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I.
Introduction

The Canadian Union of Public Employees, Local 287, represents 123 employees of the city of North Battleford.  Our members work in a variety of jobs within the city and are proud of the services we provide to the citizens of North Battleford.  Our members work at city hall in clerical and clerk positions, they repair sewer and water lines, maintain our beautiful parks, work in recreation facilities and swimming pools, work at the water and sewage treatment plants, greet citizens and tourists at our galleries, and provide other valuable services to the community.  We are employees but we are also members of this community and we take a great deal of pride in our city.

First of all, we would like to thank city council for allowing us this opportunity to make this presentation to you.  We are making this presentation because of a news story that appeared May 1st in the News-Optimist stating that the water company US Filter Canada had proposed that the city enter into a public private partnership to build the new sewage treatment plant.  We understand that city council voted to receive the letter from US Filter but we are also aware that the city is discussing various ways of financing the new sewage treatment plant.

Considering the major upheaval and turmoil that our community has gone through during the water contamination and public inquiry, we can imagine that US Filter would suggest that it would be doing the city a favour by taking over the construction and operation of the new sewage treatment plant.

We feel that it is extremely important to provide city council with information about the dangers of public private partnerships (P3s).  Our union represents over 500,000 public sector workers across this country and has a great deal of experience with pubic private partnerships.  CUPE has worked with independent economists to analyze numerous public private partnerships across the country, from the Confederation Bridge in Prince Edward Island, the Evergreen School in New Brunswick, the Philip Utilities Management Corporation sewage plant in Hamilton Wentworth, the Urban Shared Services project in Winnipeg, the Charleswood Bridge in Winnipeg, and others. 

We have also followed the reports of Auditor Generals in various provinces who, as independent watchdogs of government, have consistently documented how public private partnerships have cost taxpayers dearly.  These reports have also been provided to council members in advance.

The independent economic analyses of P3s and the Auditor General reports have repeatedly shown the same evidence:  public private partnerships do not save governments money and, in fact, they cost more than if the governments had financed the project themselves.  The reports also raise major concerns about public accountability and transparency in P3 arrangements.

We believe that it is important that city councillors and officials are aware of these facts.  Obviously, companies like US Filter will not be drawing these reports to your attention because that would jeopardize their chances of obtaining a lucrative contract with North Battleford.  It is also important that the city councillors understand that US Filter has a tainted record (review the information on Moncton and Massachusetts) and is the subsidiary of one of the largest water multinational companies in the world – Vivendi.

Our brief will outline the problems with public private partnerships, will show why it is more cost effective and better for the public to keep public control of water and waste water treatment.  We will also outline the implications of international trade agreements and provide corporate background on Vivendi/US Filter.  Finally we will give a number of examples of where municipalities are rejecting privatization and deciding to keep municipal services publicly owned and managed.

II. The Problems with Public-Private Partnerships

Public-Private Partnerships are being promoted as a winning combination for municipal and provincial governments.  The Canadian Council on Public Private Partnerships is a major national organization that promotes P3s and the privatization of public services.  The Council exaggerates the benefits of P3s and portrays these arrangements as equal partnerships.  In reality, the private sector gains much more from P3s and public institutions end up paying more over the long run.

Over the past number of years several provincial auditors across the country have examined P3 arrangements and have strongly criticized the lack of accountability and the higher financial costs associated with P3s
.  We will briefly outline the main problems with Public-Private Partnerships.

1.
No financial savings with P3s

One of the claims that the promoters of P3s often use is that a public-private partnership will save the government or municipality money.  They claim that the private sector is more efficient and can reduce overall costs of a project.  They also claim that a P3 project that is designed as an operating lease will keep debt off the government’s books and that the financial risk is transferred to the private sector. 

Over the past six years, CUPE has worked with economists like Professor John Loxley to conduct case studies on public private partnerships across the country and in every case it was found that the P3 was more expensive than if the government had financed the project itself.  We have provided Councillors with copies of some of those studies in the briefing binder. 

