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GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT 

BACKGROUND PAPER 

ISSUE .  

1. How to pursue with the United States "national 
treatment in government procurement and funding programs", in 
accordance with the Quebec Summit declaration and the 
Government decision to enter into negotiations for a new trade 
agreement with the United States. 

OBJECTIVE 

2. To review the background and some of the approaches 
which Canada could follow in negotiations with the United 
States on national treatment in government procurement and 
funding programs. 

BACKGROUND  

3. Both Canada and the United States are signatories to 
the GATT Agreement on Government Procurement which entered into 
force in 1981. The Agreement is designed to open a portion of 
signatories procurement of goods to international competition 
on a non-discriminatory basis. However, the scope of coverage 
of the Agreement is much narrower than that sought by both 
Canada and the United States, with purchases of equipment in 
sectors suCh as transportation, power generation and 
transmission, and telecommunications generally excluded. 

USA Practices  

a) 	. 	Federal 

4. Total USA federal government purchases of goods and 
services amount.to  about È250 billion. Over S200 billion 
consist of military procurement. The amount of USA procurement 
covered by the GATT Agreement and hence not subject to Buy 
American preference is over $30 billion (70 	80% being 
purchased by the Department of Defence). Canadian firms have 
supplied about 1% ($227 million) of the amount covered by the 
GATT Agreement. The Canadian penetration of USA non-military 
government procurement market is less than 0.2%. 

Z2 
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5. UsA preterential public purchasing policies date from 
1933, when the Buy American Act wae passed. This Act limits 
sales opportunities for Canadian exporters by •stablishing 
barriers against the purchase of foreign goods by USA tederal 
departments and agencies. Generally, USA Government 
procurement restrictions take the form of price preferences 
ranging from 6% to 50%, such as under the Small and Minority 
elniAOSS Sat Aide Programme. Zn the case of certain defence 
contracta, preference for USA suppliera is absolute. 

6. Since 'Buy American restrictions do not apply if the 
final process oemanufacturing hae taken place in the United 
States, and if the cost ot the compcnents which have been 
mined, produced, or manufactured in the USA exceed 50 percent 
of the cost of all components, Canadian firma seeking access  ta 
the USA government procurement market are led by the Act te set 
gp operations in the United States. 

7. Canadian firms are also hampered by the Buy American 
provieions of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
(STAA). Restrictions such as a 254 preference on USA sourcing 
in mass-transit and highway projecte, first imposed in 1978 and 
strengthened in 1982, have had a powerful negative effect on 
exports of Canadian steel products  te  the United States, as 
well as on investment in this sector. Canadian f ira  like 
Bombardier and Flyer have as a result of this legislation had 
te  establish plants in the USA. Under the 1.982 STAA 
Isellation, the previous $500,000 minimum contract provision 
for application of Buy American preferences was lifted. This 
has proved partioularly damaging  te  smaller Canadian 
eub-.suppliers. 

8. Buy American preferences are also attached to other 
major funding programs, tor example under the Clean Water Act, 
the Public Works Employment Act and the Rural Electrification 
Act. This means a standard 6% preference and a higher 
preference in case of certain departments or agencies (e.g. LO% 

or  Department of Commerce administration of Public Work 
Employment Act, or 50% for Department of Defence contracts not 
covered by the Canada - USA Defence Production Sharing 
Agreement). Canadian companies have been reporting a more 
stringent application of rules, especially for military 
construction projects and,transportation equipment. 

9. When the aATT Agreement was negotiated in 1979, the 
United States sought a small business derogation, citing the 
legielative requirements under the Small Business Act of 1.953 
to protect USA small business. The United States, although 
including XASA under the Code as payment for the small businese 
derogation, indicated the set-asides exclusion (then valued at 
about $300 million) would  net  materially affect USA government 
procurement. RoWeves, small business set-asides contracts 
reserved exclusively far USA small businesses or minority 
businesses are increasing as the Small Business Administration 
sets annual goals with United States departments on the &mount 
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of business to be set aside. USA set-asides have grown from
$300 million to about $5 billion. In an effort to meet
negotiated goals, some procurement officers have divided or
split contracts so that they may be subject to the Small
Business Set-Asides Progra=e. Pressure to do so is intense
and, given the boost to small and medium business in the recent
Competition in Contracting Act, unlikely to diminish.
Furthermore, the rise in acceptable size for a"small"
business, from 500 up to 2500 employees (size limits vary by
industry) has greatly increased the scope of USA government
procurement contracts which can be restricted to "small

business".

10. Another exception to the provisions of the GATT
Agreement, the "national security interest' exemption,is
frequently used by the United States. Under USA National
Security/ Confidentiality restrictions, excessive security
classifications deny information on projects to potential

Canadian bidders. Most significant contracts are discussed
early in the R & D planning process. when they reach open
bidding, such contracts are effectively limited to those
companies involved at the start, i.e. USA firms. Security
restrictions and the very long lead time required for visit
clearances (and the frequent communications gap between
Department of Defence approval agencies and project developme.r.t
agencies) cause time dela}s and onerous Faperwork, discouraging
USA contracting personnel from talking to Canadian firms. In
some instances, "confidentiality" restrictions are
inappropriately used by USA firms to prevent or hamper Canadian

competition.

b) State

11. In addition to the federal Buy American preferences,
most States have their own Buy American/Buy State procurement

policies or statutes. These policies may take the fcrm of a
nominal or price preference for USA/State products or a total
prohibition on forQign.products. Some of these policies are
directed at specific products upon which a particular State
economy may be dependent (especially steel). Most, however,
apply to all products. There are indications that such State
restrictive legislation will continue to increase, as several
State Legislatures and Governors support local preferences as
job-creating measures. A list of State restrictions is

contained in Annex A.

