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The 3 ministers oversee the

working groups (5)

NACC MEMBER CORPORATIONS

USA: Campbell, Chevron, Ford, FedEx, GE, GM, Kansas City Southern Industries, Lockheed Martin, Merck, Mittal Steel, New York Life, UPS, Wal-Mart,

Whirlpool. CAN: BCE, Canfor, CN, Ganong Bros., Home Depot, Linamar Corp., Manulife, Power Corp., Scotiabank, Suncor. MEX: Tenaris, Bank of America,

Avicar de Occidente, CCE (12)

ORGANIZATIONS PARTICIPATING IN NACC ACTIVITIES

Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE), US Chamber of Commerce, Confederacion de Camaras Industriales de Los Estados Unidos Mexicanos

(CONCAMIN), Council of the Americas, Instituto Mexicano para la Competitividad (IMCO), Consejo Mexicano de Comercio Exterior (COMCE) (11)

NORTH AMERICAN COMPETITIVENESS COUNCIL (NACC)

Founded in March 2006, it is composed of 30 private-sector members (10 per country) appointed by their respective Head of State (10)
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RQIC submission on the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP)

New phase of neoliberalism in North America: toward a deeply militarized integration?

The State in the hands of economic elites

Foreword

It was in March 2005, at a trilateral summit in Texas, that the leaders of the Canadian, American and Mexican governments launched the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP). This partnership pushes the boundaries of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) by seeking further North American integration, from an economic standpoint, of course, but also from a military, political and even social standpoint. 

In some quarters, the SPP is seen as creating an economic bloc, a common set of policies and even, potentially, a monetary union. But with a “partner” as omnipotent as the United States, everything points to this integration coming at the expense of Canada’s and Mexico’s policy-making autonomy, and possibly leading to a race to the bottom in terms of living and working conditions for the majority.

The story has its roots in the events of 9/11. The economic elites quickly saw the benefits of linking the themes of security and economy in order to promote their interests. By feeding off the Bush administration’s obsession for security, multinationals – led by such entities as the Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE) – convinced the political elite to put economic integration back on the agenda. 

The aim of the SPP is to harmonize many of Canada’s and Mexico’s domestic and foreign policies with those of the United States. Under the guise of wanting to protect citizens from the threat of terrorism and to facilitate trade, this partnership involves such draconian measures as greater integration of North American energy markets, harmonization of the treatment afforded immigrants, refugees and foreign tourists, and the creation of common security policies. The partnership also establishes a tight deadline for achieving harmonized standards in the health, food safety and environment sectors.

Officially billed as a purely administrative and regulatory measure, the SPP is unfolding far from the public eye. But the executive branch in all three countries is following, step by step, the recommendations emanating from big business. Indeed, the business community enjoys special access to the SPP process, so much so that it is practically writing the SPP’s policies. 

Those who have observed the development of economic globalization know that the political clout wielded by the private sector is nothing new. But with the SPP, this power has been institutionalized, owing in part to the creation of the North American Competitiveness Council (NACC). The Council, which brings together 10 business executives from each of the three countries, periodically submits recommendations to the SPP ministers. Thomas d’Aquino, Chief Executive and President of the Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE), makes no bones about it: the SPP has created a framework that serves to entrench the economic policies adopted, even if and when governments change hands. That’s some vision of democracy!

The SPP cuts a wide swath through our public policies on equality and distribution of wealth, acquired at great struggle with the help of social, feminist and union groups. Hence the urgency of breaking through the extensive democratic deficit surrounding the SPP and engaging a broad public debate as soon as possible.

It was to raise awareness and stimulate public debate that the Quebec Network on Continental Integration (RQIC) prepared – for wide distribution – the present submission on the SPP. This is a first attempt at understanding what the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America represents and the issues it raises.

The economic, political and military integration of North American countries is constantly evolving. As for the present document, we hope that it too can evolve over time, benefiting, it is hoped, from research, surveys and analyses from a civil society that will have understood the importance of the socio-economic challenges posed by the SPP and taken steps to eliminate the democratic deficit and lift the veil of secrecy shrouding the project.

Nancy Burrows

Normand Pépin

Pierre-Yves Serinet

per the RQIC coordinating committee

The Quebec Network on Continental Integration (RQIC)

The RQIC is a multi-sectoral coalition of over 20 Quebec social organizations representing unions, communities, the public, students, environmentalists, women, human rights advocates and international development groups. RQIC member organizations represent over a million people.

Since its founding during the negotiations for the FTA between the United States and Canada, the RQIC has emerged as an important mouthpiece for Quebec civil society when it comes to commercial integration. Representing the Continental Social Alliance (CSA) in Quebec, the RQIC held the 2nd People’s Summit of the Americas in Quebec City in April 2001, on the sidelines of the Summit of Heads of State. More recently, it played host in Montreal to the three-nation symposium Les dix ans de NAFTA: Bilan social et perspectives (Ten years of NAFTA: social analysis and outlook). Held in September 2004, the event welcomed over 350 delegates from the three NAFTA signatory countries.
After NAFTA, the SPP: a new phase of neoliberalism

Throughout the 1980s and1990s, and particularly after the Mexican financial crisis of 1982, we witnessed a phenomenal expansion of neoliberal policies, both at home and abroad. And the goal of all these policies was the same: establish a free market and scale back State intervention. Of course, social organizations did their best to counter this trend. 

With the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the political and economic elite sought to entrench in supranational legislation the emerging neoliberal economic model. Placed above national laws, the free trade agreement sought to make this model permanent and immune to changes in government, so as to guard against incoming governments tinkering with the formula.

In other words, NAFTA, like any free trade agreement, is a sort of constitution that is placed above national laws. Not just a framework that sets rules facilitating trade among the signatory countries, it also facilitates the activities of large corporations and protects investors’ rights, while at the same time curbing the State’s power. 

	Neoliberal policy: I remember it well!

Neoliberalism is an ideology founded on a very simple assumption: the economy (the market) is a system that works perfectly when left to its own devices. It is based on principles of free enterprise and free competition. The free market not only creates wealth but also ensures its equitable distribution in society. Any intervention by non-market forces, particularly the State and government, constitutes an obstacle to its efficient operation.

Neoliberalism is founded on four main policy principles:

· liberalization, i.e. eliminating everything that companies see as “obstacles” to commercial and financial exchanges;

· deregulation, i.e. doing away with regulations that hinder the free functioning of the marketplace, including those that govern business and the workplace (environmental standards, minimum wage, health & safety, consumer protection, etc.);

· privatization, whereby any economic activity and/or ownership by the State must be eliminated and placed in the hands of private enterprise, according to the principle that any good or service, regardless of what it is, is a commodity that must be subject to the profit rule (buying and selling).

· dismantling of the State and the safety net (cuts to public services and social programs in such fields as education, health, etc.).


With the establishment of the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP), we are witnessing the emergence of a new generation of international accords; also, we are seeing the neoliberal model enter a new phase.

There are two reasons why the SPP can be seen as a new type of agreement: first, inclusion of the “security” variable in the economic and commercial logic; and two, the formal institutionalization of corporate and private sector power in the very creation of public policies.

The SPP is of course underpinned by NAFTA, but it does not propose a new supranational legal framework (or an overhaul of the existing framework) that would require a new trade agreement among the partners.

In fact, the SPP stands apart by its nature: it is not a treaty in the strict sense of the term, so it does not have to be ratified by the legislative branch. Its informal (if not secretive) nature is no accident. Subjecting it to parliamentary debate would be a risky proposition, judging by the critics in each of the countries who have been increasingly emboldened by the negative impact of free trade. 

In comparison with NAFTA, the SPP can be distinguished by its modus operandi: the SPP institutes a new mechanism, whereby business executives reach agreement on means and objectives, and the executive branch in each country tries to make these official through specific economic policies or amendments to various regulations. When a measure requires legislative changes, these are presented to the legislative assemblies piece by piece, in isolation, so as not to raise fears that they are part of an internationally negotiated agreement.

Consequently, the SPP institutionalizes a new political framework containing at least two elements:

1) a de facto dictatorship of the executive branch
 without any checks and balances by the other branches of government;

2) privatization – but it’s no longer public assets that are being privatized, but economic policy itself: a number of the agreements are the product of North American coordination among the businesses in each sector, and the governments are falling in line by implementing these agreements.

That said, the increased integration of the three countries proposed by the SPP is taking shape through administrative and technical agreements, which are altering and harmonizing the regulatory frameworks within each country. In other words, the measures that are being proposed, while responding to ministerial policies strongly influenced by the business community, are the purview of bureaucrats and technocrats in each country and do not necessarily have to go before parliament. 

This makes the SPP process incompatible with the most basic rules of democracy, not only because it operates beyond the reach of parliaments and the legislative branch, but also because in many ways it institutionalizes non-accountability as the normal way of governing.

Genesis of the SPP

When the Prime Minister of Canada, the President of the United States and the President of Mexico gathered at George W. Bush’s ranch in Waco, Texas on March 23, 2005, only a handful of people in the know suspected that the three “amigos” would be committing their respective countries to a new wave of North American integration – especially since the three leaders’ press teams were busy sending out signals to the contrary.

	Indeed, the meeting had been announced only three weeks in advance, and was to take place at President Bush’s personal residence, not in Washington. According to the official press releases, the meeting’s objectives were rather modest and unclear. The state of the personal relationship between President Bush and Prime Minister Martin was of more concern to the Canadian and Quebec media than the substance of the discussions among the three leaders.

Canada’s refusal to support or participate in the war in Iraq (Mexico did likewise), following massive demonstrations against the war, had put a chill on relations between the two countries when Jean Chrétien was Prime Minister
.
	Summits of North American Heads of State on the SPP

First

· March 23, 2005

· Waco, United States (Bush’s ranch in Texas)

· Martin (Canada), Bush (US) and Fox (Mexico)

Second

· March 30-31, 2006

· Cancun, Mexico

· Harper (Canada), Bush (US) and Fox (Mexico)

Third

· Likely in August 2007

· Canada

· Harper (Canada), Bush (US) and Calderon (Mexico)




This time, it was the anti-missile shield proposed by the Bush administration that caused the supposed “chill” between Canada and the United States. On February 24, 2005, Paul Martin, after several months of dithering and under pressure from the Canadian public, announced that Canada would not participate in the anti-missile shield project because the risks of missile attacks was too low. However, Prime Minister Martin moved quickly to reassure the American authorities, offering to work closely with them on defence and security issues.

With the SPP, launched at the conclusion of the meeting in Waco, Texas, the Canadian and Mexican leaders showed that they were doing everything in their power to convince the Bush administration that they shared its security obsession. Pressed by the business community this time, they seized upon the partnership as a way to remove obstacles to trade and to the movement of persons between their countries and the United States, obstacles created by the adoption of beefed-up security measures in the United States. Their solution: to get what the Canadian and Mexican leaders wanted
 (keep the borders open for trade), they had to satisfy the US leaders by closing the borders to terrorism – even if it meant impeding cross-border movements.

In adopting the SPP, the three leaders reprised – almost verbatim – the name and program proposed two years earlier by Canada’s most prominent group of business leaders, the Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE), in order to relaunch North American integration. Entitled “North American Security and Prosperity Initiative”, the CCCE’S program
 was the blueprint for what the three leaders would themselves announce at the conclusion of their first meeting.

In their joint statement of March 23, 2005, they said: 

"We will establish a common approach to security to protect North America from external threats, prevent and respond to threats within North America, and further streamline the secure and efficient movement of legitimate, low-risk traffic  across our shared borders."
. 

The main thrust of the security approach is to secure borders and infrastructures, while at the same time facilitating the “legitimate” flow of people and cargo across borders.
As for the prosperity aspect, the leaders state:

  We will work to enhance North American competitiveness and improve the quality of life of our people. Among other things, we will: 

  Improve productivity through regulatory cooperation to generate growth, while maintaining high standards for health and safety; 

  Promote sectoral collaboration in energy, transportation, financial services, technology, and other areas to facilitate business; and invest in our people; 

  Reduce the costs of trade through the efficient movement of goods and people; and 

  Enhance the stewardship of our environment, create a safer and more reliable food supply while facilitating agricultural trade, and protect our people from disease. 
In addition, the leaders asked their respective ministers to see to it that the Joint Statement and action plan yield timely, concrete results. 

And it’s safe to say that the ministers got the message, because three months later, in June 2005, the first Report to Leaders was tabled
, a joint effort of the ministers responsible for the SPP in each of the three countries
, to wit:

	for Canada
	for the US
	for Mexico

	· Minister of Public Safety

· Minister of Industry

· Minister of Foreign Affairs
	· Secretary of Homeland Security

· Secretary of Commerce

· Secretary of State
	· Secretario de Gobernacion

· Secretario of Economia

· Secretario de Relaciones Exteriores


Not only was this report tabled quickly, but it documents progress on a hundred or so initiatives, broken down into 317 “deliverables” and 19 working group outcomes (ten for the prosperity component and nine for security
).

Security: a new ingredient in the recipe for prosperity!

By signing the SPP in March 2005, the leaders of our three countries undertook to adopt a common set of security criteria for dealing with outside threats to North America, while harmonizing their domestic security policies to confront potential home-grown terrorist threats.

The basic premise of the SPP, and a particularly powerful one at that, is that “our prosperity depends on our security”. While one might disagree with this, it is a guiding principle that has both national and international implications.

It is worth recalling that when it comes to the Americas, “security” is not a new theme. It has always had a place – at times a prominent place, depending on the period – in integration proposals. Indeed, the action plans produced by each of the Summits of the Americas have always focussed on the terrorist threat. As recently as the Quebec City Summit in April 2001, before 9/11, this notion was openly referred to as (translation) “building hemispheric security”.

With the SPP, however, the security question is taking on a whole new dimension. It is beginning to influence economic integration, even to the point of becoming a new non-tariff barrier. As regards the security question, the SPP is signalling an unprecedented advance in the process of continentalization, i.e. the de facto extraterritoriality of US security laws and policies.

This leads Professor Brunelle to conclude that (translation) “Canada and Mexico find themselves in the most contradictory of positions: both have to deal with a threat to the security of another country, a threat the substance of which they are unable to assess, and at the same time they are compelled, in order to mitigate the threat in question, to sanction methods the appropriateness and effectiveness of which they are also unable to assess”.

Agreements that paved the way for the SPP

The fact that the work on the various initiatives was so far along a mere three months after the SPP was launched suggests that this work had begun well before the Partnership’s official launch.

Indeed, in the wake of 9/11, security cooperation between Canada and the US, and between the US and Mexico, had intensified. As early as December 12, 2001, Canada and the United States signed the "Smart Border Declaration"
 and undertook to produce a 32-point action plan to achieve the Declaration’s goals. The Declaration reads in part:
This declaration commits our governments to work together to address these threats to our people, our institutions and our prosperity. 

Public security and economic security are mutually reinforcing. By working together to develop a zone of confidence against terrorist activity, we create a unique opportunity to build a smart border for the 21st century; a border that securely facilitates the free flow of people and commerce; a border that reflects the largest trading relationship in the world.

Mexico concluded the same type of agreement a few months later, on March 22, 2002. It was called the Bilateral Border Partnership – Smart Border Agreement.