Furthermore, Provincial Auditors, who are independent watchdogs of how governments spend money, have also criticized P3 projects because they are more costly, the government does not avoid incurring debt, and because of the lack of control and accountability in such projects.

Here are some of the criticisms of P3s that have been documented:

· Governments can borrow at much cheaper rates than the private sector. For example, the Auditor General estimated that the costs of borrowing for the Confederation Bridge in Prince Edward Island cost about $45 million more than if governments had borrowed the money.  The Provincial Auditor of New Brunswick found that the Evergreen Park School cost taxpayers $900,000 more (on a $14.7 million project) than if the government had financed the project.  

· A long-term operating lease should still be treated as debt.  The Provincial Auditor of Saskatchewan, in his Fall 2001 Report, stated that some governments in the past had used P3s so that no debt would be recorded on the government’s books.  He points out that in reality the government retained the significant risks associated with the asset, and therefore the asset belonged to the government, as did the debt.  He states that the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants has new accounting rules to reflect the way these projects are accounted for
.

· Taxpayers end up paying more for a long-term lease and then high costs to purchase back the asset. P3s are often long-term contracts for 20 to 30 years that include the financing, leasing and ownership of public services and infrastructure. At the end of the contract the public sector can purchase back the operation when it will require costly upgrading and investment. In New Brunswick, the province sold a developer land for $275,000 for lease-back schools development and will pay $421,000 over 25 years to lease back the land!

· Cost reductions in P3s are often made at the expense of labour (layoffs, cuts in wages and benefits) or lower quality of inputs or service.  In Hamilton-Wentworth, Philip Utilities Management Corporation maintained staff for 18 months after taking over the water and sewage treatment contract and then cut the number of employees by half.

· Private companies may provide a “low ball” bid to get a contract and then raise user fees or charge for additional services that should have been included in the contract costs.  We are very concerned that US Filter may bid low in order to get a contract for the sewage treatment plant in North Battleford and then recoup their costs and profits over a long-term lease.
· Entering into a P3 or contracting-out a pubic service has hidden costs.   Both governments and the private sector end up paying a lot of money in consultant and legal fees to prepare and review requests for proposals and other steps in the process.  Then there are the additional costs to the public sector to administer the contract and monitor the company.
· Risks are normally still borne by government and not the private partner.  

· Private companies need to produce profit for their shareholders, which is an additional cost that would not exist in a publicly financed project.

2.
Loss of public accountability

Another major concern with public-private partnerships is the loss of public accountability with such projects.  Public services, like our water and sewage treatment services, must respond to the needs of the community.  When the public sector is locked into a long term arrangement, like a public private partnership, it is more difficult to respond to problems that arise.  

· Private companies accountable to shareholders, not the public

Private companies are not accountable to the public – they are not elected and cannot be removed for bad decisions.  They are only accountable to their shareholders and are expected to produce profit.  Once a municipality or any other level of government enters into such a partnership, they lose both financial accountability and control over the quality and level of service.

Salim Loxley, who earned his Masters’ degree in Economics at the University of Manitoba and is now working on his PhD at the London School of Economics, has extensively studied several public private partnerships in Canada.  He summed up the private sector’s interests in service delivery this way:

By its very nature, a private company has different goals than a public authority.  The main aim of a private company is to achieve maximum profits for its shareholders; the main goal of a public authority is to provide a public service to citizens.  No matter how efficient and how upstanding a private company is, any public service component can only be a secondary goal.  When the company can make more money by a new process then perhaps it will be implemented; if that process costs too much then the company will either forego it or force the public sector to pay for it.  The [Phillip Utilities Management Corporation] track record on quality speaks for itself.

Once a water or sewage treatment facility is handed over to the private sector to operate over the long-term, the community has lost control over those services.  If the company provides inferior service, to whom can the citizens turn? If user fees or charges double, how can citizens know how much of those charges are being channeled into profits for the company? If citizens are unhappy with the service, how much leverage will the municipality have to respond to those concerns?  