IZ Canadian practices

a) Federal

12. Federal Government procurement of goods and services

amount annually to approximately $7 billion (they reached $10.5

billion in 1983-84 due to the Canadian Patrol Frigate

Programme). Of this, some 5500 million is covered under the

It
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GATT Agreement. -The reutiaing procur ent  (including all 
procurement by the Departments of Traasport, Communications, 
and Fisheries and Oceans) is subject to a series of policies 	- 
and practices covering a range of objectives from regional 
development, employment and technological development to 	• 
commodity specific provisions. Following is a brief 
description of the moot effective Canadian procurement policies 
and practices. 

i) Sourcing Policy: Under this policy, sourcing is 
limited to certain groups, provided there are at least three 
potential suppliers in the group. The first group consists of 
Canadian based manufacturers, or agents of Canadian 
manufacturers, and multinationals who have reached an agreement 
with the Department of Supply and Services to rationalize their 
operations in Canada; the saccade of Canadian based agents of 
Canadian or foreign manufacturers which offer after sales 
service; the third, of other Canadian based agents; and the 
last, of foreign based manufacturers or service companies, 
foreign based agents and foreign governments. Under this 
policy, an absolUte preference is provided where Pqesible, 
no foreign supplier or ageat of a foreign supplier is invited 
to bid if adequate competiticn •xists among Canadian 
manufacturers or rationalized multieationals. 

ii) Rationalization criteria for MNE's:  This policy 
provides that certain products of Canadian subsidiaries of 
rationalized foreign-based parentswill be treated fcr sourcing 
purposes as though they were made in Canada. The policy is 
ba2ed on the notion that the benefits to Canada from having a 
rationalized operation established in Canada will more than 
offset the lossee occuring from the firm's importation of goods 
zanufactuzed abroad. 

iii) Strateqic(mreferred sources: Thes• terms describe 
those sources which -have been idiEnfied as being needed to 
maintain an assured source of military requirements. The 
strategic sourcesccncept wa2 first implemented by a Cabinet 
decision governing the munitions industry. A qualified 
strategic source might receive special support such as 
guaranteed minimum annual procurement levels, direct fizancial 
assistance and long term exclusivity of •upply. 

iv) Canadian content premium:  A long-standing practice of 
the Department of Supply and Services  ha  s been to apply a 
premium of up to.10% in favour of Canadian ccntent in the 
evaluation of bids. 

v) Procurement Review Committees (PRC): All requirements 
over e.errreruririeriwrzen—arrirraular l •vels are 
subject to pre-award review by a committ •e chaired by the 
.part ent  of SuPply and Services and comprising the customer 

department, relevant policy departments and central agencies. 
The PRC consider such cases from the standpoizt of maximizing 
socio-economic benefits to Canada. 
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13. In addition to the policies and practices described
above, major Crown procurements of over t100 million are
subject to industrial benefit practices. These industrial

benefits may take the form of a Canadian participation in the
production of the procured product, of offsets or of business
activity unrelated to the product. In pursuing such benefits,
the government asks potential prime contractors to define the
benefits they can provide in their bid packages. Reliance is
placed on the competitive nature of the process to ensure
attractive industrial benefits proposals.

14. With respect to Federal funding programmes, "BLy
Canadian" conditions are frequently attached. As of May 31,

1985, fifty-nine subsidiary agreements under umbrella economic
and regional development agreements had been signed. These

agreements represent a total commitment by both levels of
government of $2.8 billion, of which the federal share is close
to 11.6 billion. of these agreements, thirty-six (61%) contain
some form of 'Buy Canadian' condition and represent a total
commitment of more than $1.9 billion or 68%. b:oreover, where
the agreement does not contain "Buy Canadian" conditions,
procurement is carried out under the normal practices of the
awarding agency, generally favouring local or provincial

suppliers. A list of the subsidiary agreements is attached at

Annex B.

15. Procurement policies and practices of Crowr.

Corporations vary somewhat, but generally tend to favour

Canadian sources. There are some i0 Crcwn Corporations not

covered by the GATT Procurement Code. They could be grouped

into 7 categories: mànufacturers, service providers, finantial

intermediaries, fisheries related, real estate, regulatory, and

other. Those Crown Corporations with significant procurement

activity are largely in the services and manufacturing field

(CD1, VIA, Petro Canada, Teleglobe, Air Canada, Canada Ports andrMIC)

S^cs4
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h) 	Provincial  

18 	There has been an increazing tendency for Canadian 
provinces to give some  for  of preference to local suppliers 
when effecting gCVernment purchases, usually based on the 
rationale that provincial governments are important agents of 
ochnomic developMant within their respective jurisdictions. 
Preferences maintained by the provinces range from a preference 
for provincial sûppliers where price, quality and service are 
equal (Alberta) to an absolute preference for provincial 
suppliers when pOssible (New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, %duebec, 
and, in certain Circumstances, Ontario). Moreover, provincial 
Crown Corporations generally follow practices similar to that 
.ot the Province. A brief description of known provincial 
practices is contained in Annex E. (Sea also paragraph 38  on 
practices of  provincial  utilities.) 

Previous Bilateral Initiatives  

SgE  
$ec, idi 
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GATT Agreement on Government Procurement 

23. 	, The Agreement has been in operation since 1981. 
Statistics available show thet since the Agreement came into 
force, the performance of Canadian suppliers has improved 
considerably. In 1981, Canadas balance of trade under the 
Agreement was in deficit of $35.4 million, but in 1962 and 1983 
Canada showed a surplus of É29 million and È205 million 
respectively.  Canadas  most important partner, by far, is the 
United States, in terms of both exports and imports. 

24. 	Negotiations . to improve and expand the scope of 
coverage of the Agreement began in the fall of 1983. The 
negotiations have been divided into three broad elements: a) 
improvement of the procedures of the Agreement; b) expanded 
entity coverage; and c) examination of the possibility of 
including service contracts under the Agreement. 

25. 	Progress to date has been most evident in the area of 
improvements aimed at, inter alia, increased discipline on the 
use of single tendering practices and short bid deadlines as 
well as expanded statistical reporting requirements. The EC, 
with support from some other countries, has expressed a 
preference to move forward on improvement proposals, leaving 
aside, for the moment, the more complicated and controversial 
issues of expanded entity coverage and possible inclusion of 
service contracts. The USA, supported by Canada, has continued 
to express its preference for moving forward on  ail  three 
elements of the negotiations. 

26. 	To date the USA, Sweden, and Canada have tabled lists 
of additional government purchasing entities they would like to 
see brought within the coverage of the GATT Agreement. 1st 

Ir:es2n117-__ 
See. 4,5"CO ed■ 
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the EC has not tabled a reque3t list, it has in£ormally
axpr6saed its in,terost in using the Frocurement negotiatior.s to
eliminate, or severely 1im3t, both of these USA Government
procurement barriers.