But the SPP also benefited greatly from agreements concluded on the basis of numerous bilateral discussions. As far back as September 6, 2001, before the collapse of the twin towers, Mexico and the United States established a linkage between security and economic activity by creating the Sociedad por la prosperidad. In October 2004, Mexico and Canada agreed on a Canada-Mexico Partnership and, a month later, the Canadian and US leaders issued a Joint Statement on Common Security, Common Prosperity and a New Partnership in North America.

In other words, the SPP was the outgrowth of some pretty far-reaching bilateral agreements. For an overview, Annex V presents a detailed chronology of the various milestones marking the creation of the SPP.

Links with NAFTA

The SPP is based on all the commercial and economic dealings that came before it, including the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), although officially the Partnership is billed as something separate from this, or at least something that did not involve its renegotiation.

It should be recalled that the NAFTA negotiations, far from concluding with the signing of the treaty, became permanent. After NAFTA took effect in 1994, the NAFTA Commission was created as a framework for the trilateral negotiating committees that are working to achieve maximum liberalization of all sectors of the economy. Next, the negotiations proceeded on the basis of a negative approach, i.e. everything must be liberalized, deregulated or privatized, except elements that have been designated as exclusions by one of the signatories to the Agreement. However, because these are permanent negotiations, no exclusion is eternal; in fact, the duration of these exclusions are specified in NAFTA. Once an exclusion has expired, the trilateral negotiating committees get back to work on removing all barriers to liberalization in the sector in question.

During the 12 years that NAFTA has been in existence, the ministers of the three countries responsible for the NAFTA Commission have met many times in order to identify changes required to deepen integration. But this process really took off in 2004, as evidenced by the 10th ministerial meeting of the Commission in San Antonio, Texas, where measures were adopted to further liberalize the rules of origin for a broad range of products, and operational rules were agreed to on investor-state disputes stemming from Chapter 11.

Indeed, the infamous Chapter 11 on investment is one of NAFTA’s main legacies. One must not underestimate its potential to inflict even greater damage, at a time when the SPP is looking to open up new sectors to trade, hitherto excluded from the Agreement: health and commoditization of water are just two examples. It should be recalled that Chapter 11 allows investor-state redress
 when a foreign investor feels prejudiced by an action of one of the NAFTA governments. And when one looks at the history of NAFTA, it is not so much the number of legal proceedings that is significant, but the fact that the governments can be sued even when they’re trying to act for the common good of their population, which makes them hesitant to act. This is what is meant when people talk about the chill effect produced by NAFTA.

Various NAFTA institutions will likely be tapped to help implement the SPP. This is the case, for example, of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC), an outgrowth of the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC), in order to complement NAFTA’s environmental provisions. Certain official documents stress that the SPP will not alter the CEC’s role, but it is also written that “the SPP offers the three countries an additional mechanism for addressing environmental concerns and for strengthening and building on ongoing bilateral and trilateral efforts. Delivering environmental initiatives under the SPP provides an excellent opportunity for integrating environmental initiatives into the government's economic and foreign policy agenda. (…) As the SPP continues to evolve, Canada will be encouraging the Parties to work closely to avoid duplication and ensure complementarities with CEC initiatives.”

But the lack of transparency is such that there’s no way of knowing for certain which institutions will be called on to act as part of the SPP, and whether they will maintain their mandate within NAFTA in addition to the SPP mandate, or whether their mandate will respond exclusively to the aims of the SPP.

The SPP’s many working groups are clearly an extension of the institutional process put in place by NAFTA. As is the case with NAFTA, the Partnership tasks working groups – 19 to be exact – with implementing the various programs. Their mandate is to consolidate and expand a modus operandi whereby they carry out a number of mandates concurrently and yet are in no way accountable to the parliaments of the three countries, nor to their fellow citizens.

Without going into detail, it is interesting to note that certain provisions of the SPP seek to fast-track NAFTA commitments that have been losing steam; other provisions seek to clarify them, while still others are intended to replace certain commitments.
 Of course, all of that without being subject to public debate or ratified by Parliament.

So it would seem that the SPP is the product of a desire, on the one hand, to further integrate “prosperity” considerations with “security” considerations, the latter having developed more quickly than the former, and on the other, to hold trilateral discussions as often as possible on the hundred or so targeted initiatives. The links between NAFTA and the SPP do indeed exist. One might even say that the SPP marks a new phase of NAFTA and that it is “piggybacking” on some of its institutions, without there having been any formal trade negotiations. The security-prosperity linkage is in response to fears that security measures might restrict trade. And we would do well to recall that NAFTA itself grew out of Canada’s fear that it would lose the gains it had made
 under the Free Trade Agreement (FTA) between Canada and the United States, which had taken effect five years before NAFTA. 

Corporate power

The role that the SPP confers on big business is beyond comprehension. There’s nothing new about the private sector being invited to pass along its suggestions from time to time as part of the free trade negotiation process, or using lobbying channels to influence public policy. But the SPP is reaching new heights: the private sector is participating directly in the decision-making process.

	It must be said that the SPP has its origins in both the private and public sector. In fact, it’s hard to know whether the idea came more from the political elite or the economic elite. In all likelihood, the SPP is the product of collusion between the two.
	Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE):

North American Security and Prosperity Initiative
January 2003

(
Independent Task Force on the Future of North America 

(CFR / COMEXI / CCCE):

Trinational Call for a North American Economic and Security Community by 2010
March 14, 2005
(
President Bush, President Fox, Prime Minister Martin:

Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America

March 23, 2005


If one needs convincing about the convergence of the private sector’s and government’s vision of North American integration, the following table compares the proposals each has made over the years. Clearly, there are striking similarities, so much so that the governments opted for the same wording used by the economic elites when naming the partnership.
COMPARATIVE TABLE

Aims of government initiatives and private initiatives 

	March 22, 2002
	"Partnership for Prosperity" initiative between Mexico and the United States:

     -Promote economic development in regions of Mexico where growth has been weak and has fuelled migration.

     Action plan:

     -Improve access to capital           -Link institutions that share the same objectives

     -Share expertise                           -Lay groundwork for future growth via pilot projects

	(   Government vision 

	January 2003
	Private sector vision (
	“ North American Security and Prosperity Initiative”
 of the Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE)

        -reinvent borders

-maximize regulatory efficiencies 

-negotiate a comprehensive resource security pact 

-reinvigorate the North American defence alliance 

-create a new institutional framework


	 April 2004
	Private sector vision (
	As part of its North American Security and Prosperity Initiative, the CCCE published a paper entitled “New Frontiers”, which proposes a comprehensive strategy toward a 21st century partnership for North America


	
	
	-Tariff convergence 

-Regulatory convergence 

-Energy strategy 

-Resource security

-Institutional arrangements on trade disputes

-Foreign and defence policy review

-North American defence institutions 
	-Canada/US institutions, by sector (e.g. steel) or on an issue-specific basis

-Coherence within federal governments

-Cooperation with state and provincial governments

-Building on NAFTA

-Private sector engagement

	June 28, 2004
	During the 2nd binational workshop of the Partnership for Prosperity, speech by Vicente Fox:

“We must then make North America a region with …

1) greater financial integration;

2) a modern and uniform customs system;

3) a common energy policy;

4) agreed and effective security measures;

5) an efficient communications and transportation network that connects all the regions

We must move toward a 

6) realignment of institutions and laws to accelerate growth;

We must move toward

7) reducing asymmetries, fighting poverty and improving the formation of human capital.

We must develop greater cooperation and integration in order to make this the most secure and competitive region in the world.”

	(   Government vision 

	Nov. 30, 2004
	President Bush visits Ottawa. He and Paul Martin issue a joint statement on common security, common prosperity: A new partnership in North America
Only the White House press release is available
, and it contains all the points that will resurface four months later in the SPP. The only reference to this statement is found in a report by the Minister of National Defence, which states that the agreement – which originally involved only Canada and the United States – will be expanded to include Mexico in March 2005.
	(   Government vision

	March 14, 2005
	Private sector vision (
	The Independent Task Force on the Future of North America issues a “Trinational Call for a North American Economic and Security Community by 2010”
1. Build a North American Economic and Security Community by 2010 and create the institutions necessary to sustain it.

2. Immediately create a unified North American Border Action Plan; this includes enhancing law enforcement cooperation and expanding defense cooperation.

3. Adopt a common external tariff. 

4. Stimulate economic growth in Mexico through such means as establishing a North American Investment Fund.

5. Develop a North American energy and natural-resource security strategy. 

6. Deepen educational ties.

	
	
	


	March 23, 2005
	Launch of Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America, in Texas.

The SPP is aimed at making our societies safer and more secure, our businesses more competitive and our economies more resilient.

A- SECURITY: program

-> Secure North America from external threats
->Prevent and respond to threats within North America

->Enhance intelligence-related partnerships that contribute to North American security 

-> Further streamline the secure movement of low-risk traffic across borders
B- PROSPERITY: Promoting growth, competitiveness and quality of life 
	(   Government vision

	
	->Improve productivity

-Regulatory cooperation 

-Sectoral cooperation: facilitate trade

          -energy markets

          -North American transportation networks

          -free flow of capital 

          -accelerate e-commerce 

-Invest in our citizens (higher education, science & technology)
	->Lower the costs of trade

-Efficient movement of goods

-Efficient movement of travellers, 

  particularly business people

->Enhance quality of life

-Shared stewardship of the environment

-Food safety 

-Protection against disease
	

	May 17, 2005
	Private sector vision (
	Report of the Independent Task Force on the Future of North America, entitled “Building a North American Community”, includes 39 specific recommendations, among them:

Making North America safer 

-Establish a common security perimeter by 2010

-Develop a North American border pass with biometric identifiers 

-Develop a unified border action plan and expand border infrastructure

Creating a North American economic space

-Adopt a common external tariff 

-Allow the free flow of goods in North America 

-Move to full labour mobility between Canada and the United States

-Develop a North American energy strategy 

-Develop and implement a North American regulatory action plan that includes “open skies and open roads”

Spread the benefits of economic development more evenly

-Establish a North American investment fund to encourage private capital flow into Mexico to improve infrastructure and accelerate the economic growth of Mexico’s poorest regions 

-Restructure and reform Mexico’s public finances 

-Accelerate the development of Mexican energy resources through further reliance on technology and international capital 

Institutionalize the North American partnership

-Convene an annual North American summit meeting

-Create a North American Advisory Council

-Establish a permanent tribunal for trade and investment dispute resolution

-Establish a trinational competition commission 

-Create more scholarships for students to study in the three countries

	March 30-31, 2006
	2nd Summit of Heads of State, this time with Harper as Canadian Prime Minister. They agree on five priority initiatives:

- North American Competitiveness Council (NACC)

- cooperation on avian and human pandemic influenza

- North American energy security initiative 

- North American emergency management 

       - smart and secure borders 

In addition, the three leaders reiterated the importance of the work on harmonizing regulations: “We are convinced that regulatory cooperation advances the productivity and competitiveness of our nations and helps to protect our health, safety and environment. For instance, cooperation on food safety will help protect the public while at the same time facilitate the flow of goods. We affirm our commitment to strengthen regulatory cooperation in this and other key sectors and to have our central regulatory agencies complete a trilateral regulatory cooperation framework by 2007.”
	(   Government vision


North American Competitiveness Council: new bastion of the private sector

With the SPP, corporate power is becoming institutionalized. Under NAFTA, the working groups are essentially composed of civil servants from each of the three countries and are under the direction of the NAFTA Commission, which is led by the responsible ministers. But under the SPP, the business community is directly involved in the discussions.

Some groups already existed before the Partnership’s official launch, such as the North American Energy Working Group (NAEWG), created in March 2001, but these were quickly integrated into the SPP structure. Sources indicate that certain working groups include sub-groups with precisely this mixed public-private structure. Examples cited include the Automotive Partnership Council of North America (APCNA)
 as well as the North American Steel Trade Committee (NASTC)
. Lastly, the SPP also seems to include horizontal bodies, such as the Trilateral Core Group on Regulatory Cooperation.

But it is undoubtedly the creation of the North American Competitiveness Council (NACC) that has guaranteed the business community a say in the future of North American integration. Not only does this powerful body allows big business to have input in writing public policy to ensure that the economic model works to further its own interests, but it also gives it extraordinary tools for using the international framework to influence domestic policies and “liberalize” certain sectors hitherto excluded from free trade and commoditization because they came under the notion of collective good. Examples include public services like health and education, or resources like water and energy.

The first of the five priority initiatives adopted by the Heads of State at the conclusion of the Cancun Summit, as set out in the leaders' joint statement, was the creation of a North American Competitiveness Council (NACC)
: 

The Council will comprise members of the private sector from each country and will provide us recommendations on North American competitiveness, including, among others, areas such as automotive and transportation, steel, manufacturing, and services.  The Council will meet annually with security and prosperity Ministers and will engage with senior government officials on an ongoing basis.  

We are convinced that regulatory cooperation advances the productivity and competitiveness of our nations and helps to protect our health, safety and environment. For instance, cooperation on food safety will help protect the public while at the same time facilitate the flow of goods. We affirm our commitment to strengthen regulatory cooperation in this and other key sectors and to have our central regulatory agencies complete a trilateral regulatory cooperation framework by 2007.
The devil is in the details, but we don’t have the details. Very little is known about what this regulatory cooperation actually means. How can business executives and senior government officials discuss regulations without consulting civil society? Don’t standards and regulations, far less laws, affect all of society, even though it is the businesses that have to make sure they comply with them (an environmental standard benefits society as a whole, since, for example, it prevents companies from doing anything they want with industrial waste)? What mandate did the leaders of the three counties have to grant this power to large corporations? Is that why our leaders were elected – to cede elements of national sovereignty to private interests?

Some will say that the private sector representatives named to the NACC have only the power to make recommendations. And that’s true, but in their joint statement the leaders say that the NACC will make its recommendations directly to the Heads of State (the NACC “will provide us recommendations on North American competitiveness”). No other segment of society is given this power to make recommendations. 

Already, in the June 2005 Report to Leaders, the hierarchy of influences on the responsible ministers within the SPP was explained. The ministers told the Heads of State: “In carrying out your instructions, we established working groups under both agendas of the Partnership - Security and Prosperity. We held roundtables with stakeholders, meetings with business groups and briefing sessions with legislatures, as well as with other relevant political jurisdictions.”
. 

So first and foremost, the ministers hold meetings with business leaders, which sounds a lot more formal than the roundtables with stakeholders (And who exactly are these stakeholders? One thing we do know is that no member organizations of the RQIC were invited to a roundtable). What’s more, they only brief the legislatures, which clearly suggests that the latter have no say in the discussions.  

It’s all well and good for Canadian Industry Minister Maxime Bernier to claim, in the communiqué announcing the release of the second SPP Report to Leaders, that he “look(s) forward to consulting with other groups [other than key business leaders] to ensure that this partnership benefits everyone…”
, but there is nothing to indicate that he has done anything of the sort. Not, at least, when it comes to social or grassroots organizations. Invited by the RQIC to come debate the SPP on the occasion of its 2nd anniversary, Minister Bernier told us he was too busy and didn’t have the time.

Turning back to the NACC, the business leaders’ enthusiastic response to this invitation suggests that they know full well that their recommendations will be more than just listened to. In fact, the business community has argued strongly for more direct corporate involvement in the decisions relating to economic integration. Indeed, the CCCE, in its April 2004 paper entitled “New Frontiers”, proposed just that.
 