These are very serious questions that any municipality considering entering into a public private partnership must take into account.

· Governments responsible for public services

Governments are still ultimately responsible to the public for those services that have been privatized, even when they have lost control over the service.   There are countless stories of contractors doing shoddy work and public sector workers having to repair or clean up the damage.  It is also difficult to negotiate a contract that covers all possible scenarios or one that protects the public from additional costs or liability.  

For example, in 1994 the regional municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth awarded Philip Utilities Management Corporation (PUMC) with a ten-year $180 million contract to operate, manage and maintain the Region’s water and sewage system.  An analysis of the P3 contract by Salim Loxley reported that Philip Utilities received an estimated $4.8 million annually in gross profits on the deal.  Promised operational savings were delivered by cutting the number of employees by half
.  

The contract, however, left the regional municipality with the major responsibilities and major ticket items.  For example, the regional municipality was responsible for all capital expenditures and the company was expected to cover only the maintenance costs up to $10,000 a year.  Secondly, the contract stipulated that the taxpayers would provide the funding for any new capital and technological expenditures.  Once the taxpayers had paid for an upgraded system, Philip Utilities Management Corporation would be able to claim a high share of the profits.  

In 1996, the sewage plant under Phillip’s control dumped 180 million litres of raw sewage spilled into Hamilton harbour and surrounding areas.  More than 115 houses and business were flooded with raw sewage.  The Regional Authority’s legal counsel found Philip responsible for the spill but after years of arguing who was responsible, the regional municipality ended up paying for all damages.  The total cost of the compensation paid by the regional municipality has not been disclosed.

Shortly after, Philip Utilities Management Corporation went bankrupt and the regional municipality was forced to take over the services and find a new contractor, Azurix.

The Hamilton-Wentworth P3 is perfect example of how public accountability is lost in such arrangements.  Under the “partnership” the regional municipality was still responsible for large capital costs and upgrades of the plants and for environmental disasters created by the private company.  

In the case of water and sewage treatment, municipal governments bear a huge responsibility in ensuring that the public has access to safe and quality water.  Transferring part of this responsibility to a private company can be dangerous, particularly if the city is ultimately responsible for meeting provincial standards.  The case study of the Hamilton-Wentworth P3 points out that Philip Utilities failed miserably in meeting provincial standards for discharges of effluent and effluent quality
.  

· Access to information lost to public

Another way that public accountability is lost in a public-private partnership is that the public loses access to information about the project.   Under Freedom of Information legislation, the public can request information from governments about public services and government spending.  The provincial government and local governments are required to publish public accounts and annual financial statements so that taxpayers can hold them accountable for how public monies are spent.  Local ratepayers can also attend annual meetings or council meetings of their local school board or city council. We will not see any private company holding open meetings or releasing detailed financial information about their operations to the public.  

Under a public-private partnership, or any other privatization contract, that access to information is lost.  Private companies often deny detailed information about their operations, citing the need for confidentiality for commercial reasons.  The unions representing workers at the Philip Utilities water and sewage treatment facilities in Hamilton-Wentworth had to wait for a year to obtain a copy of the contract between the company and the region and not all the information on the P3 agreement was disclosed.

· Loss of public assets and skills

Another problem with P3s is that there is a transfer of public assets and skills to the private sector.  Governments are basically handing over publicly built and financed assets to private companies to manage.  In the case where a new asset is being built and then operated by the private company, the public still pays for this asset but the private sector is able to make profit off the asset.  In many P3 agreements, the public sector can purchase back the asset at the end of a long-term lease even though the taxpayers have been paying for it throughout the term of the agreement.  At that point, however, the facility or infrastructure will probably be run down and require massive amounts of financial investment. 

In many P3 arrangements, the public sector also loses the skills required to operate and manage the facility.  The public sector workers who know how to do the job or operate the plant and often end up “training” the new private sector manager.  Those skills and knowledge should remain in the public sector.