27. Service contracts per se are not covered by the
present Agroe:aent, although services incider.tal to the sspply
of products are, if their value is less than 50% that of the
products portion of the contract. While the USA is anxious :o.
work leadi:ig to the ultimate negotiation of inclusion of
service contracts to pzoceed, progress in this area has been
slow to date. Agreement has been reached to under*_ake "pilot
studios" on architectural and consulting engineering,
insurance, management consulting and freight forwarding

services. Several uignatories have also indicated their
willfngness to table an additional study on data processing

services. These five stud:ea taken together should provide a
representative picture of existing government procurement
practices in the service sector.

25. While the target deadline of Juae 1986 set for
completion of the negotiations to broaden and inprove the
Agreement will not likely be met, work is expectoà to

continue. Bowevfr, the negotiations are ualikely to be
completed in isolation from a broader multilateral negotiat:on
which will of_dr, the scope fox the trade-offs required to
strike a comprehensive deal. Accordingly, recent Canadian
etatemQnts on aaew MT9 have noted government Proturement as
one of the items which Canada would seek to have included in

the list of priority issues for the new Round.

V. EC =zpesience

29. The Tre;aty of RoMe, e9tablishing the Europdan Econo=ic
Cammunity providis, inter alia, for national t:eatme.nt in
government procurement eg goods and services. Because of
difficulties in eaforcing the application of nat;cnal
treatment, an internal Directive was pxomulgated in 1976
providing tarms,and procedures under which procurement
contracts would be opened to Community wide competition. The
GATT Agreement on Goverament Procurement which was subsequently
negotiated reflects many of the provisions of the EC 1976

Directive.
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UNITED STATES CONCERNS

30. The United States Administration attaches a high
priority to the removal of dis.ciiminatory procurement policies
and practices, particularly in the telecommunications, power
generation and transmission., and surface transportation

sectors. This policy thrust has been reflected in the USA
position during and since the original negotiations of the GATT
Agreement, whether in bilateral or multilateral discussions.
In 1981, an Administration Report to Congress on the exclusion
of certain sectors from the coverage of the Agreement concluded
that the USA industry would have benefited from coverage of
entities purchasing heavy electrical and telecommunications
equipment and rail locomotives (but not rail cars).

31. There is substantial pressure on the Administration
and on Congress by USA telecommunications and power generation
and transmission equipment manufacturers to deal effectively
with perceived trade discrimination in, and lack of access to,
major foreign markets, notably the EC and Japan, and to a
lesser extent, Canada. The Administration's response has been
to seek expansion of the coverage of the Agreement to include
entities in those sectors. United States GATT officials have
taken the lead in Geneva in initiating the negotiations and
have identified the following as priority areas: expanded
entity coverage, coverage of leasing and service contracts,
reduction of the threshold, extension of bid deadlines and
increased transparency.

32. USA interest in Canadian procurement practices,
whether in a multilateral or bilateral context, is likely to
focus on Federal procurement not now covered under the GATT
Agreement and Provincial procurement in the telecommunications,
power generation and txansmisssion, and transportatior. sectors
(see Annex F). The USA would also be strongly interested in
coverage of leasing contracts (largely used in the high
technology area), in the reduction of the threshold and in the
coverage of service contracts. Finally, the USA would likely
seek to establish strong discipline on Canadian
offset/industrial benefits practices which, in their view,
distort trade and tend to have a demonstration effect in other

countries.

CANADIAN CONCERNS

a) Domestic interests

33. The USA Government, notwithstanding the disciplines of
the GATT Agreement, continues to maintain severe discriminatory
practices against foreign products and suppliers. Of major,
exports interest to Canada would be the removal of Buy American
riders on the use of federal funds under such legislation as
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. Another
area of major interest to Canada would be the elimination of
the Small and Minority Business Set Aside Programme which has

t
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grown at an unprededental rate in recent years. The Programme 
adversely affects Canadian suppliers of all sizes in all 
sectors and ha*  bean the source of increasing complaints of 	- 
discrimination against Canadian  tirs.  There is also a 
considerable amount of procurement being carried out by USA - 

o 	m 
federal agencies  not now covered bv the GA  Agreement. Access 
t this arket would be of 	réia 
considerable bkerlit 	to Ganaaian companies in a number of  
sectors. Following are specific comments on the sectoral 
impact  of pursing national treatment with the USA on government 
procurement. 
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Boeever, the ben•ficial  •ffects tor Canada of any 
liberalization of federal "Buy America" restrictions could be 
impaired if the bilateral agreement i3 not designed to remove 	 If State procurement practices which could pose a serious problem 
in the future. blegotiating the removal of these barriers would 
be of great advantage to the Canadian industry. 

11 35.  
The removal of the provincial procurement pr actes,  

as a result of such negotiation, would encourage the 
development of an integrated rban mass transit industry in 
Canada. 	 ir 
r 	
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--es-gra—is also Little or no support in 
thii-iii -r5F-Sultilateral procurement liberalization given 
the assessment that the European and Japanese markets could not 
be penetrated because of different standards and the concerns 
over increased competition in the Canadian market. 

37. With respect to the heavy electrical equioment  sector, 
American restrictions continue to affect all federally-funded . 

power projects including those undertaken by a number of 
federal purchasing entities such as Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) and the USA Army Corp of Engineers who are important 
customers for power equipment in areas of Canadian strength, 
particularly hydraulic turbines and generators. 

mAikpr 
Sec.  1;  

1[1  , 	 By and 1:arge 171  
Canadian and USA manufacturers presentiy nave reasonable access 
to each other's markets in those oroducts of principal export 
interest. In addition, increased north-south rationalization 
by the major USA based power equipment manufacturers operating 
in Canada (princii..ally CGE and Westinghouse) has facilitated 
USA market access for some products. 

38. Provincial and municipal departments and agencies-and 
provincial Crown corporations are the major purchasers of heavy 
electrical equipment in Canada. However, only  Hydre  Quebec and 
Ontario Hydro practice a significant degree of discrimination 
in favour of domestic sources. British Columbia and Manitoba 
Hydre  also place some restrictions in limited product area. 
Most others purchase without discrimination at the lowest 
possible price, and often this means purchasing from foreign 
sources at dumped price levels or with the benefit cf 
concessional financing rates. This practice contrasts sharply 
with those in other countries (except the USA) where . the, 
utilities are national in scope and where there is a total 
commitment to their domestic manufacturers. 