Furthermore, documents obtained in the United States by Judicial Watch
 under the Freedom of Information Act reveal that even before the creation of the NACC was officially announced (on March 31, 2006), business leaders’ views on such an entity had been solicited by the United States Secretary of Commerce on March 15, 2006, during a meeting on the SPP attended by representatives of the three countries’ governments and business communities
. With the governments lending an attentive ear, it comes as no surprise that the US section of the NACC, with its 15-strong executive committee, stated that “Executive Committee member companies will commit to the participation of their CEOs in leaders meetings and executives with North America responsibilities for Ministerial level meetings”
. 

Nor is it surprising to read, in the uncovered documents, that big business won assurances that their concerns would be listened to very closely by the ministers and Heads of State:

· “The post NAFTA/SPP discussion should continue among the three countries and the private sector regardless of changes in governments” - Carlos Gutierrez, US Secretary of Commerce, March 15, 2006, Washington
.

· “We also want to create institutions in North America to ensure the sustainability of regional development and integration. In this case, a North American Competitiveness Council would be an important institution under the SPP” – Secretary Gutierrez, March 15, 2006, Washington
.

· “We agree that increasing private sector engagement in the SPP by adding high-level, visible business input will assist governments in enhancing North America’s competitive position. 

We therefore propose the creation of a North American Competitiveness Council (NACC) to provide recommendations on issues concerning North American competitiveness that could be addressed through the SPP” – excerpt from the NACC Fact Sheet obtained from the International Trade Administration of the US Department of Commerce
.

· The annual meetings between the ministers and members of the NACC “will prepare the agenda for a leaders meeting, which would ideally take place on an annual basis as well” – excerpt from the NACC Background and Goals Paper obtained from the same source
.

· “The purpose of this meeting [the official launch of the NACC on June 15, 2006] was to institutionalize the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP) and the NACC, so that the work will continue through changes in administrations” - Carlos Gutierrez, US Secretary of Commerce, June 15, 2006, Washington
.

· When questioned by Maclean’s Magazine in September 2006, Ron Covais, President for the Americas at defence industry giant Lockheed Martin and Chair of the US section of the NACC, had this to say: “The guidance from the ministers was, ‘tell us what we need to do and we'll make it happen’”.

In Canada, it is the Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE) that inherited the mandate, the very same organization that
 on March 23, 2005, the day of the first meeting of the Heads of State in Waco, Texas, when nearly everyone thought that there was nothing particularly important about this meeting, issued a press release welcoming the launch of the SPP and the fact that the proposals contained in the North American Security and Prosperity Initiative launched by the CCCE in 2003 were taken into account by the SPP. Here is an excerpt: 

The CCCE, which is composed of the chief executive officers of 150 leading Canadian enterprises, launched a North American Security and Prosperity Initiative in 2003.  In a discussion paper published in April 2004, titled New Frontiers, the CCCE proposed building a 21st century partnership for North America based on five pillars: reinventing borders, maximizing regulatory efficiencies, enhancing energy and resource security, strengthening the defence and security alliance, and forging new institutions to improve management of the relationship. 

All five of these pillars are reflected in the security and prosperity agenda unveiled by the leaders today, Mr. d’Aquino [Chief Executive and President of the CCCE] said.

It is no doubt a coincidence that the 10 members of the Canadian section of the NACC, whose appointments by Prime Minister Harper were announced in a news release
 on June 13, 2006, are all members of the CCCE (see “List of NACC members” on the following page). These business people represent Canada’s industry leaders in the following sectors: oil (Suncor Energy), finance (Power Corporation), banking (Scotia Bank), insurance (Manulife Financial), forestry (Canfor), manufacturing (Ganong Brothers – chocolate -,  Linamar Corporation – automotive parts), transport & telecommunications (CN and BCE) and big-box retail (Home Depot).

Not to be outdone, the US section has representatives from the oil industry (Chevron), insurance (New York Life Insurance), transportation (Kansas City Southern Industries – railway -, UPS and FedEx - shipping), manufacturing (Ford and GM, Campbell’s Soup, General Electric, Gillette, Whirlpool, Mittal Steel), big-box retail (Wal-Mart) and pharmaceuticals (Merck), to go along with a major arms manufacturer (Lockheed Martin) which, incidentally, is chairing the proceedings.

The Mexican section is composed almost exclusively of representatives of employer associations rather than specific companies.

	
	Mexico
	· José Luís Barraza, President of CCE and CEO of Grupo Impulso, Realiza & Asociados, Inmobiliara Realiza y Optima

· Gastón Azcárraga, President of CMHN and CEO of Mexicana Aviación and Grupo Posadas

· León Halkin, President of CONCAMIN and CEO of four companies in the industrial and real estate sectors 

· Valentín Díez, President of COMCE and former president of Grupo Modelo

· Jaime Yesaki, President of CNA and CEO of several poultry companies 

· Claudio X. González, President of CEESP and Chairman of the Board and CEO of Kimberley-Clark of Mexico

· Guillermo Vogel, Vice-President of TAMSA

· César de Anda Molina, President and CEO of Avicar de Occidente

· Tomás González Sada, President and CEO of Grupo Cydsa

· Alfredo Moisés Ceja, President of Finca Montegrande
	Secretariat
	Instituto Mexicano para la competitividad (IMCO)

	
	United States
	· Louis L. Schorsch, President and CEO of Mittal Steel USA

· Ron Covais, President – Americas, Lockheed Martin Corporation

· Craig Herkert, CEO – Americas, Wal-Mart International

· Archie van Beuren, President of Campbell Soup Company (Away from Home and Canada, Mexico and Latin America)

· Amgad Shehata, Vice-President of Strategic Development and Public Affairs, United Parcels Service (UPS)

· Warren Erdman, Senior Vice-President, Kansas City Southern Industries

· Chevron Corporation

· FedEx Corporation

· Ford Motor Company

· General Electric Company

· General Motors Corp.

· Procter & Gamble (since 2007)

· Merck & Co., Inc.

· New York Life Insurance Company

· Whirlpool Corporation
	
	Council of the Americas and U.S. Chamber of Commerce

	
	Canada
	· Dominic D’Alessandro, President and CEO, Manulife Financial (insurance)

· Paul Desmarais Jr, Chairman of the Board and co-CEO, Power Corporation (finance)

· David A. Ganong, President of Ganong Brothers (chocolate manufacturer)

· Richard Lee George, President and CEO, Suncor Energy (oil and gas)

· Hunter Harrison, President and CEO, Canadian National Railroad Company-CN (railways)

· Linda Hasenfratz, CEO, Linamar Corporation (automotive parts)

· Michael Sabia, President and CEO, Bell Canada Enterprises (telecommunications)

· James A. Shepherd, President and CEO, Canfor Corporation (forestry industry)

· Annette Verschuren, President, Home Depot Canada (merchandizing)

· Richard E. Vaugh, President and CEO, Scotia Bank (banking)
	
	Canadian Council of Chief Executives  (CCCE)


	Source: First SPP Ministerial Meeting with the North American Competitiveness Council (NACC), June 15, 2006, Washington, DC, document prepared by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Council of the Americas, available on the latter's site (www.americas-society.org/coa/NACC/NACC5.pdf). And “Enhancing Competitiveness in Canada, Mexico and the United States. Private-sector Priorities for the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP). Initial Recommendations of the North American Competitiveness Council (NACC)”, February 2007, pp. 75-76. This document, made public on February 23, 2007, when the members of the NACC met with the ministers responsible for the SPP in Ottawa, although the official announcement spoke only of a ministerial meeting, is available at: http://www.ceocouncil.ca/publications/pdf/test_4d5f2a8ae89332894118d2f53176d82b/NACC_Report_to_Ministers_February_23_2007.pdfThe Council of the Americas is an employer organization representing the who’s who of corporate America. It was founded in 1965 by David Rockefeller and its stated aim is to promote free trade and open markets throughout the Americas (see www.americas-society.org/coa/about/pres_report.html and click on “History” and “Mission”). 

________________________________________________

The names in bold in the above table are those who serve as chair of their national section of the NACC.

Acronyms of Mexican employer associations or companies:

· CCE: Consejo Coordinator Empresarial (Employers coordination council)

· CEESP: Centro de Estudios Económicos del Sector Privado (Private sector centre for economic studies)

· CMHN: Consejo Mexicano de Hombres Negocios (Council of Mexican businessmen)

· CNA: Consejo Nacional Agropecuario (National agricultural council)

· COMCE: Consejo Mexicano de Commercio Exterior (Mexican council of foreign trade)

· CONCAMIN: Confederación de Cámaras Industriales (Federation of chambers of industry)

· IMCO: Instituto Mexicano para la Competitividad (Mexican institute for competitiveness)

· TAMSA: Tubos de Acero de México (Steel tubes of Mexico)

________________________________________________

The US section of the NACC has decided to operate differently from the other two; that’s why the names of 15 companies appear on the list, instead of the 10 indicated in the announcement by the Heads of State. The US section has a 15-member executive committee whose task it is to choose the 10 people who will represent their section at each of the ministerial meetings, on a rotational basis. See one of the documents obtained by Judicial Watch, entitled: “NACC Background and Goals Paper”. See: www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVII.pdf. 




Main issues associated with the SPP

In the following section, we will endeavour to examine in greater depth four themes that we feel highlight some important issues associated with the SPP:

I- Security and militarization

II- Democratic deficit

III- Commoditization of the common good

IV- Harmonization: our sovereignty is being watered down

I- Security and militarization

One of the key issues surrounding the SPP is Canada’s increasing militarization and the alignment of Canada’s security policies with those of the United States. We have seen some important changes in Canadian foreign policy these past few years, prompted in part by a desire to please the US administration in the aftermath of 9/11.

Motivated in part by fear that the United States would close their borders to Canadian products, the federal government embraced President Bush’s war on terror. Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, the United States has told Canada again and again that security trumps trade. 

“National security” has also become a pretext for tighter State controls over its population. Take, for example, the anti-terrorist legislation, which, in the name of this “security”, highlights the tension and contradictions between State security and basic rights. Other examples include the establishment of Canada-US integrated border enforcement teams (IBET), the development of immigration security measures that are compatible among the three countries, and the sharing of terrorist watch lists.
By linking economic “prosperity” and public security in this manner, the SPP seeks to ensure that North American integration is not only economic but as “comprehensive” as possible, as stipulated in the official texts. “We must enhance the interoperability of Canadian and United States armed forces on land, at sea and in the air including Canadian participation in a continental antiballistic missile system,” said a CCCE report. 

Financing the military and security apparatus reduces the government’s financial capacity to fund public services and social programs. Health and education take a backseat to war. Thus, the Bush administration has steadily increased its military budget (up 13% in 2002, for example) while slashing its spending on social programs. The budget submitted to the United States Congress on February 5, 2007 called for more of the same: an additional $235 billion earmarked for the war on terror over the next two years (representing an 11% increase for the Pentagon) and $100 billion less for health over five years (Nouvel Observateur, 070205)…Now that’s leadership!

The SPP is part of a widespread trend toward increased militarization the world over, with States increasingly refocussing on their repressive functions (a lucrative area).  
With the SPP, the aim on the one hand is to open up borders to goods and, on the other, to tighten them to keep out potential “undesirables”. With the borders becoming increasingly secure, what will become of Canadian immigration policy? Currently we are witnessing a strong feminization of migration, which at the dawn of the new millennium the United Nations pegged at 49% of all migrants; this goes hand in hand with the feminization of poverty.
 Workers are increasingly being pushed into domestic or international migration, this at a time when migration laws are becoming more stringent, causing these workers to go underground in massive numbers. Scores of illegal and clandestine migrants are obliged to work in the informal sector, which often translates into domestic work or the sex industry.

What’s more, one has to wonder whether the new restrictions will spur an increase in human trafficking. It is becoming increasingly difficult to legally emigrate to the countries of the North. Accordingly, the closed-border policy has turned border crossing into a most lucrative proposition for human smugglers and merchant networks. (Translation): “In March 2000, the ILO estimated that the immigration assistance industry (often illegal) was a $5-7 billion business. Operators are hired to help emigration candidates settle in the new country, but more often than not they exploit them.”

Security of the people, or security of the economic model?

Although proponents of the SPP claim that people’s prosperity depends on their security, one might ask oneself whether security measures can be used for purposes other than to ensure our prosperity.

It’s worth recalling that NAFTA is an international agreement aimed at maintaining and consolidating an economic model that, as we can see today, has benefited a minority and marginalized whole swaths of the countries’ populations. The SPP seems to take this one step further. Not only does it guarantee that the neoliberal model will remain intact even if a left-leaning or social democratic government were to take power, but in the event that over and above electoral outcomes, public dissatisfaction boils over and protestors take to the streets, the SPP will have paved the way for military tools that can be used to guarantee the “security of the model” and for direct intervention to quell any uprising that might threaten the model.

Fortunately, there has yet to be any convincing evidence in Canada that these new legal tools have been used to criminalize militancy and social protest. But already in Mexico, the recent events in Oaxaca show how the military apparatus is using repression to suppress social action, even when this action is founded on legitimate demands to counter the negative effects of the economic model: poverty, miserable wages and undignified working conditions.

“Anti-terrorist” laws and measures: a threat to our freedoms

Since 9/11, the Canadian government has spent upwards of $9 billion on all manner of security measures. We are convinced that this money has made no real contribution to enhancing the security of the Canadian population.  And the same is true of the measures announced in the wake of the London bombings or the measures that would come later: no-fly lists, increased use of surveillance cameras for public transportation, biometric passports and identity cards, etc. The proof is that London, which probably has the most surveillance cameras of any city in the world, was the scene of the most recent attacks against a Western country...

In the aftermath of the events of September 11, Canada passed an “anti-terrorist” law, Bill C-36, which defines “terrorist activity” in such broad terms that it potentially encompasses all sorts of actions that would have (or would seek to have) an economic or political impact of some sort... In addition, the Act makes it possible to implicate someone for having “facilitated” terrorist activity, even if the person did not have the slightest idea that a terrorist act was being (or would be) committed or that the person’s actions played any sort of part in this! But the shadow cast by these arbitrary measures does not stop there...

Indeed, how did the government come to justify, in the name of defending “our values” and “our freedoms”, deporting Canadian citizens like Maher Arar to face torture in their countries of origin? Or, in the name of “national security”, holding the public inquiry into his case behind closed doors for months? Or, after these many months, releasing nothing more than a summary, only a few pages long and over three-quarters of which was blacked out by the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS), again in the name of “national security”?

How can one claim that defending “our values” and “our freedoms” requires their suppression for non-citizens? But that is precisely the case with security certificates, whereby non-citizens – on the pretext that they represent a threat to national security – are detained indefinitely without formal charges and without a trial, which means that the State does not have to publicly demonstrate that the allegations are well-founded. Are we more secure because Mohamed Mahjoub, incarcerated in Toronto for five years under such a certificate, is denied touch visits with his wife and children? Are we more secure because for months he was denied a biopsy recommended by his doctor to assess his condition with respect to his hepatitis C?

To date, these violations of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, international conventions and the very principles on which our society is supposed to rest have mainly involved members of Arab communities. These are on top of the fear campaigns mounted by politicians and the media in the wake of each new attack. And they are on top of the harassing visits by CSIS agents, who regularly refer to the new powers afforded them by Bill C‑36. Are we more secure when entire communities are the subject of intimidation tactics? Do we not have a duty to react?