3.
Implications of International Trade Agreements

When a municipal government is considering entering into a public private partnership, the impact of international trade agreements is probably not foremost on their minds.  Municipal leaders, notably those from the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD) and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, are indeed very worried about how international trade deals may affect their ability to deliver public services.

When the GVRD was considering using a public private partnership to build a new water filtration plant, they hadn’t considered trade implications of the deal.  A legal opinion by international trade lawyer Steven Shrybman found that if the GVRD privatized operation of the filtration plant, NAFTA (North American Free Trade Agreement) and WTO (World Trade Organization) obligations would make it difficult, if not impossible, for a future municipal government to regain public control of the plant.  Under the trade deals, companies who lose a private contract can sue governments for a loss of future profits.  Such damages could run high into the tens of millions of dollars.

Shrybman’s legal opinion also stated that under NAFTA, if a government attempted to apply environmental or public health measures (such as standards for safe drinking water) it could be challenged under international adjudication or commercial arbitration.  

This legal opinion raised many alarm bells for the public and the GVRD, such that the P3 scheme was cancelled.  The GVRD said it would proceed with the Seymour filtration plant but as a public operation. 

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities has paid close attention to this legal opinion and has written the federal government to ask for assurances that municipal governments’ abilities to provide and regulate services will not be impacted by international trade negotiations.  At the 2001 annual meeting of the FCM, delegates passed a resolution demanding to be excluded from the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS).  More than 70 municipalities across the country have passed their own resolutions opposing the GATS. 

There is a real danger in handing over public services to a private corporation in this era of increased globalization.  US Filter is a subsidiary of one of the largest multinationals in the world and would be financially able to launch any number of challenges under trade deals.  

III. Background on US Filter/Vivendi

US Filter Canada Inc. is owned by Vivendi Water, a large French multinational company.  US Filter had been a major North American water company with 2,700 employees working in 265 projects.  In June of 1998 US Filter bought out Culligan Water Technologies Inc to create a company with $4.5 billion in annual revenues.

In the world of corporate mergers and acquisitions, however, there is always a bigger fish.  In 1999, Vivendi Water purchased US Filter.  Vivendi, formerly known by the company name Générale des Eaux, employs more than 70,000 people in more than 100 countries and provides water services to over 100 million people worldwide
.    It’s 2000 sales reached $41.5 billion.  Between Vivendi and Suez Lyonnaise des Eaux, the two companies control 40% of the world market in water services.

1.
International record

In France, the country that is home to the two biggest water companies (Vivendi and Suez Lyonnaise des Eaux), 77% of water systems are privatized.  Vivendi has 2,200 municipal contracts that generate 15 billion francs annually in revenue.

In France and other countries that have mostly privatized water systems, water prices have skyrocketed after privatization.  The average water bill in France increased by 61% between 1991 and 1997 and in Paris, water bills increased by 118% between 1984 and 1997
.

In Bandol-Savary, France, a subsidiary of Générale des Eaux was contracted to build and run a new water treatment plant that cost 15.3 million Francs more than it should have.  In St. Etienne, the council was paid 388 million Francs by a jointly owned company of Générale des Eaux  (Vivendi) and Lyonnaise des Eaux to win a water contract in 1990.  The company increased water rates to get its money back until consumer won a court order stopping the practice
.

Executives of Générale des Eaux (Vivendi) have been convicted of corruption and bribery charges in France.  Company executives were convicted of bribing the mayor of St. Denis to obtain that muncipality’s water contract.  Both Générale des Eaux (Vivendi) and Suez Lyonnaise des Eaux have been implicated in a French scandal of bribery charges and contributions to Jacques Chirac’s political party.

In Tucuman, Argentina, citizens engaged in civil disobedience and refused to pay their water bills to an affiliate of Vivendi after water bills doubled and the water quality declined.  The former Générale des Eaux had obtained a contract to provide water services in the province in 1993.  But when water bills increased by 104%, the company was faced with a boycott of payments
.