39. In regard to the purehasing preference which are 
exercised by Canadian utilities, it is important to note that 
to the degree that discrimination in favour of domestic sources 
has been practiced, it has usually been fox sources within 
individual provinces. 

exestmer 
scc, irffi 

In this regard, a number  of  medium-sized firms whicn nave 
developed ties to either Hydro Quebec or Ontaric Hydro, have 
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been careful to point out the i9portnnce they placed on their
"preferQntial' relationship with these utilities. They tend te

regard this relationship, however, as the natural outgrowth Of

years of satisfactary product performance, close technical
collaboration, and their ability to meat the utilities

apecialized quality control and service noeds.

ç mom

Oes. ITMC

,ON
joint action with the USA to

secure access to'third country markets c2osed by the
procurement practices of the telecommuni cations carriers in
these countries could be of significa.nt benefit to both

CO llnt r i es .

42. Pursuing nationa:1 treatment with the USA on government
procurement wouid also be of significant benefit to the steel
eement and $otcr vehicle industries. A considerable propcrt-on

o S AA funds are used or the modernization of highways and
bridges, major uses of cement and steel. As regards mctor
vehicles, the USA goverament applies 8uy Aneriean restrictions
to motor vehicles purchased by antities not covered by the GATT
Agreement regardless•of the Autopact (recently Ch.ryslar Canada
was unable to compete for a large USA Postal Service purchase

of light trucks).

43. It is not clear what the impact of national treatment
would be in respect of other sectors such as aerospace,
electronics, marine, ma inery and information processing
systems and services, some of which, particularly in the
advanced technology field, are major beneficiary of government
procuremant and A z II contracts. The amount of government
procurement in the United States in these sectors outweighs by
far Canadian proeurement in the same areas. However, more
detailed anslyais would be required to assess whether Canadian
firms could sustain USA competition, particularly if tarit:
protection were to be removed.
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b) Government Policies and Practices 

An agreement with the USA providing for national 
treatment in procurement and funding programmes, whether 
comprehensive or selective, would significantly limit the 
ability to use procurement as an instrument of economic and 
regional development. Such an agreement might address, for 
instance, tied funding programmes such'as subsidiary agreements 
under umbrella Economic and Regional Development Agreements. 
Currently, these subsidiary agreements provide for a total 
funding of some $2.8 billion which is subject to some form of 
procurement restrictions in favour of local/provincial/Canadian 
suppliers. 

45. 

Sec. IFC 

riella 	

, 

c) Defence sector 

Considerable concerns has been expressed by a number 
of Canadian firma over difficulties in penetrating the USA 
defence procurement markets. The focue of Canada's efforts in 
this area has been to continue to press the USA for the 
meaningful improvement necessary if we are to address the large 
and increasing defence trade imbalance with the USA (current 
level of about t500 million/year). We have been successful in 
building the foundation for such improvement and have 
established structural mechanisms that will facilitiate and 
institutionalize the increased defence economic cooperation and 
the necessary associated improvements in technology 
safeguards. Significant progress has been made in three 
important areas: 

(i) A memorandum of understanding concerning the exchange 
of sophisticated technical information has been 
negotiated. This memorandum will facilitate access 
for qualified contractors of each country on an 
equally favourable basis to unclassified strategic 
technical data of both countries. Moreover, the 
memorandum provides for a common, jointly staffed 
system for certifying participating contractors in 
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each nation. This procedural framework will stimulate 
further cooperation between  ou:  respective defence 
industries and  or  military.acquisition 
establishments. It should also ensure, to the fullest 
extent possible, the common utilization of 
unclassified strategic technical data in furtherance 

1/ of the mutual defence interests of the two countries. 

• 
 (ii) We have also taken steps to facilitate the free: 

 exchange of technical knowledge and skills between 
 

both countries, by eliminating administrative 	 - 
impediments such as visit requent formalities for 
unclassified defence—related visi between 
contractors of the two countries, and by !implying and 

ts  

streamlining procedures for classified visit requests 
through the use of a single visit request form which 
will faeilitate automated and timely processing of all 
requests (reducing the administrative workload 
previouely associated with visit requests). Efforts 
are underway to  •ffect the necessary changes in 
regulations in both ceuntries for the ieplementation 	11 
of these measures. When cempleted, these steps will 
help stimulate technical cooperation between the USA 
and Canada. 

11 
(iii) To Premete joint participation in major defence 

programS, we have agreed on a number of actions to 
provide for an early identificaticn and careful review ir of potential collaborative projects. Canada has  
agreed to foster competitive selection at Canadian 
prime centractors for defence sharing rojects. 
Canadian con 	 u tractors are being actively encoraged to 	11 

p  

present competitive bids on specific defence projects 
and to further participate in USA competitive 
procurezients. The USA also agreed in principle to 
amend the Defence Acquisition Supolement to the 
Federal Aquistion Regulations  ta  provide for a review 
of defence procurement where interest has bean 
expressed in order to establish at the earliest time 
Canadian eligibility to participate. 

1r 47. 	There is a need to move  toward further bilateral 
co—operation between Canada and the United States in respect to 
defence production. While real and important progress has been 
achieved in establishing structural mechanisms, further efforts 	• 
are required to identify speciLic major programmes for joint 
developmental participation and to eliminate barriers to the 
USA defence procurement aarket. 

j14.11,tra 
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d) Federal-Provincial Considerations

48. it is highly unlikely that Canadian objectives in the

USA procurement market would be achievable without
participation by several provincial governments which are major

purchasers. fpI IRV° ^i, .

^ *MY?

A federal - provincial arrangement in

tnis area coula also contribute significantly to the reduction

or elimination of procurement barriers within Canada.

