du 
Pont de la Confederation reliant I'Ile-du-Prince-Edouard au Nouveau-Brunswick. 

La LDE est Ie principal actionnaire de la United Water Resources (UWR), la deuxieme plus importante societe 
de distribution des eaux aux Etats-Unis qui approvisionne en eau plus de 2,5 millions d' Americaines et 
d' Americains dans 14 etats. En 1995, Ie plus important contrat de privatisation jamais signe aux Etats-Unis 
pour la distribution de I'eau potable a ete Ie resultat d'un contrat de cinq ans avec Jersey City. Par I'entremise 
d'une autre filiale commune, la JMM Operational Services Inc., la LDE detient des parts dans 19 autres usines 
americaines. De plus, la UWR travaille activement a Banff et a Edmonton, en Alberta. 



d'une autre filiale commune, la JMM Operational Services Inc., la LDE d6tient des parts dans 19 autres usines

am6ricaines. De plus, la UWR travaille activement h Banff et a Edmonton, en Alberta.

Compte tenu de la possibilit6 de la privatisation de Peau au Canada, des entreprises qui ont des holdings aux

$tats-Unis auront un avantage lorsque nous vendrons notre eau aux $tats-Unis. L'eau est incluse dans la liste

tarifaire de PALENA et une fois qu'elle sera d6toum6e'au sud de la frontiere, it sera presqu'impossible de la

r6cup6rer. Lorsque Peau sera envoy6e aux hats-Unis, 'la LDE sera plus pr6occup6e par des profits sains que

par une eau potable de qualit6 pour la population canadienne.

QUI SONT LES GAGNANTS ET QUI SONT LES PERDANTS
QUAND L'EAU EST PRIVATIStE?

Entre 1989, quand 1'eau a 6t6 privatis6e au Royaume-Uni, et 1995, it y a eu une augmentation de 110 % dans le

montant d'argent que les consommatrices et consommateurs devaient payer pour 1'eau h la Northumbrian Water,

une filiale de la LDE. Le salaire du PDG a augment6 de 150 % au tours de cette p6riode et les profits de

1'entreprise de 800 %. On a rapport6 des fuites, h ce moment-1k, de l'ordre de 16 millions de gallons par jour.

Il est clair que les consommatrices et consommateurs payent pour ces profits incroyablement 6levds par le biais

de 1'augmentation des tarifs. L'argent est inject6 pour gonfler une merge de profits d6jh 6norme au lieu d'etre

r6inject6 dans la rdparation et 1entretien des infrastructures n6cessaires.

Le bureau du Wrificateur national de France a r6cemment critiqu6 le degr6 de concentration du march6

d'approvisionnement des eaux en raison de la dominance de la LDE et de la G6n6rale Des Eaux, un autre

fournisseur important. En raison de la privatisation en France, le prix de 1'eau dans ce pays a connu une hausse

nationale moyenne de 47,7 % entre 1990 et 1994. Cela a oblig6 le maire de Lyon h forcer la LDE a r6duire de

7 % le tarif de base de 1'eau.

Le r6gulateur de 1'eau britannique OFWAT a r6cemment critiqu6 la LDE qui donne, de fagon excessive, du

travail h contrat h ses propres filiales. Deux filiales de transport de la LDE ont soumissionn6 pour des contrats

d'entretien de v6hicules appartenant h la Northumbrian Water (une filiale de la LDE).

DOIT-ON FAIRE CONFIANCE I LA LDE POUR NOTRE EAU?

En 1995, un tribunal frangais a confirm6 que les contrats d'eau donn6s h la LDE h Grenoble en 1989

impliquaient des manoeuvres de corruption; en cons6quence, le maire de la ville a re;u une sentence de cinq ans

d'emprisonnement pour avoir accept6 des pots-de-vin. ,Des hauts dirigeants de la LDE ont 6galement requ des

sentences d'emprisonnenient. Toutes les sentences sont actuellement en appel. A la suite de la ren6gociation du
contrat, la LDE tessera maintenant de percevoir des droits suppl6mentaires d'utilisation et c6dera 6galement la

participation majoritaire de la concession de Peau h la Ville de Grenoble.

9TUDE DE CAS : LA LYONNAISE DES EAUX ET

LA VILLE DE CASABLANCA, AU MAROC

Nous sommes ici pour faire de Pargent. T6t ou tard, Pentreprise qui investit r6cupere ses investissements, ce

qui signifie que le client doit payer. - (M. During, directeur de la LDE h Casablanca)

En 1995, la LDE a sign6 un contrat pour approvisionner en eau la ville de Casablanca. L'entente a finalement

6t6 concr6tis6e en avril 1997. L'attente de deux ans a 6t6 le r6sultat des pr6occupations du conseil municipal

concernant 1'importante augmentation des colts de 1'eau pour la population de Casablanca, en raison de la

privatisation par la LDE. Le contrat projetait une hausse des prix de 1'eau entre 10 et 15 % et de 60 % pour

les eaux us6es. Un haut fonctionnaire municipal a d6clar6 que rien ne justifie I'augmentation des prix que

1'entreprise projette. De plus, on a critiqu6 la LDE qui n'injectait pas suffisamment de son propre capital dans

le projet. L'argent de l'investissement provenait de prets bancaires et 1'entreprise ne payait presqu'aucun

nouveau capital.
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d'une autre filiale commune, la JMM Operational Services Inc., la LOE detient des parts dans 19 autres usines 
americaines. Oe plus, la UWR travaille activement a B,anff et a Edmonton, en Alberta. 

Compte tenu de la possibilite de la privatisation de l'eau au Canada, des entreprises qui ont des holdings aux 
Etats-Unis auront un avantage lorsque nous vendrons notre eau aux Etats-Unis. L'eau est incluse dans la liste 
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travail Ii contrat a ses propres filiales. Oeux filiales de transport de la LOE ont soumissionne pour des contrats 
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DOlT-ON FAIRE CONFIANCE A LA LDE POUR NOTRE EAU? 

En 1995, un tribunal fran~is a confirme que les contrats d'eau donnes Ii la LOE a Grenoble en 1989 
impliquaient des manoeuvres de corruption; en consequence, Ie Maire de la ville a J'El¥U une sentence de cinq ans 
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« Nous sommes ici pour faire de l'argent. Tot ou tard, l'entreprise qui investit recupere ses investissements, ce 
qui signifie que Ie client doit payer.,. (M. During, directeur de la LDE a Casablanca) 

En 1995, la LDE a signe un contrat pour approvisionner en eau la ville de Casablanca. L'entente a finalement 
ete concretisee en avril 1997. L'attente de deux ans a 'ete Ie resultat des pr6occupations du conseil municipal 
concernant l'importante augmentation des coQts de l'eau pour la population de Casablanca, en raison de la 
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