2.
Experience of US Filter in North America

· Moncton, New Brunswick

US Filter was granted a contract with the city of Moncton, New Brunswick to design, finance, build, manage, operate and maintain a new water treatment plant for a 20-year period.  The lead private actor in this public private partnership is a consortium in which US Filter has 85% control.  

The mayor of Moncton claims that the deal would save ratepayers about $12 million in capital, engineering and operating costs over the term of the agreement and reduce the risk and liability to the public.  The city also claimed that the total costs of the water treatment plant would be $23.1 million compared to $32.8 million if the city had financed the plant.  However, the $32.8 million cost was based on a proposal to build a plant that would have had three times the water capacity of the one that US Filter actually built.

The city pays the consortium $3,362,263.44 per year in lease costs that includes capital costs, operating costs and capital repair and replacement reserve.  In addition, the city pays for chemical costs, electricity and sludge handling that has been calculated to bring the total payment in 2000 to $4,224,106.   A CUPE analysis of the deal concluded that the P3 arrangement was costing the taxpayers of Moncton $14.5 million more than if the city had financed the project itself.

In addition to the high costs of the project to the city of Moncton, residents in that city and surrounding communities are paying much higher water fees.  Between 1995 and 1999 water fees increased each year by an amount of 2.6% and 7%.  Between 1999 and 2000, however, water charges jumped by 74.7%!

After winning the lucrative contract for the water treatment plant, US Filter then approached the city of Moncton in September 2000 with an unsolicited bid to take over its water distribution system.  The city began negotiating with US Filter behind closed doors and neither the public nor city councillors had any knowledge about the deal until the document was leaked to the union in the spring of 2001. The proposed deal was to provide US Filter with a 20-year contract to operate and maintain its water distribution system and its wastewater and storm water systems.   

The union and the public raised strong opposition to the deal and the CBC Newsworld program, Counterspin, held a special televised debate on the issue.  A concerned citizens group was also formed. City officials were widely criticized for not having publicly discussed the proposal nor had it solicited proposals from any other companies.

Finally, provincial officials informed the city that it could not proceed with the project because the city had violated the Public Purchasing Act which requires municipalities to issue Requests for Proposals for major infrastructure projects.  In March of this year, city council voted to table the deal. 

The experience of US Filter in Moncton raises many concerns about the lack of transparency and accountability of these projects.  US Filter had courted city officials and flown them to visit various US Filter/Vivendi operations around the world.  This was not a democratic process and shows how US Filter took advantage of its relationship with the city once it had the 20 year contract for water treatment.

· Lynn, Massachusetts

The Inspector General’s Office of Massachusetts, in its June 2001 report, provides a review of two wastewater projects operated by US Filter for the city of Lynn, Massachusetts. The Lynn Water and Sewer Commission invited proposers to develop a design to deal with problems of combined sewer overflows and flooding problems.  The Commission thought that competition among firms would lead to the development of the most cost-effective design.  The Commission, however, only received two bids: one from US Filter (Vivendi) and another firm.

After 15 months of proposal evaluation and contract negotiation, US Filter won the contract for $48 million.  The Inspector General’s report points out numerous problems with the contract with US Filter.  The work that US Filter will do will not meet the original needs of the Commission, which was to prevent sewer overflows and flooding.  Furthermore, in the “one-sided contract negotiated with US Filter”, the Commission is responsible for ensuring that the sewer system design has adequate capacity to prevent these problems.  The Commission is also responsible for other construction work required for the project.