49. Given that, from the perspective of international law

see.s• IVI)
sa Ct)£ii
tif

52. Provincial governments have been consulted regularly

in respect of the negotiations to expand the GATT Agreemént and

of bilateral discussions with the United States. The Provinces

are aware that provincial participation is essential to

obtaining greater access to the USA procurement market. No

Province, however has indicated a willingness to participate

by accepting discipline on procurement practices. The

Provinces have also shown interest in the concept of a
federal-provincial procurement agreement which would also deal

with interprovincial barriers.

t
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PARAMETERS OF AS AGREE2*=1

53. In order.to refine the covsrag4h or application of
national traatmant in procuremant and tied =unding prograznaat
the paramatere need to be defined as they would have
significaat influincs on the value of procuramant actually
opanad to c=petition. These parameters could include the

following: threahold level, coverage of leasing, covarage of

some or all service contracta, qualification and tendering
prQCedusea, tranaparency provisions, dispute asttiement,
exceptions and derogations.
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c) 	Threshold 

56. 	The USA would likely press for no threshold or a very 
low value threshold in any bilateral agreement. However, a 
threshold value below which  contracte  would not be subject to 
national treatment might be a desirable feature of an 
agreement. For instance, establishing a threshold at about 
$200,000 (which is the level of the threshold under the GATT 
Agreement) would result in a greater proportion of procurement 
subject to national treatment in the USA than in Canada, since 
in Canada generally less than 50% of the value of all Federal 
procurement is for contracts valued at i200,000 or more while 
in the USA some 75% of procurement is for contracts valued 
above that amount. A further consideration is the.procedure 
which shculd apply to ensure compliance with such a provision. 
It may be that it would not be worth the effort for small 
contracts. 

d) 	Leasing  

57. 	The United States has already proposed that leasing be 
included in the GATT Agreement and therefore they would also 
Likely press for the inclusion of leasing in a bilateral 
agreement. Leasing is used extensively, both in Canada and the 
USA, mainly for the acquisition of office, electronic data 
processing (EDP), and telecommunications equipment. In 1981, 
the USA government awarded some US S900 million worth of 
leasing contracts, primarily EDP and communications equipment. 
In FY 1982-83, the Federal Government awarded some $225 million 
worth of leasing contracts of which the largest  part  was for 
photo-copiers and EDP equipment. 

e) 	Services 

58. In the context of the GATT Agreement negotiations the 
USA pressed hard for the establishment of 'pilot studies" to 
examine the feasability of applying the Agreement to service 
contract. Five studies have been undertaken (architectural and 
consulting engineering, insurance, management consulting, 
freight forwarding, and data processing services) and are 
expected to yield useful information. Canadian industry in 
some sectors has expressed interest in access to the USA 
government market, including State and local procurement. 

59. More specifically, the USA government spent $2.7 
billion on procurement of automatic data processing services in 
1982 and access to this through direct contracting or through 
sub-contracting could bring major benefits to the Canadian 
industry, including enhanced technology transfer. In the 
construction field over 80% of government procurement is 
undertaken at the State or local level. Thus access to all 
three levels would be important. With respect to consulting 
engineers, large opportunities exist in areas where 
conventional technologies are required. In engineering areas 
requiring high technical skills, the USA has used defence 
contracts to build up the competence of its engineering 
consulting firms, giving these companies an edge when 
experience is considered a prerequisite for future contract 
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work. A deliberate effort should be made to channel such

develapmental wcrk to Canadian engineering comçasies tc build

up ^^eir competence as well. Othes service industries such as

caterers, trading houses and freight-forwardsrs would also be

interested in bettar access to USA government procurement.

E) Disoutei5ettlement

60. The need for a coasultaticn, conciliation and dispute

oettlement mechan;ism would have to be addressed.

POSS13LE APPROACkES TO NATIONAL TnAtTM=

61. There a=t  several possible aaproaches that could be

pursued to seek a reciprocal exchange of national treatment in

goverment procuremant and funding programmes. These a^rcaches

can be defined easentially as a function of the de9ired scope

at national treatment. The :ollowing approaches are outlined

in order of decreasing scope but the list af possibilities is

not exhaustive.

a) Cgaprehensive

62. Under this approach, products and supplies from the
other country woLi-Ld be tseated no less favourably than domestic
products or supplies in respect at all laws, regulations,
policies and praéticas regulating procurement. In affect, this

would be a removal on a bilateral basis, of the GATT Article
III procuremenç exemption from the generai National Treatmer.t

obligations. M.oreover, in order to deal with !unding
praetices, the approach would require state and provincial
governments to accept a binding commitment to apply national
treatment in thei: own procusement and fuadiag programmes. The
affect of a comprehensive approach would therefore be :el_ ccwn
to the local/municipal level as well as in crown corporation

procurament. Thé potential coverage of such an approval would
be enormous. $owever, while the major obligations might be
relatively easy to define, there would be a need for the
development at procedures to ensure its effectiveness.

b) Camflrehensive Czyilian

63. This approach is the same as that described in a)
above, but ezcluding weapons systems procurement by Defence

Depart.¢ents. Cassadian interests in improved access to the USA
Defence market wculd be pursued separately in the context of
the Defence Production and Defence Cevelopment Shaz-ng

Agreements.

C) Federal and Selec•ted State/Provincial Eztities

64. This approach would involve coverage of procurement by
federal departments and agencies not now covered by the GATT
Agreement, removal of federal-tied funding practices and
coverage of seleéted state/provincial entities. This approach
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would lead to slightly broader coverage than what is currently 
envisaged in the GATT Agreement negotiations and would more 
easily lend itself to possible third country participation. 
Defence procurement could be included cr pursued separately in 
the context of the current DFSA and DDSA discussions with the 
United States. 

d) 	Federal Only  

65. 	This approach, which is the narrowe-st, is probably not 
sufficiently broad or balanced to offer a good chance of 
success. It would involve only federal procurement (with or 
without defence) and would be unlikely to achieve access to-
projects using tied funds. 



Alaska Favor in-state 
bidders. 

5% preference for 1n-state 
suppliers of commodities;  dues 

 not apply to public works (maY 
rise to 10% in 1986). 

Preference does not relate to state 
or country of origin of the product. 

Arkansas Ark Stat Ann (1981)  5% preference for 
In-state bidders. 

California Cal. Govt Code 4330-4334 
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"Buy American" STATE LEGISLATION** 	 Page 1 

RETIULATIONS 
STATE  

Alabama* 

LEGISLATION 

Alabama Law of 1961; U.S. 
materials, supplies and 
products only, In public works 
projects. 
General Buy American 
legislation. 