II- Democratic deficit

The SPP has received the green light without the support of Parliament and without a public debate. Indeed, most Canadians have never even heard of the SPP, and most of the discussions have been held behind closed doors, far from the glare of the media, parliamentarians and the public. In addition, working groups have been struck to forge ahead with this partnership and, to date, only stakeholders from the business community have been consulted. The SPP is a concrete example of the priority given to the business community at the expense of our democratic institutions.

There is little information on the content of the SPP. The only information available is what’s written in the annual report of the SPP ministers, where each working group lists the initiatives underway and their status vis-à-vis the time frames that have been established. We are told the title and general objectives of each initiative, but we know nothing about the actual substance of each initiative or the agreements that have been signed. In other words, we can piece together that an agreement was concluded in a particular area, but we have no way of learning the actual substance of the agreement.

Judging by how our democratic institutions have traditionally functioned, this decision-making is patently anti-democratic in that it is founded exclusively on executive powers. Not only are elected parliamentarians not called on to take a position on these decisions, but they are kept totally in the dark. The executive branch has no intention to subject the signed agreements to legislative scrutiny, far less to hold consultations or public debates. 

Many would argue that “executive democracy” is by no means a new phenomenon, and that on the contrary, it represents a major trend. But what is new is the private sector’s stranglehold on the decision-making process. As part of the SPP, negotiations are public/private. We’re not dealing here with private lobbyists sitting outside, waiting for the chance to have their say, as was the case with NAFTA. This time the business community is right in the room. They have direct access to the negotiations; in fact, they are the ones defining the strategy and the means of implementing it.

So what we’re talking about here is the privatization of public policy making, if not a quietly-mounted coup d’état on the part of the economic elites.

It must also be recognized that by concentrating power in the hands of a predominantly white, male economic elite, the SPP is reprising an economic model based on exclusion (of women and of cultural communities when it comes to, say, immigration, vulnerable sectors, etc.) and on the bypassing of democratic processes (in which women are already the minority and pretty much excluded). Need convincing? Simply consider the fact that the Canadian Council of Chief Executives counted only six women among its 148 members. With female representation of only 4%, the CCCE is doing poorly, since in 2005 female representation on the boards of the Canadian powerhouse companies listed on the FP500 (Financial Post ranking) was estimated at 12%.

III- Commoditization of the common good

Set in motion by Mulroney and Reagan back in 1985 with the FTA, followed by NAFTA and now the SPP, continental integration is based on, jibes with and consolidates the economic policies of liberalization and deregulation instituted even within our borders, both by the federal government and the Quebec government.

In the neoliberal world in which we live, everything is potentially a commodity, even human beings and elements of the common good: water, health, energy, education, public services. 

In the name of competitiveness, productivity, consumerism and “everyone for himself”, we have for years been witnessing a disengagement by the State and a calling into question of the social rights and policies that it has historically been called on to uphold. North American integration is speeding up this shift in the State and in its mission toward the search for profit and security measures, at the expense of the common good.

In this section, we will examine the implications of the SPP in some of these areas.

Health and drugs

The privatization of health care has been underway in Quebec for some years now. Our public system will be hard pressed to survive the combined attacks of the for-profit sector and continental integration. The exemption given to health care under NAFTA, which kept the big US health care companies away from Canada, applies only to an exclusively public system. Once privatized, the system will have to consider US companies the same way it does Canadian ones.
The SPP has a Trilateral Core Group whose objective it is to establish a North American framework for regulatory cooperation. 

In the health care field, Health Canada and its counterparts in the other two countries have already adopted a Trilateral Cooperation process and a Cooperation Charter.
 This raises questions as to the potential impact of this North American framework, whose aim is to cut back on repetitive tests and prerequisites for issuing certificates when it comes to such things as the drug approval process. Could the planned harmonization lead to adoption of the “once tested, approved” principle? In other words, say the United States approved a new drug: would that save Canada from having to approve it? In view of the pressure that pharmaceutical companies exert on approval bodies, do we really want them to have only one regulatory agency to “convince” in order to gain approval for some drug or another? 

The consequences of applying such a policy to the pharmaceutical and biotechnology sectors are obvious, and no doubt Canadian society would choose not to depend on criteria established by its neighbours to the south and would insist on its right to determine its own drug approval process. 

Natural resources and energy security: the case of the oil sands 

America’s unquenchable thirst for oil is no secret and certainly nothing new. But what is new is the instability of the regions where they get their oil. In his State of the Union address of January 31, 2006, President Bush went so far as to say that the United States is “addicted” to oil, adding that this is a serious problem because this oil is often imported from unstable parts of the world
. He therefore set the following goal for his country: to replace more than 75 percent of its oil imports from the Middle East by 2025, a reduction of 1.5 million barrels a day.

President Bush’s remarks constituted an admission that the geopolitical situation in the Middle East was undermining America’s supply of oil, and that the Iraq invasion was not going as planned. Result: the US must look elsewhere for its oil. President Bush may not have alluded to it, but the situation in the Middle East was not the only thing troubling him. At time when America’s oil reserves are on the decline, the anti-Bush stance of President Hugo Chavez is raising fears about the supply of oil from Venezuela, while Bolivian leader Evo Morales, of the Movement for Socialism, favours nationalizing the country’s oil industry. 

A secure supply of energy for the United States has become such a priority for the Bush administration that it is now one of the key elements of the National Security Strategy
, first established by the US in 2002. 

So where does America turn for a plentiful supply of oil produced by a secure country? To Canada, or more specifically the oil sands of northern Alberta. It has now become very profitable to develop the oil sands, what with the rising prices fetched by a barrel of oil. The companies currently carrying out oil sands projects estimate that they can produce a barrel of oil for $12 to $15, this at a time when a barrel of crude is going for over $60 on the international market, after climbing as high as $78 during the conflict between Israel and Hezbollah in July 2006. In announcing record profits
, EnCana has just proved that producing oil from oil sands can be very profitable. Oil sands reserves are estimated at 1 700 billion barrels (five times Saudi Arabia’s reserves), enough to last for a hundred years.

Needless to say, America’s search for stable and secure supplies of energy marks its relations with its partners in the Security and Prosperity Partnership. In all, the SPP contains nine energy-related initiatives, translating into 23 “deliverables”.

	The nine SPP energy initiatives 

	· Expand science and technology collaboration 

· Increase energy efficiency collaboration
· Increase regulatory cooperation 

· Enhance electricity collaboration 

· Greater economic production from oil sands
· Increase natural gas collaboration 

· Enhance nuclear collaboration 

· Enhance cooperation on hydrocarbons 

· Improve transparency and coordination in energy information, statistics and projections



Under the initiative “greater economic production from oil sands”, the first deliverable is to issue a report by January 2006, “building on joint discussions with key stakeholders and scientific experts, (…) that discusses the mid- to long-term aspects of the oil sands product market development and the infrastructure and refinery implications for increased oil sands market penetration”
.

As uncovered recently in an exposé by a team from Zone libre Enquêtes, “Du sable dans l’engrenage” (sand in the works)
, this report was indeed tabled, without any fanfare, at the conclusion of a two-day meeting held January 24-25, 2006 in Houston, Texas attended by US oil executives, the heads of the major oil sands development projects and government officials representing the United States, Canada and Alberta. The meeting was sponsored by Natural Resources Canada and the US Department of Energy. 

As excellent as it was, the piece by Radio-Canada left out one important thing: nowhere did it mention that the Houston meeting was held in connection with the SPP. And yet the report tabled at the Houston meeting
 clearly establishes, right in the introduction, that the discussions were held in connection with the SPP: 

President Bush, Prime Minister Martin and President Fox officially announced the Security and Prosperity  Partnership of North America (SPP) agreement in March 2005. The energy activities of the SPP encompass a trilateral effort among Mexico, the United States and Canada, to create a sustainable energy economy for North America. The Canadian oil sands are one of the world’s largest hydrocarbon resources and will be a significant contributor to energy supply and security for the continent. As such, the three countries agreed to collaborate through the SPP on the sustainable development of the oil sands resources and an ad hoc Oil Sands Experts Group was formed that includes the U.S., Canadian and Alberta Government representatives.

And so we are told that it was with a view to meeting the deadline for the group’s first deliverable (reproduced on previous page) that the Houston meeting was convened. 

Of the 56 participants at the meeting in Houston, 20 were from the various governments: two from Mexico (Energy Secretariat), five from Canada (four from Natural Resources, one from the Canadian Consulate in Houston), eight from the US (Department of Energy) and five from Alberta (two from the Department of Energy, two from the Department of Economic Development and one from the Energy and Utilities Board). The other 36 make up a veritable who’s who of the oil sector and its related companies, including heavyweights from the oil industry (representing the United States: BP, Chevron, Marathon, US Energy Association; representing Canada: Petro-Canada, Shell Canada, Enbridge Energy, EnCana, North American Oil Sands Corp., Nexen, Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers), the chemicals industry (US: General Electric Water & Process Technology, Air Products; Canada: Nova Chemicals), the petroleum products transportation industry (US: Association of Oil Pipe Lines; Canada: Enbridge Pipelines, Kinder Morgan Canada), the engineering sector (Jacobs Canada) and the heavy equipment manufacturing sector (US: Caterpillar). A few consultants and researchers in the field rounded out the list.

And talk about unseemly: none of these people holds elective office. So the only people they represent are themselves – yet here they were, the day after the Canadian election of January 23, 2006, deciding the future of Alberta’s petroleum sector. As for the senior officials in Natural Resources Canada, who were they taking orders from? After all, Paul Martin’s Liberal government had just been defeated, and Stephen Harper’s Conservative government-elect had not yet been sworn in. So who authorized these unelected bureaucrats to make decisions affecting Canada’s future with no accountability? Were these unelected officials so sure that the incoming Canadian government would join the SPP without there having been any discussions on the subject?

And the discussions are far from being of a purely technical nature, as claimed by the governments. Indeed, the report concerning the Houston meeting talks about picking up the pace and a four- or five-fold increase in oil sands production over a relatively short period
. And if, as we’re told, this is simply a recommendation, how then does one explain the many subsequent government statements presenting this target of five million barrels a day?

What better source than the Prime Minister of Canada, Stephen Harper. In an address delivered in New York on September 20, 2006 to the Economic Club, Mr. Harper had this to say:

“The production from Alberta’s oilsands – the second largest proven petroleum reserves on the planet – stands at more than a million barrels a day – on its way to four million a day by 2015”
.

Currently, a million barrels of oil are being extracted from the Alberta oil sands (all of which are destined for the United States)
. As it is, the province already accounts for 37% of Canada’s greenhouse gas emissions (2003 data), this despite a population representing only 10% of the Canadian total. The proportion of greenhouse gasses emitted by Alberta has more than doubled since 1996 (when it was 17%, or 16 million tonnes), which is when the oil sands development began in earnest. In 2010, it is estimated that 65 million tonnes of greenhouse gas will be generated by the development of Alberta’s oil sands.

To produce a single barrel of oil from the oil sands, four tonnes of sand and earth have to be extracted, in addition to using massive amounts of natural gas and non-recyclable water – this after literally razing the boreal forest and removing the aerable land that covered the oil sands.

Extracting petroleum from oil sands causes three times more greenhouse gas to be released into the atmosphere as conventional petroleum extraction, in large part because you have to heat the water to separate the sand from the bitumen and then heat the bitumen to break down its molecules and turn it into synthetic petroleum; currently, this heating is done via thermal power plants fuelled by natural gas. 

As we just indicated, extraction requires a great deal of water: on average, between two and five barrels of fresh water for each barrel of petroleum produced. And this water is taken from the Athabasca River, whose low levels are starting to be of concern.

But the impact on the environment does not stop there. The extraction process leaves all this water contaminated, so it ends up being stored in enormous tailings ponds located mere metres from the Athabasca River. If the dykes ended up bursting, it would be an ecological nightmare. These tailings ponds containing the used water already extend over an area measuring 50 km2, or the size of Lake Memphremagog. And that’s just to produce a million barrels a day. Imagine if production were increased five-fold …!

Five million barrels a day would amount to a quarter of US consumption and nearly half of its total imports.

The Houston report goes so far as to predict that production of five million barrels of oil a day will create a need for new refineries and new pipelines to transport Albertan crude as far away as California and southern Texas. The report even says that it would be a good idea to build these refineries in Alberta, because the process of refining Albertan crude causes a rather nauseating odour. 

And since the Americans are running out of time, the report recommends that the Canadian and Albertan governments streamline the environmental approval process for energy projects …! 

That private companies would make such recommendations comes as no surprise, but remember: the report was co-produced by Natural Resources Canada. Are we to believe that Natural Resources Canada is endorsing such a recommendation? The Conservative government’s refusal to attempt to achieve the Kyoto targets, and the “emissions intensity reduction” approach it launched in the fall of 2006 – patterned after a similar approach adopted by George Bush in 2002 – point in this direction, to say the least. This means that the oil companies can keep belching out more and more pollution ad infinitum, so long as they improve their environmental efficiency – which they’re already doing for purely economic reasons. So, for each barrel of oil extracted, the oil companies have to emit less greenhouse gas, but as for the total volume, it can rise as long as each barrel extracted produces less.

To sum up, the oil sands is an enormous project involving billions of dollars, but it will devastate thousands of square kilometres of land, produce oceans of non-recyclable toxic waste and emit massive amounts of greenhouse gas. And Canadians won’t have the slightest say in this project?

The statement by Natural Resources Minister Gary Lunn that nuclear power might be used to extract the petroleum from the oil sands is less than reassuring (see his statement dated January 17, 2007, reproduced in Annex IV). Shouldn’t this question also be subjected to public debate? True, nuclear power produces little if any greenhouse gas, but it does produce waste that we already don’t know what to do with to avoid the risks of contamination. Not to mention the risk of accidents, which, although infrequent, have consequences far more dangerous than is the case with other sources of power!

Is it too much to ask that Canada’s energy policy place the public interest ahead of the profits of large corporations, and that it ensure that the sale of our energy resources benefits the entire population, rather than a few economic bigwigs? This policy should attach a high priority to ensuring a supply of energy for future generations. It should take into account greenhouse gas emissions and the social, economic and environmental costs of global warming. It should help develop alternative energy sources. To do so, Canada’s energy policy should recognize that continuing to nourish America’s dependence on fossil fuels is not the right way to go, and that exports to that country cannot continue to increase.

Of course, if Canada did decide to go that route, it would probably be limited in what it could do by the proportionality clause in NAFTA’s Chapter 6 on Energy and Basic Petrochemicals
. Indeed, this clause limits Canada’s ability to reduce future exports of hydrocarbons to the United States, even if these exports were to cause energy shortages on Canadian soil. Article 605 of NAFTA, the provisions of which do not apply to Mexico, obliges Canada to continue exporting to the United States the same proportion of non-renewable hydrocarbons relative to the total supply that was sold to the Americans during the preceding 36-month period. In other words, if Canada exported three quarters of its production to the United States over the past three years, it has to maintain this export level the following year. This mechanism hamstrings Canada’s ability to shift production to the Canadian market if need be, as well as our ability to reduce our exports, since Canada would have to ensure that in making reductions of this nature, export restrictions would not cause Canadians to suffer. 