In the end, the Inspector General found that the Lynn Water and Sewer Commission’s cost for the project would be brought up to $86 million.  The US Filter price tag of $47 million was also found to be $22 million higher than the cost of comparable work under the state’s public construction bidding law for other sewer separation projects.  The Inspector General concludes that the contract was a “bad deal for ratepayers.
”

The Inspector General’s Report also examined a 20-year wastewater treatment plant contract that Lynn had with US Filter.  US Filter had operated the wastewater treatment plant for shorter contracts since 1985.  When the Lynn Water and Sewer Commission issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a 20-year design-build-operate project, there were only two proposals:  one from US Filter and one from another firm that was also owned by Vivendi.  The report states, “thus, the RFP process did not generate meaningful competition.”

In the end, the Office of the Inspector General found that “the competitive price for a five-year contract, extrapolated to 20 years, would produce lower costs than the 20-year DBO [design-build-operate] contract with US Filter.  US Filter may realize operating cost savings resulting from its CSO [combined sewer overflow] work and its planned staff reductions, but the findings in this report show that the savings will translate to increased profits for US Filter rather than lower rates for ratepayers. Moreover, the Commission will have little leverage in future cost-adjustment negotiations with US Filter under the complex, 20-year DBO contract, which effectively insulates US Filter from the threat of future competition.”

IV. The Trend to reject Public-Private Partnerships

Despite the persistent lobbying by private companies and the Canadian Council on Public Private Partnerships, many municipal governments and other levels of government are rejecting the P3 model.  Sometimes this decision is made after a bad experience with a private contractor, or after serious analysis of the costs of P3s.

1.
Municipalities that have rejected P3s in water and sewage 
treatment

· Kamloops, BC.   In 2000-2001, the City of Kamloops considered entering into a public-private partnership for a water treatment plant.  A CUPE brief pointed out that the city could borrow funds through the Municipal Finance Authority at an interest rate 1.5 percentage points lower than the private sector.  That lower rate, coupled with the sharing of costs through the federal-provincial infrastructure program, would save between $15 and $22.5 million.  The city council voted unanimously against the P3 proposal and decided to finance the facility publicly.

· Ladysmith, BC is a smaller community that also rejected the privatization of water meter work. 

· Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD).  Recently the GVRD was considering six multinational bids for a new water filtration plant.   One of the corporations being considered was Azurix, whose parent company Enron financially collapsed last year. Thames Water, US Filter and other companies were also vying for the 20-year contract.  

Nearly two-thirds of residents were opposed to a P3 project, however, and the public mobilized opposition to the plans.  Then a legal opinion by trade lawyer Steven Shrybman found that if the filtration plant was privatized, NAFTA and WTO international trade deals would make it nearly impossible for any future local government to regain public control over the plant or apply environmental or health measures. The GVRD became alarmed about the international trade implications of the project and decided to build the filtration plant with public financing.

· Moncton:  Although US Filter has the contract for the water treatment plant in Moncton, the city has tabled plans to provide US Filter with a 20-year contract for its water distribution system.  The public expressed strong opposition to the deal and the province said the city would be violating the Public Purchasing Act.

· Montreal:  in 1999 the city of Montreal took a position that its municipal water system should be maintained publicly.

· Saint John, New Brunswick:  Several years ago city council voted to retain ownership and control of the city’s water supply.  The city’s water system was in need of an expensive upgrade worth $63 million, but the city decided not to go the private route.

2.
Other examples of rejected privatization:

· SERCO in Weyburn and Kindersley:  In 1999, Weyburn city council voted to cancel their contract with SERCO and to return control of recreation services to the city after having a private company operate it for four years.  SERCO, a British multinational, had taken over the contract from RSI (Recreation Services International) when it went bankrupt in 1997.   

One of the problems experienced by the city with the contractor was poor upkeep of the equipment and facilities and an “ongoing battle to see who would pay for what.”  Staff was cut and user fees went up under the deal.  Free skate and swim times were cancelled and ice time for minor hockey went up from $22 to $34 an hour.  Weyburn also found that the contract cost more than if the city had provided the services. 

The move to keep recreational services in public hands now means that there is more stability and accountability for the workers, the city and the community.  

Two years later the town of Kindersley also brought recreation services back in-house when SERCO’s contract expired at the end of 2000.  At one point during the contract the private contractor did not meet payroll and the town had to pay the wages.