OR PRACTICES 

3% "Buy local" 
favoring In-state 
bidders. 
U.S. steel products 
only on highways or 
bridges 10% small 
business set-aside. 

COMMENTS 

Exception: If not available at "reasonable" 
prices. 

Exceptions: requirement may be waived if it 
is impractical for energy needs, If a strike 
Is on, or where lack of supply is a factor. 

Arizona 5% preference for in-state. Favor in-state 
bidders & products. 

5% preference for 
biddqrs and goods. 
(to à maximum of 
$50,000). 

to qualify as an 1n-state bidder, 
necessary only to pre-register in 
Sacramento. 

• Colorado Preference for U.S. meat and 
dairy products; 

Preference for in-state, 
Other Things Being  (quai (OIE) 
(1973 Statute) 

* State with set-aside policies favouring certain categories of businesses, such as small or minority businesses. 



"puy Ainerlcan" STATF LlGISLAIIUN rage c

EGUCATTaN

STAfE LEOISLAT[üN OR PRACTICES COlatiENTS

Connecticut* Steel and cc►sient '®uy Aurertcan'
provisions 11968 rule).

Delaware NIL

District of Fédérâl- Büÿ Am^rican Act appl tës.
Columbia
INashingtonl

Preference for Bidders oust Indlcate on tender documents

In-state suppliers. when goods are of foreign origin.
OTL:

U.S. standard steel R;i;nictdoverheadeslgnisupporteet
only. In highway piling. and steel

project.

NIL Earller laws repealed as
non-beneflclal.

Only U- .S: constructton-materiai to be--used
on all highway and bridge projects.

Florida Florida Statutes 201.082
^rditlesifro^ 1nyFlan and•overu200^e^plôyee^ totreceivery

(19)51
Florida. 81E. preference over non-ila. co., DIE

Georgia* Georgia forest products cust Preference for In practice, clause has never been utilized

be used in state funded 1n-state materials, In any way.

construction 11982 statutel OTE 11975 statute)

• State with set-aside pollcies.

k
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STATE LEGISLATION OR PRACTICES COMMENTS 

General "Buy American" 
legislation 
3%,5%,10% preference for 
in-state materials in 
public works proJects 
(1976 Statute) 

Hawaii Favour in-state 
goods. 

Idaho Code 67-5718 (1979) Idaho 

Indiana Buy local, OTE. flouse  Enrolled Act No. 1008: 
15% preference for U.S. steel 
In public works proJects. 

State policy to buy only U.S. manufactured 
autos and clothing. 

We IIle lei en ern ail el el elk 	11111 111111 UM QM OM 111111 "Duy American" SIAIE LEGISLAIION 	 rdy 	 ell 

REG' 

Where Hawaiian value input constitutes 
between 25 - 50% of value, 3% preference; 
between 50-75%, 5% preference; above 751, 
10% preference. 

An additional 5% preference to purchases of 
products manufactured by non-profit 
corporations or public agencies operating 
sheltered workshops. 

Preference for 
in-state materials, 
OTE; 
10% preference for 
In-state printing. 

Reciprocity: In public work contracts, 
preference Is accorded to Idaho bidders to 
saur  extent as non-Idaho bidder receives in 
our home state. 

Illinois* ** 	Steel "Boy American" 
provisions (SU 133, Nov/83) 

10% preference for 
U.S. steel products 

In practice ,  difficult for foreign  finis  to 
do business with Illinois unless it has a 
U.S. based distributor or is very familiar 
with sales to government. 

Iowa 	 "Buy American" provisions for 
structural steel products 
used in state highways and 
bridges.  

Preference for 
in state,  OIE. 

In practice, translates to minor (undefined) 
preference for local products. 

** In 1984 Chicago, Illinois also passed "Ouy Chicago" legislation directing municipal agencies to give a preference to 
Chicago-based manufacturers. 

* State with set-aside policies. 
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STATE

Kansas*

aEGISLATiOfi

-q,ET111-ATT6NS-
OR PRACTJCES

ientucky'

raye i

COMWEN1S

General "U^y American" For public worlcs Reciprocity: preference accorded to Kansas

leglslatlon.
purchases. preference bidder to same extent as that enjoyed by

Steel 'Buy Awer9can+ provisions. for Kansas bidder, Off non-Kansas bidder In home states.

Steel and AluAlnuw
"Duy Aaierican" provisions
(197b rule)

Loulslana• S% preference Favour In-state All bids sutuwltted to the state must list

for in-state products. bidders and goods. any proposed products that are non-US. Iti ►en
aggregate cost of the products exceeds

$50,000 and 5s of total bi4.

.. ^cecu ve or r, ease an purc ase of___.T._1'1 -
ne pre erence or n-s a e;

111
re ll^erence or

Steel "duy Amertcan" provisions. autos. autos. wt ►enever possible.
Canadian steel can be used In cross-
border bridges.

HarylandIff - ô c r s- under duy
Merican Steel Act, 201 to 30s
preference for U.S. steel In
public works projects (19701

Massachusetts up to fi$ preference for
in-state waterials,
then U.S. raaterlals OTE.
Steel "Buy l^uerlcan= provisions.

' State with set-aside policies.

'30wen source row g une+rp oymen area
in U.S. Legisiition also covers publicly
purchased machinery or eRulpaent containing
more than 100000 lbs. of steel.

Favour in-state
goods.

^ "$MOM 1101011111100160 Ift
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STATE

Michigan **

LEGISL1lTI0N

..ltuy Amerlcan" bIAIt I,tui.*)tHi ► un

ÉOUiÂTTWS
OR PRACTICES

Steel and .Cement "Duy American"
provisions.

U.S. structural
steel only, In
highway and bridge
construction.

preference for
In-state, UTE.

Minnesota*

Mississippi

1) 5% preference for U.S.
a►aterials.

2) Nouse Bill 916-10% for.
Minnesota residents in
public contracts.

Steel and cement 'fluy American"
provisions.

Preference for U.S. materials,
OTE.
Steel and Paint "8uy J4merican"
provisions.

In-state

COMYÆNTS

6 uyc .+

Structural steel for Department of Highway
must be fabricated in U.S; unless otherwise
shown on the plans or in the proposal.
Michigan Is 2nd largest U.S. state market
for cement.

Preference to in-state to same extent that
state or country of residence of foreign
bidder gives preference to Its domestic
suppliers.