But what this really points up is the need for a public debate on NAFTA, the SPP and their repercussions on our entire citizenry. That the government is going to make policies as it sees fit is a given; but when push comes to shove, social factions can always oppose them, provided that the government is clear and up front about its intentions. In doing things on the sly, it shields its actions from public view – this from an administration that bills itself as a truly responsible government, accountable to the electorate. To date, it has proven just the opposite by plunging ahead with the SPP without giving parliamentarians and civil society a chance to debate these issues, or even ascertain what they are.

Water

In terms of resource security, there can be no denying that energy is priority number one. But the scarce water resources of our neighbours to the south is shaping up as an increasingly pivotal area of negotiation. The search for reliable sources of water is clearly an issue for the United States, which must contend with water shortages in some regions, or high levels of pollution. A number of projects are now on the drawing board (the construction of canals from James Bay all the way to California, bulk water export mega-projects, etc.). Americans’ thirst for water is even leading to rumours about the Great Lakes Basin. Our neighbours might be tempted to tap into this shared resource to see to their needs.

During the NAFTA negotiations, a hot topic of discussion was whether water is a commodity, and thus whether this resource is tradeable.  When all was said and done, NAFTA recognized water as a “service” and an “investment”; however, this made Canadian water more vulnerable to avid foreign investors. But if efforts to commoditize water proved successful, Canada would lose all control over a resource that has always been considered public – and with it its sovereignty in this area.

This would trigger a number of NAFTA provisions, including those having to do with national treatment, or the State’s ability to legislate in the interests of the public good. In fact, one US business, Sun Belt Water Inc. of Santa Barbara, California, has already filed a complaint under Chapter 11 against the Government of British Columbia, accusing it of barring water exports to California.

Water is not some product to be bought and sold. It is necessary to human life, and the right to potable water is a fundamental right. Moreover, water is not a renewable resource. The amount of fresh water on this planet has remained the same for thousands of years, but because of pollution, its quality has deteriorated. Bulk water exports will not solve the problems of regions or countries experiencing water stress or scarcity. The solution lies in introducing economic development models compatible with preserving the integrity of local ecosystems. For example, extensive cotton farming caused much of the Aral Sea to dry up, leaving this region a desert bereft of economic activity. 

It should be pointed out that Canada did not support the resolution submitted to the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights calling for a study and recommendations on the follow-up, content and legal scope of provisions on access to water in international human rights agreements. 

Hence the importance of fighting to have water and its attendant services recognized and confirmed as a public responsibility, and of recognizing that they must be provided without seeking to make a profit.
Impact on women 

As we mentioned earlier, the SPP will not only help maintain the neoliberal model developed through NAFTA, but will also create military tools to perpetuate this model. What specifically does this mean for women?

The policies of market liberalization have deeply transformed the labour market: unprecedented growth in self-employment, whose denizens fall outside the social safety net; corporate restructuring designed to allow greater employment flexibility; decrease in production costs bringing pressure to bear on wages and employment-related costs that businesses must pay; decline of the public sector and proliferation of private services; expansion of volunteer or unpaid work done by women; etc. What we’re witnessing, in a nutshell, is a fragmentation of the labour market and a “relaxation” of the laws and standards regulating it. Thus, the table is set for harmonization of national regulatory policies, which is the aim of the SPP. 

Here as in other parts of the world, these transformations affect women disproportionately. In the South, it is called informal work – falling completely outside the social safety net – comprising a majority of women. In the North, it is called precarious or atypical work – falling increasingly outside the social safety net – also comprising a majority of women. For example, in Quebec women are underrepresented in full-time employment and overrepresented in part-time employment, and in all forms of atypical employment they are always concentrated in a much smaller number of employment sectors than men (employment ghettos) and their wages or income are always less than what men make. On top of this gender-based division or discrimination, there is a further division according to membership in ethnocultural groups. Occupying the bottom rung of the income ladder are female members of visible minorities, followed by all immigrant women and Quebec women as a whole. Next are male members of visible minorities, immigrant men and, at the top of the ladder, Quebec men as a whole.
We might add that the transformations underway are exploiting the characteristics that have generally marked the development of female employment (insecurity, flexibility and precariousness), while extending them to the entire labour market.

The current development of the neoliberal economic model is consolidating the inequalities between men and women, which themselves are becoming more pronounced based on membership in ethnocultural groups. It is also causing an increase in North-South tension: cheap female labour exploited in “enterprise zones” and other sweatshops, hand in hand with increased violence against these women, enslavement of domestic workers, enslavement of women and children in the sex trade, etc. 

We spoke earlier of the feminization of migration and, hence, of poverty. Will tougher immigration controls not lead to an expansion in illegal immigration related to sex trafficking? A few years ago, sex trafficking was already considered the third most lucrative market in the world, after arms and drugs.

The SPP is concerned with the integration of prosperity and security in the three countries of North America, but turns a deaf ear to the impunity surrounding non-compliance with international labour standards in the enterprise zones’ assembly plants and the violence directed at women in the cities that are home to these zones, as is the case in Ciudad Juárez in Northern Mexico, for example.

Lastly, the growing militarization accompanying the development of the neoliberal model will create, according to certain analysts,
 another dynamic between the sexes or other social relationships that will coalesce around two poles. The female side will see the emergence of private service workers: domestic service for individuals, in communities or for businesses, and sex-related activities: prostitution, pornography, escorts… On the male side, the work will consist of weapons handling in security forces, an army, a mafia, a prison, residential zones, etc. Is that the direction in which this new informal, transnational labour market is taking us? This alone is reason to resist the joint empowerment of the economic and military elites and demand a societal debate on the covert model embraced by the SPP.

IV- Harmonization: our sovereignty is being watered down

As we indicated earlier, in their Report to Leaders in June 2005, which was 90 days after the official launch of the SPP, the ministers announced their common objective of “enhancing and streamlining regulatory process in North America”. Indication was also given of a “trilateral Regulatory Cooperation Framework by 2007”, under the direction of a Trilateral Core Group on Regulatory Cooperation.

According to the leaders’ joint statement in March 2006, harmonization of national regulatory policies is designed to “generate growth”. Two specific objectives were identified: 

1. Lower costs for North American businesses, producers, and consumers and maximize trade in goods and services across our borders by striving to ensure compatibility of regulations and standards and eliminating redundant testing and certification requirements;

2. Strengthen regulatory cooperation, including at the onset of the regulatory process, to minimize barriers.

Clearly, the implications of such an agreement are enormous, and they risk undermining our ability to set rules of all sorts according to our choices as a society, be it in the area of the environment, the public nature of certain services, etc. In other words, regulatory harmonization directly affects the State’s sovereignty in governing according to the interests of its own population.

To date, it has been impossible to track the progress of the harmonization efforts. It was only through the discovery of a letter containing a list of recommendations from a Washington lobbying firm, Jacobs and Associates, commenting on the 2006 Report to Congress on the regulation of the White House Office of Management and Budget that it came to light that the members of this trilateral group met for the first time in Ottawa on December 9, 2005, and a second time on April 18-19, 2006. Nothing more is known.

But what we do know is that the federal government wasted no time in getting to work. The SPP was officially launched on March 23, 2005. The very next day, the government – in the person of then Treasury Board President Reg Alcock – launched a plan to revamp the regulatory system on a number of different levels. He called it Smart Regulation.
 

As we can see, the hallmark of the SPP era is “intelligence”: intelligent borders, intelligent regulation… And really, who could be against the federal government wanting to show a little intelligence? 

The process is being piloted directly by the Privy Council Office, so it directly involves the Prime Minister’s Office. The business community is particularly well represented through its participation in the Reference Group on Regulating, whose mandate is to make suggestions and comments on the government’s initiatives and on strategic proposals aimed at strengthening regulatory management and governance. Membership includes representatives of the CCCE (who else?), the Canadian Chamber of Commerce and even the Conseil du patronat du Québec.

North American harmonization of standards and regulations is particularly worrisome. One has to wonder who stands to gain from this, especially if the ultimate objective is to create the ideal climate for doing business rather than ensuring the welfare of the countries’ populations, by such means as guaranteeing equal access for all to basic services. What will be the minimum benchmark for harmonization? The standards and regulations in effect in the United States? Because these are particularly minimal, when they exist at all. It won’t be harmonization so much as deregulation. Worrisome indeed.

Foiling the SPP

Response of North American social networks to the SPP

At the time of its official launch in Texas on March 23, 2005, the media paid scant attention to the SPP, underestimating its implications and not seeing fit to dig deeper into the origins of the agreement.

But the four social networks of Mexico, the United States, Canada and Quebec released a joint statement following the official Summit, urging the Heads of State to address the adverse effects of NAFTA before thinking about going ahead with NAFTA-plus. The Presidents and Prime Minister were asked to prioritize human security, work to eliminate poverty and reduce inequalities, protect and improve the environment, guarantee universal access to health services and guarantee food sovereignty. The leaders were invited to ratify international conventions on human rights as the foundation for democratic governance.

The networks have agreed to work together to foil the SPP, as they did in the early 1990s when they banded together to fight NAFTA. But the challenge is a daunting one, given how tight-lipped our governments are being about the SPP and its progress.  

Given this information void, it might seem tempting to throw in the towel. But we have to remember that not long ago, we persevered, leading the charge in Quebec and in the Americas against the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), even though the negotiations were shrouded in government secrecy. That didn’t stop us from waging our campaign and denouncing the democratic deficit, nor from bringing together over 2000 civil society representatives from the four corners of the Americas in Quebec City in April 2001 during the 2nd Peoples’ Summit of the Americas, and over 60 000 people for a mass demonstration. As we recall, it wasn’t until the Peoples’ Summit was in full swing that access was first provided to one of the chapters of the FTAA, the one on investment – which confirmed, by the way, the extent of the privileges that the FTAA wanted to give investors, extending NAFTA’s infamous Chapter 11 to the continent as a whole.

In other words, despite the lack of transparency, today we have enough indications that the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America constitutes a North American integration process that benefits only the business community, while deepening social inequities. We can and must act, together, to defeat it.

Eliminating the democratic deficit 

The political and economic elites have every reason to keep the trilateral negotiations behind closed doors. And now that the SPP has established a close linkage between the economy and security, the guise of national security is becoming a new weapon to conceal economic interests that all too often benefit only the chosen few. 

Step one, then, in eliminating the democratic deficit is to challenge this pernicious relationship that the SPP establishes between security and prosperity, summed up very nicely by Canadian Foreign Affairs Minister Peter MacKay when he states that (unofficial translation) “[with the SPP], North America will become the safest place to live and the best place to do business”. Not only does this statement ring false, but it’s enough to make one shudder. 

If the veil of secrecy surrounding the SPP is to be lifted, we as citizens and social organizations must take it upon ourselves to spread the word about the SPP as widely as possible, explain the issues associated with it, and gradually build a power relationship that allows us to demand all the information on what is being negotiated and to force the executive branch to open up the SPP for debate.

Our efforts at raising awareness of the SPP must also target parliamentarians, both provincially and federally. Excluded from the SPP decision-making process, parliamentarians must be urged to take up this issue and play the role that citizens have every right to expect of legislators vis-à-vis the executive branch. 

Targeting the business community

The SPP is characterized by a scandalous collusion between the business community and the political leaders of the three countries. Not only are the role and access to negotiations given business leaders unacceptable, but the SPP creates the dangerous precedent of formalizing corporate power by actually including them in the public policy making process. It is crucial, therefore, that a strategy be deployed to reverse this trend.

Historically, social organizations have targeted the State, i.e. the government of the day, making demands and carrying out activities. But the current situation dictates that we adjust our strategy so that the business community becomes one of our targets. 

As we know, the never-ending search for profit is the hallmark of the private sector. But it’s also its weakness, its Achilles’ heel. Say what you want about them, but businesses are sensitive to what the public thinks of them. Thus, denouncing the manipulation exhibited by the business community in connection with the SPP certainly constitutes a viable strategy.

Forging alliances

The SPP affects entire sections of our public policies on wealth distribution and equity, and jeopardizes the fulfilment of a number of human rights – our civil and political rights in the case of measures put in place by the SPP to combat regional terrorism; or our economic, social and cultural rights in the case of the economic integration policies that perpetuate a profit-driven model that potentially commoditizes everything: natural resources, water, health, education, public services, etc.

Coordinating the work we do in our networks is crucial, therefore, both in terms of multisectoral national alliances, to be sure, but also beyond our borders. We need to dialogue with the social forces in each of the countries of North America, and we need to adopt common action strategies. 

Of course, this means consolidating the existing networks, networks that have stood the test of time since the late 1980s; for example, the Quebec Network on Continental Integration (RQIC), Common Frontiers in English Canada, the Mexican Network for Action against Free Trade (RMALC), and the Alliance for Responsible Trade (ART-US) in the United States.

Time for action

Taking action to foil the SPP involves, first and foremost, putting neoliberal globalization back on our agendas. This means obtaining information, documenting the issues, creating our own knowledge, raising public awareness and organizing SPP training sessions for our activists, in addition to alerting and prodding our elected representatives in the various levels of government. It means deploying energetic strategies in our dealings with the media. And it means consolidating our existing partnerships and building new ones.

There are a number of key events associated with the SPP: ministerial meetings, meetings held by the various working groups, meetings of business leaders, etc. Each can serve as a target or theme for our actions. 

Once a year, there is a gathering of the SPP’s three Heads of State. The third such summit is slated to take place in Canada, and although the exact dates and location have yet to be confirmed, we can expect our political leaders to once again do everything they can to keep the public in the dark and deflect attention. It is rumoured that Bush, Calderón and Harper will meet in August 2007 in Kananaskis, Alberta, an inaccessible venue if there ever was.

But regardless of the meeting place and time that our economic and political elites decide upon to advance the SPP agenda, we must try and keep up the pressure. North America’s social organizations are part of a wider social movement that extends throughout the Americas and beyond. As such, we are confronted today with the need to flesh out the integration alternatives that we are proposing. Faced with the SPP, we need to clarify how an alternative model of relations among peoples can foster the harmonious development of national societies founded on social justice and the equitable distribution of wealth.

Annexes

Annex I: SPP Flowchart
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Footnotes from the SPP flowchart

1.   The SPP came into being with a trilateral statement issued in Waco, Texas on March 23, 2005 as part of the North American Summit bringing together the Heads of State of Mexico (Vincente Fox), the United States (George W. Bush) and Canada (Paul Martin). This annual summit takes place in March; the 2006 summit was held in Cancun. 

2.   The follow-up group submits an annual progress report to the leaders on the SPP’s objectives. This group is made up of:

      United States: Michael Cherthoff (Homeland Security), Carlos Gutierrez (Secretary of Commerce) and Condoleezza Rice (Secretary of State). Mexico: Francisco Javier Ramírez Acuña (Secretario de Gobernación), Eduardo Sojo Garza-Aldape (Secretario de Economía) and Patricia Espinoza Cantellano (Secretario de Relaciones Exteriores). Canada:  Stockwell Day (Minister of Public Security), Maxime Bernier (Minister of Industry) and Peter Mackay (Minister of Foreign Affairs).