· Lease-back schools in Nova Scotia.  In June of 2000, the Nova Scotia government announced that it was canceling the construction of 50 schools through a huge public-private partnership because the project had proved to be too costly. The 38 lease-back schools that had already been built under the plan cost taxpayers $32 million more than was estimated. The province was also required to follow accounting principles that showed the lease-back schools as debt on government books.

· Enmax in Calgary:  Earlier this year, Calgary city council voted overwhelmingly to keep Enmax, the city’s electrical utility, in public hands.  This decision was made after a massive public campaign opposing the sell off of a revenue-generating utility.  Enmax, valued at as much as $1.2 billion, brings in about $100 million in revenues to the city.  

3.
Public opinion polls show the public opposes privatization

A number of public opinion polls show that Canadians oppose privatization.  A November 1998 Vector Poll showed that 76% of Canadians want municipal water supplies to be publicly owned and operated.

Three years later, public opinion in favour of public water remained strong. A 2001 EKOS Research poll found that 76% of Canadians supported public ownership and operation of water services.  The Ontario Municipal Water Association took a strong position at the Walkerton Inquiry that “the public’s interest is best served by public ownership and control of water supply systems.
”


In the case of the Greater Vancouver Regional District, strong public opposition to the privatization of the water filtration plant was one of the reasons the regional authority rejected the P3.


A Commission looking into water issues in Quebec took a strong stand against privatization of water facilities.  “The Commission … voices its opposition to the privatization of municipal water treatment facilities.”  “… these facilities are a public asset and must remain so.  Moreover, the citizens of Quebec are unanimous on this point.  None of the municipalities have shown any intention of divesting themselves of their water supply or sewer systems
.”


A July 1998 Vector poll also found that Canadians overwhelmingly oppose public-private partnerships.  In that poll, 71% said that with P3s, it was likely that staffing and service levels will be cut and 68% thought that user fees would increase.  Another 64% of Canadians thought that corporations will cut corners on materials, maintenance and safety to increase profits and 66% thought that buck-passing would increase, where neither the company nor elected officials can be held to account.

Even interviews with elite members of business, the public sector and media found strong concerns with public private partnerships.  The fall 1999 interviews found that almost 75% of public sector leaders thought that user fees would increase under a P3, and about 63% thought that buck-passing would increase.  Almost 60% of public sector leaders thought that the private sector is guaranteed profit under a P3 while the public assumes the risk.  Very few of the private sector leaders, on the other hand, agreed with those statements, showing the significant differences of opinion
.

Considering the many horror stories of public private partnerships, it is no wonder that the public and public sector leaders are concerned about them.  

V. Conclusion

In conclusion, we hope that we have provided you with enough evidence to show that public private partnerships are not a good deal.  Both independent economists and Auditor Generals have stated, time and time again, that pubic private partnerships cost taxpayers more money than if the project had been financed publicly.

The examples that we have provided conclusively demonstrate that under P3s there is a loss of accountability to the public and usually a deterioration of services and quality.  To help finance this project, user charges or fees may have to increase in the city.  If a private company is setting those rates, where is the accountability? The only ones who truly benefit from public private partnerships are the private corporations.  US Filter/Vivendi is not concerned about the quality of water or sewage effluent.  The company’s primary objective is to generate profits.

As city council considers how it will finance the new sewage treatment plant, we urge you to unanimously reject the public private partnership option.  Clearly the private sector will have to be involved in the design and construction but it would be dangerous and costly for the city to enter into a long term lease for the operation and management of the new facility.

As employees of the city, we have an important interest in maintaining quality services to the public.  After all, we live here and participate in various activities in the community.  We are your neighbours.  

Tim Lougheed, a freelance writer in the magazine Forum, wrote, “Living and working in the place where your own family drinks the water gives utility workers a keen sense of responsibility.”
  We could not agree more with that statement.  
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