1W M

11 Exceptions: i f not manufactured In U.S.
In sufficient quantities; If the quality
is "substantially" less; if purchase Is
otherwise not in the public Interest.

2) The Ac t provides a 10% preference for
Minnesota residents in awarding
competitive public contracts. It Involves
all state agencies. University of
Minnesota, State and college. university
boards. In non-competitive bidding awards
must go to Minnesota residents. In
addition a successful Minnesota resident
who i s a prime contractor may only
sub-contract up to 20% of contract to
non-Minnesota residents.
'Reciprocity' preference clause.

A non-Hississippi manufacturing company
with a factory and at least 5Q employees
in the state Is accorded preference
over non-Miss. co. when price and
quality saine.

es c ve eg s a on propos ng^% ax on new au o reg s ra 1,, 115 s pen ng

* State with set-aside policies.
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Rt.-C1L117TM 	 
OR PRACTICES STATE LEGISLATION 

b 

COMMENTS 

Missouri Preference for In-state, 01E. 

Nebraska Steel and cement 
"Buy American" provisions. 

Preference for U.S. 
mea t.  
Preference  for  U.S. 
steel, autos. 

State Purchasing Act: 
Preference for in-state 

Nevada 

In practice, procedures reinforce In-state 
preference. While State maintains an 
approved bidders list, requests for tenders 
are not sent to companies located outside the 
state unless fewer than three state-based 
companies are in position to bid. 
Unsolicited bids are acceptable but 
notification of the requirement for tender Is 
limited to newspapers published in St. Louis 
and Kansas City. 

Montana Steel, cement and paint 
"Buy American" provisions. 
Preference for U.S. and 
in-state, 01E. 

31 preference for 
in-state bidders. 

Informal decree issued by the Governor. 
'Reciprocity' preference clause. 
Steel, autos usually purchased from local 
dealers who must be on suppliers list. Out 
out-of-state firms are accepted for bidders 
list. 

"To the extent practicable, service, price 
and quality being considered", In-state 
suppliers only. 

U.S. suppliers only. 	However, Canadian firms wishing to bid on 
Nevada state tenders could bid through 
U.S. agent or U.S. address as they will then 
be treated as U.S.  fini. 
As matter of state policy only US made 
automobiles are purchased. 

* State with set-aside policies. 

au le 	 en 	ai 	im lan 	fig. 	 111110 



STATE LEGISLATION OR PRACTICES COMMENTS 

U.S. materials only ln 
public works projects. 

U.S. assembled autos only. 

General »Buy American» 
legislation. 

New Jersey* 

I) New York State Buy American 
Steel Bill: U.S. non-cons-
truction steel products only. 

2) SI228/A1616: U.S. construction 
steel products. 

3) S2847/A3599: extends 8/A to 
steel legislation 
(51228/A1616) indefinitely. 

- New York* 

110 110 1101 OM 010 1111 1111 110 Mk OM 011 elk 00 Me OPMS 	OMB 010 "Buy American» STATE LEGISLATION 	 Page 

REGliL 

New Hampshire 	Steel »Buy American" provisions 
(1977 Statute) 

Exceptions: If inconsistent with public 
interest, if cost is un-reasonable, If not 
of satisfactory quality. 

In effect, not so restrictive because 
Governor has used public interest waiver 
clause to make interpretative policy 
directive that is in the public Interest to 
have the state accept bids on vehicles 
manufactured in Canada under the Auto Pact. 

New Mexico* Steel »Buy American »  provisions. Favour in-state 
5% preference for In-state, 	bidders and goods. 
North America assembled autos 
only. 

Autos and auto parts assembled in Canada 
under Auto Pact are excluded. Applies to 
contracts for certain listed commodities. 

Contains "public Interest»  and »unreasonable 
cost»  exemption clauses which are unspecified 
and have been used to grant waivers. 

NY Transit Authority and Metropolitan Transit 
Authority required in purchasing rapid 
transit cars or components. to Include as a 
negotiable requirement that the performance 
of all or a portion of the contract take 
place in N.Y. state. 

* State with set-aside policies. 



"Buy Amerlcan' STATE LEl;1SLATlON

STATE

New York'
(cent'd)

North Carol9na 11C Gen. Stat 143-59 (Supp 1971) OI^ËState preference,

LEG[SLATION ON PNACTBCES

41 51368/A1589: U.S.. Steel
.products and construction
steel only; became law July '83.

iOtYtCNTS

rage u

Law applies to state and public authorities
(1.e.. MTA1.
In any contract over i50.000 ah1ch contains

asry steel, that steel must be of U.S.
origin. Auto Pact products are exempt. Any
construction repairs,.etc. contract above
f100,000 must use U.S. steel only.
There is a provision of unreasonable cost but
this has never been defined. In 1983 the New
York State Legislature saw 14,000 bills
raised. Of these 14 had Buy American clauses
and of these. 2 passed.

North Dakota General Steel and cement Preference for
"Duy American" legislation. In-state.

Dhio#

Oklahoaa

I) 6i preference for U.S. General 101

steel products.

2) t16271 preference for U.S. administration
or state products. practice for

domestic firms.

Generai Steel and a}eat or dairy Eavour in-state
"Buy 'A+nerican" legislation. goods.

preference across
the board - Informal

it State with set-aside policies.

Preference to in-state to sanee extent that
state or country of residence of foreign
bidder gives preference to its donestic
suppliers.

A preference Ibased on the federal Buy
Auierica Act) accorded to Ohio state products
products or produc ts from any firm ^el^ Ich has a
significant Ohio presence. Should there not

be competitive Ohio bids. the preference Is

then g iven to U.S. products. It is possible
that foreign bids will only be competitive if
there Is no Ohio bids or U.S. products

bids. 19eat and poultry products can only be
sourced from vendors registered with Director
of Administrative Services.

'Itectprocity' preference clause.

1^main 90011811014 OWN" SOMMINIM
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STATE LEGISLATION OR PRACTICES COMMENTS 

Steel Products Procurement 
Act/8111 1068: U.S. steel and 
steel products only in 
Public works. 
Motor vehicle Act IN8437) 
and Extension of Steel 
Products Act 

Pennsylvania 

Smith Carolina 	1976 Statute Favour in-state 
bidders, OTE 

Tennessee* In-State meat preference OTE 

1011 0111 IIMM 	0100 OMNI 	MIMI ea III. OMNI 	 0111 	IMI, IMMI IMMO rage u 14.1— 	 Kàohnà 	 ààà maà..Oàààa "nil American' SIAlt 

Oregon* General in-state 
preference. OTE. 
101, preference for 
in-state printing. 