3.   The coordination group, in addition to coordinating the work on the two themes, sees to it that this work is consistent with the countries’ foreign policies. This task is assumed by: US: State Department; MEX: Secretariado de Relaciones Exteriores, CAN: Department of Foreign Affairs  

4.  The ministerial group charged with the prosperity component oversees the working groups, and is made up of the ministers from the following departments:

      US: Department of Commerce, MEX:  Secretariado de Economía, CAN: Department of Industry.

5.  The ministerial group charged with the security component oversees the working groups, and is made up of the ministers from the following departments:
      US: Homeland Security, MEX: Secretario de Gobernación, CAN: Department of Public Security.
6.   The prosperity working groups, composed of senior officials, submit biannual reports to the responsible ministers. Some of the groups predated the official launch of the Partnership, such as the North American Energy Working Group (NAEWG), created in March 2001 but subsequently incorporated into the SPP. It seems that certain working groups include sub-groups, some of which are novel in that they are a mix of public and private interests. Examples: the Automotive Partnership Council of North America (APCNA) and the North American Steel Trade Committee (NASTC). The SPP also seems to include horizontal entities, such as the Trilateral Core Group on Regulatory Cooperation.

7.  Neither the number nor the exact makeup of the security working groups has been made public. But if the modus operandi is the same as for the prosperity component, the number of groups should equal the number of security initiatives under the SPP.

8.  There are over 30 working groups operating under the NAFTA banner. These are apolitical bodies supervised by three senior trade officials appointed by each of the countries. The officials meet twice a year to carry out their oversight duties.

9.  The NAFTA Commission meets annually and oversees in a general way the Agreement’s application and progress.

10. The Council meets periodically. Its activities are dictated by pre-established objectives, with the work shared among the three national groups. The Council meets annually with the responsible ministers and works with the senior officials making up the working groups. They can also present their recommendations directly to the Heads of State at the annual Summit.
11. These organizations do not have membership status, but their representatives take part in Council meetings as members of the secretariat representing their national section.

12. Although Canada’s official announcement on the launch of the Council described the members as individuals, it seems that they are actually corporations, as evidenced by the American designations and the attendance at the meetings. 
Annex II: Detailed summary of Report to Leaders

Prosperity Component

· Manufactured Goods and Sectoral and Regional Competitiveness:

- 
Enhancing and Streamlining Regulatory Processes in North America
- 
Steel: A Strategic Partnership – A Strategic Industry
- 
Moving Toward a Fully Integrated Auto Sector
- 
A Fake-Free North America

- 
Other initiatives

· Movement of goods:

· Expanding duty-free treatment through rules of origin liberalization, covering at least $30 billion in trilateral trade by 2007
· E-Commerce and ICT:
· Maximize on-line Business and Consumer Confidence
· Financial services 

· Transportation:

· Signature initiative – North American Air Transportation: Expanding Our Horizons 
· Signature initiative: Safer, Faster and More Efficient Border Crossings
· Other transportation initiatives 

· Energy:

· Creating a sustainable energy economy for North America
· Environment
 

· Food and agriculture:

· Enhance Food Safety and Facilitate Trade
· Enhance laboratory coordination 

· Increase Cooperation in Agricultural Biotechnology Regulation
· Health:
· Completion of Protocols for Mutual Assistance and Support in a 
Cross-Border Emergency
· A healthier North America 

Security Component

· Secure North America from external threats
· Traveller security: 

Develop and implement consistent outcomes with compatible processes for screening prior to departure from a foreign port and at the first port of entry to North America 
· Cargo security:

Develop and implement compatible screening methods for goods and cargo prior to departure from a foreign port and at the first point of entry to North America
· Bioprotection:
Develop and implement a North American bioprotection strategy to assess, prevent, protect, detect and respond to intentional as well as applicable naturally occurring threats to public health and the food and agriculture system
· Prevent and respond to threats within North America 

· Aviation security:

Develop and implement a strategy to establish equivalent approaches to aviation security for North America
· Maritime security:

Develop and implement a strategy to enhance North American maritime transportation and port security
· Law enforcement cooperation:

Develop and implement a strategy for combating transnational threats to the United States, Canada and Mexico

· Intelligence cooperation:

Enhance partnerships on intelligence related to North American security
· Protection, prevention and response:

Develop and implement a common approach to critical infrastructure protection and response to cross-border terrorist incidents and, as applicable, natural disasters
· Further streamline the secure movement of low-risk traffic across our shared borders
· Border facilitation:

Build capacity and improve the legitimate flow of people and cargo at ports of entry within North America
· Science and technology cooperation:

Identify, develop and deploy new technologies to advance our shared security goals and promote the legitimate flow of people and goods across our borders
Annex III: Chapter 11 of NAFTA at a glance

The most pernicious entitlement that NAFTA-type agreements grant to businesses is the right to take a government to court if it adopts measures that could undermine the investor’s ability to make profits. This investor/State redress is heard by an arbitration tribunal set up under the Agreement. When the tribunal hears a case, the free trade agreement rules trump national legislation. 

A foreign investor can take legal action against a government for multiple reasons under the chapter on investment (Chapter 11 in NAFTA, Chapter 4 in the FTAA Draft Agreement). Here are some of those reasons:

( If the foreign investor feels that it has not been treated the same as a national investor because, say, certain government measures favour a domestic business, the investor can sue the government of the country where it wants to invest. This is the national treatment clause (article 1102 of NAFTA). This clause is troubling, especially when seen in light of the chapter on government procurement, which obliges federal public entities to offer any contract valued at over US$50 000 to investors in all of the signatory countries
. By imposing this requirement on governments, State-owned corporations and other public sector entities, NAFTA precludes any national – or even regional – development strategy, because governments can no longer favour a national or local business. Private companies, for their part, are not bound by any conditions when they award contracts, regardless of their value; only the public sector has this obligation. 

( If a government decides to offer an advantage to the investors of one of the signatory countries, it must offer it to the investors of the other countries as well. Otherwise, an investor has the right to launch proceedings against the government that is favouring investors from one country over another. This is the most-favoured-nation treatment clause (article 1103).

( If a government tries to impose conditions for accepting an investment, for example by “relat(ing) in any way the volume or value of imports to the volume or value of exports or to the amount of foreign exchange inflows associated with such investment” or “achiev(ing) a given level or percentage of domestic content”, the investor can take the government to court. This is the clause prohibiting performance requirements (article 1106). This clause severely limits what the governments can do in the area of regional development.

( If a government adopts a measure that undermines a company’s ability to make profits, this measure can be likened to expropriation, even if no property was seized (in fact, the NAFTA tribunal has developed the notion of “rampant” expropriation
), and can leave the government open to prosecution by the foreign investor. This is the clause prohibiting expropriation (article 1110).

( If a foreign investor feels that it has not received fair and equitable treatment from a government (and NAFTA does not clearly define what such treatment might constitute), the investor can launch legal action against the government in question. This clause, which is being used more and more, is known as the mimimum standard of treatment (article 1105).

Annex IV: Excerpts of the clarification by Radio-Canada

In reference to the complaint filed by the Office of the Prime Minister of Canada with the Radio-Canada Ombudsman regarding the allegedly biased nature of the report “Du sable dans l’engrenage”.

(Translation) “Until this past January 18, all statements emanating from the members of the new government referred to over 4 million barrels a day. Including the statement by Minister Gary Lunn during a press conference on January 17:”

“Oil sands, without question, many of you know, is one of the largest oil field in the world. Canada is the second known largest oil reserve in the world. And, as we see potential increase, the production, moving from a million barrels a day, up to four or five, we need to do better. I think that there is great promise in the oil sands for nuclear energy. Nuclear energy is emission free, there is no greenhouse gases and no pollutant is going up in this energy. There's a great opportunity.

We've burned a lot of natural gas to extract that oil from the sands right now. There is great opportunity to pursue nuclear energy, something I'm very keen on. As far as the investments and the taxes system, those are things that the minister of Finance will have to look at. But I think we want to encourage companies to invest into technology that's going to have dramatic reduction in green house gases and have a strong benefit for the environment.
In addition, during a recent trip to China, Finance Minister Jim Flaherty told potential investors, and I quote: “Between now and 2015, (...) Production from Alberta's oil sands stands at about 2.5 million barrels a day now, and is on its way to 4.6 million barrels per day by 2015” (source: The Globe & Mail, January 30, 2006).

Annex V: MILESTONES: 2001-2007*                                 prepared by the RQIC (February 2007)
Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP)
	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	Sep. 6, 2001
	Gathered in Washington, Presidents Bush and Fox launch the Partnership for Prosperity initiative, a “private-public alliance to harness the power of free markets to boost the social and economic well-being of citizens particularly in regions where economic growth has lagged and fueled migration”

	
	
	

	Sep. 11, 2001
	With the attacks on the twin towers at the World Trade Center in New York, the global war on terror shoots to the top of the Bush Administration’s agenda. Like many other issues, economic integration is dwarfed in importance by security and disappears from the US radar.

	December 2001
	
	In Mérida, Mexico, inaugural conference of the Partnership for Prosperity, bringing together over 100 participants from Mexico and the US: business leaders, government representatives, academics.
	
	

	December 2001
	Deputy Prime Minister John Manley and his US counterpart, Tom Ridge, sign the Smart Border Declaration. They agree on a four-point action plan: secure flow of people; secure flow of goods; secure infrastructure; and information sharing.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	January 2002
	
	
	
	
	As part of an initiative by Common Frontiers, the 4 North American networks, including the RQIC, gather during the WSF in Porto Alegre to discuss strategies on how to rekindle the struggle on North American soil.

	February 19, 2002
	
	In Washington, second public-private conference of the Partnership for Prosperity.
	
	

	March 22, 2002
	At the UN Conference on Development in Monterrey, Mexico, Presidents Bush and Fox launch the Partnership for Prosperity Action Plan, a product of public-private conferences in Mérida and Washington.
	
	
	


*This chronology summarizes the milestones marking the development of the SPP and categorizes them as governmental, private or mixed (public-private), while situating certain actions that social organizations undertook in response. Prepared by Normand Pépin, Nancy Burrows and Pierre-Yves Serinet for the RQIC, February 2007.

	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	April 2002
	
	
	Writing for the C.D. Howe Institute, a right-wing think-tank, author Wendy Dobson lays out her vision – a “Big Idea”, as she calls it – of the North American community,  in “Shaping the Future of the North American Economic Space” 
 
	

	Sep. 9,. 2002
	Prime Minister Jean Chrétien and President Bush meet to take stock of the harmonization of our border policies in connection with the Smart Borders Action Plan. The question of whether or not Canada will participate in the War in Iraq serves as a backdrop.
	
	
	

	Oct. 27, 2002
	Mexico rejects the use of force in Iraq.
	
	
	

	November 25, 2002
	Partnership for Prosperity progress report during a meeting between Bush and Fox.
	
	
	

	December 2002
	
	The three governments announce the creation of the North American Steel Trade Committee (NASTC).
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	January 1, 2003
	
	
	The Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE) launches its “North American Security and Prosperity Initiative”
	

	January 2003
	
	
	
	
	Part of a broad movement in the Americas, the RQIC launches public consultations on the FTAA, to run through October.

	February 15, 2003
	
	
	
	
	Over 200 000 people take to the streets in Montreal to protest the war – proportionately speaking, the largest demonstration in the world.

	February 17, 2003
	Chrétien states that Canada will not be part of a “coalition of the willing” with the United States to attack Iraq. Canada’s position is that any intervention must be under the auspices of the UN.
	
	
	

	Feb. 27-28, 2003
	Chrétien pays an official visit to Mexico City and meets with President Vicente Fox, who backs the Canadian proposal on Iraq.
	
	
	

	April 3, 2003
	
	
	The CCCE issues a press release announcing the creation of a 30-member CEO action group to drive the North American Security and Prosperity Initiative
	


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	April 7-8, 2003
	
	
	The CCCE’s CEO Action Group holds its first meeting in Washington with Bush administration cabinet members.
	

	June 9-10, 2003
	
	First binational entrepreneurial workshop in San Francisco of the Partnership for Prosperity, bringing together entrepreneurs and officials from Mexico and the United States.
	
	

	October 2003
	
	
	
	
	End of public consultations on the FTAA organized by the RQIC.

	November 24, 2003
	
	Inaugural meeting in Mexico of the North American Steel Trade Committee (NASTC), an intergovernmental body composed of representatives of the 3 governments and of 4 major North American steel associations (AISI, ACPA, CANACERO and SMA)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	April 5, 2004
	
	
	As part of its North American Security and Prosperity Initiative, the CCCE releases a paper entitled “New Frontiers” which proposes a “21st Century Partnership in North America”

	

	April 2004
	
	
	The Institute for Research on Public Policy (IRPP), a right wing think tank based in Montreal, organizes a conference called “North American Integration: migration, trade and security”,.

	

	June 28, 2004
	
	2nd binational entrepreneurial workshop, in Guadalajara, in connection with the Partnership for Prosperity. In his speech, Vicente Fox shares his vision for North America, which mirrors almost point for point the approach taken by the CCCE.
	
	

	July 16, 2004
	10th ministerial meeting of the NAFTA Commission, San Antonio, Texas.

	
	
	

	Sep. 17 - 19, 2004
	
	
	
	
	The RQIC organizes, in cooperation with the 3 other North American networks, a North American symposium, “Les 10 ans de NAFTA: Bilan social et perspectives”, featuring over 50 panellists from the region’s 4 countries and attended by nearly 400 people. “Deep integration” is on the agenda.


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	Sep. 20,. 2004
	
	
	
	
	Representatives of the 4 networks meet in Ottawa with parliamentarians from Quebec, Canada and Mexico.

	Oct. 15, 2004
	
	
	Independent Task Force on the Future of North America is launched by the US Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) and co-sponsored by the CCCE and its Mexican counterpart, the Mexican Council on Foreign Relations (COMEXI). The task force is chaired by Canada’s former Deputy Prime Minister John Manley, and Thomas d’Aquino, Chief Executive of the CCCE, is a vice-chair. Quebec’s lone representative is Pierre-Marc Johnson.
	

	Oct. 25, 2004
	President Vicente Fox visits Ottawa. He and Paul Martin launch the Canada-Mexico Partnership.
	
	
	

	Nov. 30, 2004
	President Bush visits Ottawa. He and Paul Martin issue a joint statement: “Common Security, Common Prosperity a New Partnership in North America” 

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	March 14, 2005
	
	
	The Independent Task Force on the Future of North America issues a Trinational Call for a North American Economic and Security Community by 2010

	

	March 22, 2005
	
	
	
	
	The 4 North American networks issue a joint statement on the future of NAFTA, entitled “The Damage done to Human Security by NAFTA should be at the Top of their Agenda.
Any discussion on deeper integration or ‘NAFTA-plus’ is premature”


	March 23, 2005
	1st North American Summit of Heads of State, bringing together Paul Martin, Prime Minister of Canada, George W. Bush, President of the United States, and Vicente Fox, President of Mexico, in Waco, Texas, at President Bush’s ranch; the North American Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP) is launched.
	At a time when even the media don’t know what to expect from the Texas Summit, the CCCE issues a press release congratulating the three leaders on their initiative and expressing pleasure that their 2003 and 2004 recommendations were taken into account.
	


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	March 23, 2005
	Created in March 2001, the North American Energy Working Group (NAEWG) is incorporated into the SPP structure.
	
	

	March 24, 2005
	Treasury Board President Reg Alcock launches the “Smart Regulation” plan
	The CCCE commends the government on this initiative, calling it an excellent way to harmonize standards and regulations so as to be competitive on the global market.
	

	May 4-5, 2005
	
	
	
	
	At the instigation of the networks and progressive parliamentarians, the inaugural trinational forum of legislators and civil society actors is held in Washington. The theme: North American integration.

	May 13, 2005
	
	The Hemispheria 2005 North American Summit is held in San Pedro, Mexico, bringing together federal officials, governors, mayors and business leaders from Mexico, the United States and Canada.

Jean Charest is an active participant.
	
	

	May 17, 2005
	
	
	Report of the Independent Task Force on the Future of North America, entitled “Building a North American Community” 
	

	June 27, 2005
	The 9 ministers responsible for the SPP submit their first report to the leaders. In it, we learn that the SPP comprises over 300 initiatives, including one to develop a “trilateral regulatory cooperation framework by 2007”.
	
	
	The RQIC and Common Frontiers issue a joint press statement entitled: NAFTA-plus Ministerial: Civil society condemns closed-door talks in Ottawa”

	June 27, 2005
	The SPP ministers launch a North American strategy on steel.
	Business associations belonging to the North American Steel Trade Committee (NASTC) are delighted by the initiative.
	

	June 27, 2005
	The ministers’ report announces the creation of the Automotive Partnership Council of North America (APCNA)
	
	

	June 28, 2005
	
	
	The CCCE launches a new initiative aimed at making Canada more competitive in the ever-changing global economy 
	

	December 8, 2005
	Symposium: North American Linkages / North American Regulatory Cooperation: A Results Agenda, organized by the Policy Research Initiative (PRI) of the Government of Canada
	
	
	


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	December 9, 2005
	The Trilateral Core Group on Regulatory Cooperation meets for the first time in Ottawa.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	January 10-11, 2006
	
	The Council of the Americas organizes a private and public sector dialogue on the SPP in Louisville, Kentucky attended by about 50 participants, basically representatives of the three governments and corporate executives from Canada, the US and Mexico.
	
	

	January 23, 2006
	Harper elected Prime Minster, heading up a minority government 
	
	
	

	January 24-25, 2006
	
	Natural Resources Canada and the US Department of Energy sponsor a meeting of oil industry leaders from Canada and the US, held in Houston. It emerges that the oil sands are at the heart of the US energy security strategy for North America.

	
	

	January 31, 2006
	In his State of the Union address, George Bush announces the following objective: a 75% cut in oil imports from the Middle East by 2025.
	
	
	

	February 21, 2006
	
	
	The CCCE publishes “From Bronze to Gold: A Blueprint for Canadian Leadership in a Transforming World”
	

	March 7-8, 2006
	
	
	Mexican visit by a delegation of Canadian business men belonging to the CCCE, led by Thomas d’Aquino, Chief Executive of the CCCE; there they meet with their Mexican counterparts and honorary chair Vicente Fox;  the meeting was organized by the Canadian Chamber of Commerce in Mexico a few days before the staging of the 2nd North American Summit of Heads of State.
	On March 6, the RQIC and Common Frontiers issue a joint communiqué entitled “Allowing CEOs to Set the Foreign Policy Agenda for North America Endangers Democracy in Canada”

	March 15, 2006
	
	US Secretary of Commerce Carlos Gutierrez meets with members of the Council of the Americas and the US Chamber of Commerce in Washington to discuss the SPP on the eve of the 2nd Summit of North American Heads of Government.
	
	

	March 24, 2006
	11th ministerial meeting of the NAFTA Commission in Acapulco, Mexico.

	
	
	


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	March 27, 2006
	
	
	
	
	The 4 North American networks issue a joint communiqué entitled: “Harper must come clean about the Security and Prosperity Partnership”, and hold a telephone press conference


	March 30-31, 2006
	2nd Summit of Heads of State, this time with Harper as Canadian Prime Minister. They agree on five priority initiatives:

- North American Competitiveness Council (NACC)

- cooperation on avian and human pandemic influenza

- North American initiative on energy security 

- North American emergency management

- Smart, secure borders
	
	
	

	April 18-19, 2006
	The Trilateral Core Group on Regulatory Cooperation meets for the second time in Washington D.C.
	
	
	

	May 26, 2006
	
	Launch of the US section of the North American Competitiveness Council (NACC), in the presence of Secretary of Commerce Carlos Gutiérrez, who has this to say: “What’s your consensus on the top issues for the Council’s agenda? The priorities you identify will set the stage for our work going forward with the SPP.”

	
	

	June 5-6, 2006
	
	
	
	
	In Ottawa, 2nd North American meeting of “Parliamentarians / civil society” on North American integration.

Press conference held by parliamentarians and civil society representatives.

	June 13, 2006
	
	Prime Minister Harper announces the appointment of 10 Canadian representatives to the NACC, all members of the CCCE.
	
	


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	June 15, 2006
	
	1st meeting of ministers responsible for the prosperity component of the SPP with the NACC, in Washington, and official launch of the NACC (and in the process, 1st meeting of the NACC); Carlos Guttierez, US Secretary of Commerce, Maxime Bernier, Canadian Industry Minister, and Sergio Garcia de Alba, Mexico’s Finance Minister, are present

-Gutierrez states that “the purpose of this meeting was to institutionalize the North American Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP) and the NACC, so that the work will continue through changes in administrations. (…) The purpose of governments is to create the environment necessary for business to

prosper”
	
	

	July 2006
	
	
	The Canadian section of the NACC was to meet to choose a secretariat, set priorities and name a spokesperson
	

	August 15, 2006
	
	
	2nd meeting of the NACC, Washington.

-three main priorities are set: border crossing facilitation, regulatory convergence and energy integration
	

	September 2006
	
	
	When questioned by Maclean’s Magazine, Ron Covais, President for the Americas of defence industry giant Lockheed Martin and chair of the US section of the NACC, states: “The guidance from the ministers was, ‘tell us what we need to do and we'll make it happen’”

	

	September 7, 2006
	The 9 SPP ministers release their 2nd Report to Leaders (prepared in August 2006), which is short on details as to whether or not the deadlines have been met.
	
	
	

	September 12-14, 2006
	
	Secret meeting of the North American Forum in Banff, attended by corporate executives and government officials, including Stockwell Day, Canadian Minister of Public Security.

	
	


	Date
	Government
	Private sector
	Social movements

	
	
	Mixed
	
	

	September 20, 2006
	
	Addressing the Economic Club in New York, Stephen Harper predicts that by 2015, Canada will be one of the world’s leading petroleum producers, to the benefit of the United States.
	
	

	Early / mid October 2006
	
	2nd meeting of ministers responsible for the SPP and the NACC
	
	

	October 26, 2006
	
	Harper welcomes to Canada the President-elect of Mexico, Felipe Calderón; meetings with business men, including Thomas d’Aquino of the CCCE.
	
	The RQIC issues a press release: “Visit by Mexican President-elect to Canada. 

RQIC urges Harper and Calderón to launch public debate on SPP”

	
	
	
	
	
	

	January 12, 2007
	Canadian Public Security Minister Stockwell Day announces a $430 million+ investment for smart, secure borders
	
	
	

	January 30, 2007
	
	
	
	
	The RQIC gets an article published on the SPP and energy security


	February 21, 2007
	
	
	
	
	The 4 North American networks issue a joint communiqué on the SPP Ministerial of February 23.

	February 23, 2007
	SPP Ministerial in Ottawa, bringing together such figures as Condoleezza Rice and Michael Chertoff of the United States, their Mexican counterparts and their Canadian hosts MacKay, Stockwell Day and Maxime Bernier. Security is a central theme of their discussions.
	The NACC, comprising 30 companies from the 3 countries and enjoying special access to the ministers, releases a report entitled “Enhancing Competitiveness in Canada, Mexico and the United States”, containing 51 recommendations to the ministers, including facilitating the movement to Canada of Mexican workers to remedy the shortage of skilled labour for oil sands production in Alberta .

	The communiqué issued by the 4 networks draws a sharp reaction from the CCCE in Canada, which tries to refute the lack of transparency and defends the legitimacy of the special access to the SPP on the part of the private sector. The impact of this joint media initiative is significant, in all three countries.

	August 2007 

(to be confirmed)
	3rd Summit of Heads of State on the SPP: Bush, Calderón, Harper. In Kananaskis, Alberta, Canada. (to be confirmed)  
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� Depending on the political system, executive power resides in the hands of the Prime Minister or President of a State. In a parliamentary system, the Cabinet can also be seen as belonging to the executive branch. The branches that are separate from the executive and that traditionally counterbalance it are the legislature (parliamentarians) and the judiciary.


� The media played up the fact that Paul Martin was invited to President Bush’s ranch whereas his Liberal predecessor, Jean Chrétien, was not afforded this hospitality. 


� Because their economies are deeply integrated with the US economy. Mexico has even surpassed Canada in this regard. Indeed, while 85% of Canada’s exports end up on the US market, the figure is almost 90% in Mexico’s case, and it has been thus for a number of years. In 1990, only 70% of Mexican exports were destined for the US market. As for imports, there has been a fair bit of diversification in recent years, with an increasing number of Canadian and Mexican imports coming from the European Union and China. As a result, less than 60% of Canadian and Mexican imports now come from the United States. See Éric JASMIN and Sylvain ZINI, � HYPERLINK "http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/ALENA_vfinale-13oct06.pdf" ��Fiche sur les accords régionaux: l’Accord de libre-échange nord-américain (ALÉNA), (1990-2006)�, Observatoire des Amériques, October 2006, pp. 17 to 21 [83 pages] (� HYPERLINK "http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/ALENA_vfinale-13oct06.pdf" ��www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/ALENA_vfinale-13oct06.pdf�). 


� The acronym is the same in both English and French. Founded in 1976, it was called the Business Council on National Issues until 2001. On the � HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/fr/about/history.php" ��CCCE� website, the organization states that the “Canadian Council of Chief Executives is an association of Canada's business leaders committed to the shaping of sound public policy in Canada, North America and the world”, hence, no doubt, the decision to remove the “National Issues” wording from its title. The CCCE prides itself on bringing together the leaders of Canada’s largest corporations.  “The members of the Council include the chief executive officers of some 150 leading Canadian corporations and Canada's pre-eminent entrepreneurs. These companies administer C$3.2 trillion in assets, have annual revenues in excess of C$750 billion and account for a significant majority of Canada's private sector investment, exports, research and development, and training.” Site consulted on February 8, 2007 (�HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/about/history.php"��http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/about/history.php�). .


� Curiously, this 2005 statement can no longer be found on the Canadian government’s websites, no doubt because the Prime Minister’s site is now entirely devoted to “Canada’s New Government” led by Stephen Harper (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.pm.gc.ca" ��www.pm.gc.ca�). The Prime Minister’s website seems to have been purged of any press releases dating back to the time of Mr. Harper’s predecessors (Martin, Chrétien, Campbell, etc.).  At the time of this writing, an information request to learn where these previous releases can be found, sent via the Prime Minister’s site the week of January 22, 2007, has yet to draw a response.


� Reports to Leaders are found on the Foreign Affairs and International Trade website devoted to �HYPERLINK "http://geo.international.gc.ca/can-am/main/defence/default-en.asp" \l "spp"��Canada – US relations� and on the government’s new SPP site (on-line as of February 16, 2007): �HYPERLINK "http://www.spp-psp.gc.ca/progress/reports-en.aspx"��www.spp-SPP.gc.ca/progress/reports-en.aspx�. 


� The organization chart in Annex I describes all of the inter-relationships among the leaders, ministers, working groups and business associations closely connected to the SPP process.


� See the Detailed Summary of the Report to Leaders that we have provided in Annex II. The September 2006 Report to Leaders is set up exactly along the same lines as the June 2005 Report to Leaders. Although they total nearly 100 pages, we learn very little from these reports, apart from the timelines linked to one initiative or another and how far along these initiatives are. No way of knowing exactly what is meant by  “develop a trilateral Regulatory Cooperation Framework”, for example. Are these truly discussions of a purely technical nature that should not be reviewed and debated by parliamentarians?


� Dorval Brunelle, “ La rencontre trilatérale de Cancún des 30 et 31 mars 2006: Le Partenariat sur la sécurité et la prospérité un an plus tard », Chronique des Amériques #15, April 2006 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/chro_brunelle_06_15.pdf" ��www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/chro_brunelle_06_15.pdf�) 


� Idem.


� Signed by Canada’s Foreign Affairs Minister at the time, John Manley, and the very first US Secretary of Homeland Security, Tom Ridge. The Declaration can be found at: �HYPERLINK "http://geo.international.gc.ca/can-am/main/border/smart_border_declaration-en.asp?lang_update=1"��http://geo.international.gc.ca/can-am/main/border/smart_border_declaration-en.asp?lang_update=1�.  


� Annex III, which we entitle “Chapter 11 of NAFTA at a glance”, briefly lays out the grounds a foreign investor can invoke to launch legal proceedings against a State.


� Excerpt from the joint response of the Department of Foreign Affairs, Environment Canada and Transport Canada to the petition on the link between the CEC and the SPP submitted by the Sierra Legal Defence Fund in April 2006 to the Auditor General. The document is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/domino/petitions.nsf/viewf1.0/0AA7F1782F406FB6852571DA00736091" ��www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/domino/petitions.nsf/viewf1.0/0AA7F1782F406FB6852571DA00736091�. The Summary Record of the 12th Regular Session of the Council, dated June 21-22, 2005, also mentions the SPP (available at �HYPERLINK "http://www.cec.org/files/PDF/COUNCIL/Council-Session-SR-05-00_en.pdf"��http://www.cec.org/files/PDF/COUNCIL/Council-Session-SR-05-00_en.pdf�). 


� According to Dorval Brunnelle, who uses this typification, the effect of creating a trilateral regulatory framework  is to speed up the commitments. Establishing a North American strategy for steel sheds light on the coordinated efforts of the three countries in this sector, while including the notion of security in the partners’ trade relations seems to replace what is found in article 904 of NAFTA concerning the parties’ basic rights and obligations. Dorval Brunelle, op. cit, p.5.


� That is how former ambassador Raymond Chrétien characterized NAFTA at a seminar on March 10, 2004 organized by the Montreal World Trade Centre, entitled “NAFTA - 10 years later: An update and outlook for Canadian businesses”. After the FTA was signed, it seems that Mexico knocked on the Americans’ door in search of a similar bilateral deal. Canada, fearful of losing its gains under the FTA if the US allowed Mexican products better access to its market, jumped through hoops to obtain a trilateral pact that would level the playing field from the standpoint of trade among the three countries. This is also how researcher Sylvain Turcotte explains Canada’s and Mexico’s insistence on reopening the FTAA negotiations. According to him, if Canada and Mexico are so keen on reviving the FTAA, it’s because by having 34 countries taking part in the negotiations, everyone will have equal access to the US market, whereas in the case of the bilateral or multilateral agreements that the US has been signing since the President obtained the Trade Promotion Authority (or the power to use the fast-track procedure), other countries can gain better access than what Canada and Mexico have under NAFTA.


� “Partnership for Prosperity, Report to President Vicente Fox and President George W. Bush”, Monterrey, March 2002.


� Document available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/publications/pdf/e6afd5c50e0e0238d931c01101988a4b/presentations_2003_01_01.pdf" ��www.ceocouncil.ca/publications/pdf/e6afd5c50e0e0238d931c01101988a4b/presentations_2003_01_01.pdf� 


� Document available at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=395"��http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=395�. 


� Address delivered by V. Fox on June 28, 2004 in Guadalajara during the Partnership for Prosperity meeting, available at: � HYPERLINK "http://fox.presidencia.gob.mx/actividades/?contenido=8496" ��fox.presidencia.gob.mx/actividades/?contenido=8496�. 


� Information available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/11/" ��www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/11/� 


� There are conflicting reports as to the exact date of APCNA’s founding; some say it was June 2005, others say it was during the first quarter of 2006. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.spp.gov/pdf/spp_atpcpressrelease_33006.pdf" ��www.spp.gov/pdf/spp_atpcpressrelease_33006.pdf� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.mema.org/publications/articledetail.php?articleId=2943" ��www.mema.org/publications/articledetail.php?articleId=2943�. The June 2005 Report to Leaders describes APCNA’s mandate as follows: 1. Support the ongoing competitiveness of the North American automotive sector; 2. Moving towards a fully integrated auto sector.


� NASTC is an intergovernmental committee announced by the governments in December 2002 and whose inaugural meeting took place in Mexico on November 24, 2003. It is made up of representatives of the three governments and of four large North American steel associations, namely the American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI), the Canadian Steel Producers Association (CSPA), the Cámara Nacional de la Industria del Hierro y del Acero (CANACERO) and the Steel Manufacturers Association (SMA). On June 27, 2007, the ministers launched the North American steel strategy as part of the SPP. For Canada, it is the Department of Finance that is responsible for the file.


� The joint statement for the NACC can be found at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.pm.gc.ca/eng/media.asp?category=1&id=1085"��http://www.pm.gc.ca/eng/media.asp?category=1&id=1085�. 


� Report to Leaders, June 23, 2005, page 2. The French text states that the roundtables are with “intervenants”, which strikes us as a mistranslation, because the English text refers to “stakeholders” and the Spanish to “los actores relevantes”. The 2005 Report to Leaders can be found at the following two addresses: � HYPERLINK "http://geo.international.gc.ca/can-am/main/pdf/Trilingual_Report_to_Leaders.pdf" ��geo.international.gc.ca/can-am/main/pdf/Trilingual_Report_to_Leaders.pdf� et � HYPERLINK "http://www.spp-psp.gc.ca/pdf/Trilingual_Report_to_Leaders.pdf" ��www.spp-SPP.gc.ca/pdf/Trilingual_Report_to_Leaders.pdf�. 


� The news release dated September 7, 2006 can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ic.gc.ca/cmb/welcomeic.nsf/ICPages/Communiques" ��www.ic.gc.ca/cmb/welcomeic.nsf/ICPages/Communiques�. 


� Document available at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=366"��http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=366� 


� Judicial Watch is a “non-partisan” law firm that promotes transparency, accountability and integrity in government, politics and the law. “Because nobody is above the law” is their slogan. See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org" ��www.judicialwatch.org�.


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecIII.pdf" ��www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecIII.pdf�. “Secretary Gutierrez and the representatives from Canada and Mexico were soliciting the views of the North American business community on priorities for the SPP, as well as their views on the possible creation of a North American Council on Competitiveness. They were also interested in recommendations from the business leaders on how the SPP can help their companies be more competitive in the global market, how SPP can reduce the cost of doing business for their company, and any specific recommendations to cut the red tape or eliminate unnecessary barriers to trade in North America”. 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVII.pdf" ��www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVII.pdf�. 


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecIII.pdf" ��www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecIII.pdf�. It is safe to say that with the Houston meeting dealt with in the section on the oil sands, Secretary Gutierrez’s wish came true even before he expressed it, since the meeting was held on January 24 and 25, 2006, following the defeat of the Martin government; the meeting was attended by senior officials from the Department of Natural Resources Canada. 


� Idem.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVI.pdf" ��www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVI.pdf�. 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVII.pdf" ��www.judicialwatch.org/archive/2006/SPPFOIADocsSecVII.pdf�. 


� Idem.


� Article available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.macleans.ca/canada/national/article.jsp?content=20060911_133202_133202" ��www.macleans.ca/canada/national/article.jsp?content=20060911_133202_133202�. Luiza Ch. Savage, “Meet NAFTA 2.0: Forget sweeping trade deals. CEOs have a new approach to integration with a long, long list of incremental changes”, Macleans, September 13, 2006.


� The release can be found at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=403&type_id=1"��http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=403&type_id=1�. 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.pm.gc.ca/eng/media.asp?category=1&id=1200"��http://www.pm.gc.ca/eng/media.asp?category=1&id=1200�. 


� Taken from a paper by ATTAC, Quand les femmes se heurtent à la mondialisation, éd. Mille et une nuits, 2003.


� Taken from a paper by J. Falquet, Hommes en armes et femmes « de service »: tendances néolibérales dans l’évolution de la division sexuelle et internationale du travail , Cahiers du Genre, no. 40, 2006.


� ATTAC, Ibid.


� For further details on State repression of legitimate demands in Oaxaca, see various documents available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.international.csq.qc.net/index.cfm/2,0,1665,9456,0,0,html" ��www.international.csq.qc.net/index.cfm/2,0,1665,9456,0,0,html�. 


� Excerpt from the declaration by Collectif Échec à la guerre entitled Rejetons le partenariat militaire avec les États-Unis (reject the military partnership with the United States), available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.liguedesdroits.ca/documents/surveillance/declarat_echecguerre_sep05.pdf" ��www.liguedesdroits.ca/documents/surveillance/declarat_echecguerre_sep05.pdf�. 


� « Pour une gouvernance à l’image de la société: innovatrice, rigoureuse et respectueuse de la réalité du marché »  (Calling for governance in the image of society: innovative, rigorous and consistent with market realities), submission by the Association des femmes en finance du Québec (better known by its English acronym, FWA, for Financial Women’s Association of Québec), presented before the parliamentary commission on public finances concerning the plan to modernize the governance of public corporations, November 1, 2006, p. 3. See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.fwaquebec.com/docs/memoire_modernisation.pdf" ��www.fwaquebec.com/docs/memoire_modernisation.pdf� (consulted January 9, 2007). 


� Available on the Trilateral Health Cooperation site: �HYPERLINK "http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/fn-an/intactivit/trilateral-coop/index_e.html"��http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/fn-an/intactivit/trilateral-coop/index_e.html�


� Here is a partial text of the President’s remarks: “Keeping America competitive requires affordable energy. And here we have a serious problem: America is addicted to oil, which is often imported from unstable parts of the world.” And: “By applying the talent and technology of America, this country can dramatically improve our environment, move beyond a petroleum-based economy, and make our dependence on Middle Eastern oil a thing of the past.” See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.whitehouse.gov/stateoftheunion/2006/" ��www.whitehouse.gov/stateoftheunion/2006/�. 





� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html" ��http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html�. 


� LaPresseAffaires.com , February 15, 2007. EnCana is a Canadian corporation that produces natural gas and oil from the oil sands. EnCana has booked record profits of $5.65 billion, eclipsing the previous Canadian corporate record of $5.46 billion posted by the BCE group for the year 1999, when the tech boom was in full flight. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.lapresseaffaires.com/article/20070215/LAINFORMER/70215013/-1/LAINFORMER01" ��www.lapresseaffaires.com/article/20070215/LAINFORMER/70215013/-1/LAINFORMER01�. 


� �HYPERLINK "http://geo.international.gc.ca/can-am/main/pdf/Prosperity 2006 July 10-e.pdf"��Prosperity priorities in the Report to Leaders� of September 2006, pp. 26 to 29.See �HYPERLINK "http://www.spp-psp.gc.ca/pdf/Prosperity 2006 July 10-e.pdf"��www.spp-SPP.gc.ca/pdf/Prosperity%202006%20July%2010-e.pdf�. 


� Idem, p. 28.


� Report broadcast by Radio-Canada television on January 19, 2007. It can be viewed on the �HYPERLINK "http://zone libre website/"��Zone libre website� at � HYPERLINK "http://www.radio-canada.ca/actualite/zone_libre/2007/01/19/001-sables-bitumineux-accueil.asp" ��www.radio-canada.ca/actualite/zone_libre/2007/01/19/001-sables-bitumineux-accueil.asp�. 


� Had it not been for the piece by Zone libre, it is doubtful that we would have ever obtained a copy of the report. Indeed, it is nowhere to be found on the Canadian government’s SPP websites (� HYPERLINK "http://www.spp-psp.gc.ca" ��www.spp-SPP.gc.ca�) nor on those of the US government (� HYPERLINK "http://www.spp.gov" ��www.spp.gov�). It was only by searching the site of the U.S. Department of Energy, which co-sponsored the meeting in Houston, that we were able to find a six-page summary of the meeting, entitled “Oil sands Workshop SPP Report” (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/oilgas_generalpubs/oilsands_spp_report_2.pdf" ��www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/oilgas_generalpubs/oilsands_spp_report_2.pdf�). The summary indicates that a detailed version of the Workshop Working Report can be obtained by contacting Natural Resources Canada by mail, telephone or email. The email address used by the RQIC to obtain the report is: � HYPERLINK "mailto:erb.dre@nrcan.gc.ca" ��erb.dre@nrcan.gc.ca�. The complete report of the meeting is entitled Workshop Working Report (Draft), Oil Sands Experts Group Workshop, Houston, Texas, January 24-25, 2006, prepared by Len Flint of Lenef Consulting, January 31, 2006. 


� Workshop Working Report (Draft), Oil Sands Experts Group Workshop, Houston, Texas, January 24-25, 2006, prepared by Len Flint of Lenef Consulting, January 31, 2006, p. 1. 


� Workshop Working Report (Draft), Oil Sands Experts Group Workshop, Houston, Texas, January 24-25, 2006, prepared by Len Flint of Lenef Consulting, January 31, 2006. On page 30 under the sub-heading Issues and Recommended Actions, the report states the following: The Markets group did spend a significant amount of time on a vision for the future and recognized that there was a need to develop a critical path to affect utilization of the anticipated 4 – 5 million barrels per day of production over the next 25 years.


� The other statements are reproduced in Annex IV. They are taken from the �HYPERLINK "http://www.radio-canada.ca/misesaupoint/"��clarification issued by Radio-Canada� (� HYPERLINK "http://www.radio-canada.ca/misesaupoint/" ��www.radio-canada.ca/misesaupoint/�) following the complaint filed with the CBC Ombudsman by the Office of the Prime Minister of Canada concerning the allegedly biased nature of the reporting in “Du sable dans l’engrenage”. Since it is indicated below the clarification that it would be posted on the site only for 30 days, and the clarification is dated February 5, 2007, we decided to reproduce key excerpts so that the information would not be lost. 


� Canada also produces oil the conventional way for the domestic market west of Quebec. Not a drop goes to the refineries in eastern Canada, which get their supply from the Near East and the North Sea.


� For a closer look at this proportionality clause, read the paper by John DILLON entitled, “How NAFTA Limits our Energy Options”, available from RQIC (rqic@ciso.qc.ca)


� J. Falquet, Hommes en armes et femmes « de service »: tendances néolibérales dans l’évolution de la division sexuelle et internationale du travail, Cahiers du Genre, no 40/2006, p.15-37


� The Government of Canada has a website on intelligent regulation: � HYPERLINK "http://www.regulation.gc.ca" ��www.regulation.gc.ca�.  


� This is the only place we’ve seen the Conseil du patronat du Québec involved in an issue related, either directly or indirectly, to the SPP.


� Statement available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.rqic.alternatives.ca/RQIC-fr.htm" ��www.rqic.alternatives.ca/RQIC-fr.htm�. 


� Environmental initiatives are divided into various categories: clean air, clean water, invasive alien species, migratory species and biodiversity, oceans and transboundary environmental impact assessment. 


� For federal government entities, US$50 000 for contracts for goods, services or any combination thereof, and US$6.5 million for contracts for construction services; for government enterprises, US$250,000 for contracts for goods, services or any combination thereof, and US$8.0 million for contracts for construction services; as for provincial government entities, consultations were slated to have been held on this subject starting on December 31, 1998, but we do not know the outcome.


� This is based on the wording of article 1110, which states that “no Party may directly or indirectly nationalize or expropriate an investment of an investor of another Party in its territory or take a measure tantamount to nationalization or expropriation of such an investment…”


� From “Partnership for Prosperity, Report to President Vicente Fox and President George W. Bush” , Monterrey, March 2002. A press release from the US State Department is also available:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.gov/p/wha/rls/fs/8919.htm" ��http://www.state.gov/p/wha/rls/fs/8919.htm�. 


� "Shaping the Future of the North American Economic Space" disponible sur � HYPERLINK "http://www.cdhowe.org/pdf/commentary_162.pdf" ��http://www.cdhowe.org/pdf/commentary_162.pdf�. 


� Document available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/fr/view/?document_id=366" ��http://www.ceocouncil.ca/fr/view/?document_id=366�.


� Various documents are available at �HYPERLINK "http://www.irpp.org/events/archive/0404pap.htm"��http://www.irpp.org/events/archive/0404pap.htm�, as well as a special issue on North American integration in their review Policy Options, available at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.irpp.org/po/archive/po0604.htm"��http://www.irpp.org/po/archive/po0604.htm�.


� Information on the meeting available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/nafta-alena/celeb2-fr.asp" ��http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/nafta-alena/celeb2-fr.asp� 


� Information available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/11/" ��http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/11/�.


� Documents available at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=401&area_id=7"��http://www.ceocouncil.ca/en/view/?document_id=401&area_id=7�.


� Statement available at: http://www.commonfrontiers.ca/Single_Page_Docs/SinglePage_1col_docs/3wayStatement.html � HYPERLINK "http://www.rqic.alternatives.ca/declfinal22marsfr.pdf" ��http://www.rqic.alternatives.ca/declfinal22marsfr.pdf�.


� The executive summary of the meeting is available on the official American site of the SPP:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.spp.gov" ��http://www.spp.gov�.


� Information on the meeting available at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/nafta-ALENA/JS-Acapulco-en.asp"��http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/nafta-ALENA/JS-Acapulco-en.asp�.


� Press release available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.rqic.alternatives.ca/RQIC-fr.htm" ��http://www.rqic.alternatives.ca/RQIC-fr.htm�. 


� Document available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.counciloftheamericas.org/coa/NACC/NACC6.pdf" ��http://www.counciloftheamericas.org/coa/NACC/NACC6.pdf�.


� Article available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.macleans.ca/topstories/canada/article.jsp?content=20060911_133202_133202" ��http://www.macleans.ca/topstories/canada/article.jsp?content=20060911_133202_133202�.


� A few weeks later, a request under the American freedom of information laws bears fruit. The conservative foundation Judicial Watch obtains a series of documents on the SPP: � HYPERLINK "http://www.judicialwatch.org/SPP.shtml" ��http://www.judicialwatch.org/SPP.shtml�


� Article available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ledevoir.com/2007/01/30/129121.html" ��http://www.ledevoir.com/2007/01/30/129121.html�.


� The report is available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.psp-spp.gc.ca/progress/consultations-en.aspx?lang_update=1" ��http://www.psp-spp.gc.ca/progress/consultations-en.aspx?lang_update=1� 
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