'Reciprocity preference clause restricts 
all Penn public agencies from purchasing, 
leasing or renting any motor vehicles other 
than those manufactured or assembled in the 
US. Amendment passed in 1985 permits 
procurement of motor vehicles manufactured 
or assembled in Canada (in recognition of 
Auto Pactl. 

Puerto Rico Federal Buy America Act applies. 

Rhode Island Steel Products Procurement 
Act: 15% preference for 
U.S. steel and steel products. 

Preference for In-state 
foodstuffs, OTE. 

Preference for 
in-state products 
OTE  (non-mandatory1 

South Dakota 	Meat or Dairy "Iluy American" 
policy.  

Favour in-state 
bidders, OTE 

'Reciprocity' preference clause. 

* State with set-aside policies. 



STATE

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginta

LEGISUITION

1982 Statuté

NIL

C K

NIL

Steel "8uy Anertcan" legislation 101 preference
Preference for In-state. OTE

Virginia Steel Preference
8161/58821: 107i Prëfërence for
U.S. steel in public works
projec ts .

Washington Nil

'Aeciprocity' preference clause

l'âge ID

Applies to contracts and sub-contracts over
$50,000.

West Virginia Buy Aazerican Steel Act: 20Y-30t Favor in-state 301 when so'^ésdtorc^ontrâctsno^vperof On000reas
reference for U.S. alua^lnuai, bidders. in U.S. J^pp

^^ass an s éel ro uc s n
In case of steel only# applies to contracts

pu6 wâr s pro êcts, Including
requlring more than 10,000 lbs of steel

machinery or equlpment used In
products.

projects.

Wisconsin Preference for Aauerlcan Made
Materials Act; Preference

for U.S. materials, OVE,

* State with set-aside pollcles.

"Auy Muerlcan" S(Alf LEGISLAr1oN

RESUCxTTOA
OR PRACTICES cOWMENTS

in state preference,

In-state. U.S.
In that order, OH.

Purchase materials which are manufactured to
greatest extent In U.S.
Exception: does not apply to purchase of
stationery and printing materials.

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ as
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STATE

Wyoming

flTE:

IN-SZATE:

STAA

mem sawfi' ^ "IMAM

"Buy American" STATE LEGtSLATION

LEGISLATION

U. S. meat only.
10% preference for in-state
rinting.

^% preference for In-state
materials in public works
projects.

-FIEW1AM15__
OR PRACTICES

Favor in-state
bidders.

^ ^ M mmem. m

Page 11

COl1MENTS

Preference does not include materials of
Inferior qua) ity.

Other Things Deing Equal ( "ceterls paribus"). preference given to U.S.A. or state products as Indicated.

freference given to products of the state and/or acquired from companies in the state.

As of 1978. all states must apply the Buy American preferences of the Federal Surface
Transportation Assistance Ac t(STAAI for hi ghway. bridge and mass transportation projects
funded by the STAA; 10% for rolling stock. 25% for other products.

18 states have set &sides, policies favoring certain categories of businesses
suc h as small or minority businesses.

Bibliography Reference:
Hario Drossi and Jean-Pierre Swennen, The Wanual on Forei gn Investment in the U.S. (Ch. 9: State

Restrictions on Public Procurement. pp. -i-9" ZI!_, ,raw4 T`li ; T99 .
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ECONOMIC AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS (ERDAs) 

Agreements and Memoranda of Understanding 
Siened at!) of May 31, 1985  

Value of federal 
contribution in 

FIgned Terminates Federal Share 	Total 	Shared Programs  
(5 million) 	(5 	 (S million)(') 

- 1 - Annex B 

e• 

2.0 4. 0 2.0 

15.35 
19.60 
9.1 
19.0 
12.8 
38.5 
116.35 

21.95 
28.0 
18.2 
28.0 
21.3 
46.3 
167.75 

9.0 
12.5 
46.33 
92.73 

19.6 
3.3 

13/06/84 
13/06/84 
13/06/84 

• 13/06/84 

13/06/84 

13/06/84 
26/10/84 
03/29/85 

31/03/94 
31/03/89 

31/03/89 

31/03/89 

31/03/89 
31/03/89 
31/03/89 

23/05/85 
ty 

23/05/85 

29/06/94 

11/06/84 31/03/89 
11/06/84 31/03/89 
11/06/84 31/03/89 

11/06/84  31/03/89 

27/06/84 31/03/87 
26/10/84 31/03/89 
09/11/84 31/03/89 

4.• ••■■ 

0.5 
25.0 
26.0 

1.0 
41.9 
41.0 

0.5 
16.9 
10.0 

12.5 
8.0 10.0 

17.8 
0.4 

7.5 
5.8 
5.0 

0.65 

10.0 
8.9 
7.5 

1.0 

2.765 
5.0 

4.5 9.5 

ego ale ••■ 

95.45 1 48.60 35.565 

4.0 
28.0 

26.9 

17.5 
50.0 
14.0 

175:ZU 

2.0 
28.0 

0 .0 

35.0 
14.0 
79.0 

1.0 
19.6 

16.1 

12.0 
35.0 
9.8 
94.50 

- ERDA (DRIE/ORD) 	05/04/84 31/03/94 
- Planning (DRIE/ORD) 	05/04/84 31/03/94. 
- Mineral Development 

(EMR) 	 05/04/84 
- Burin Peninsula (DRIE) 	06/11/84 
- Rural Development (RIZ) 07 119/84 
- Ocean Industries (DRIE) 08/16/84 
- Tourism (DR/E) 	 08/16/84 
- Pulp & Paper (DRIE) 	12/20/84 

Provincial Total 

Prince Edward Island  

31/03/94 
31/03/89 
31/03/88 
31/03/89 
31/03/89 
31(12/89 

1 

Province /Initiative  

Newfoundland  

- ERDA (DRIE/ORD) 
- Planning (DRIE/ORD) 
- Transportation (DOT) 
- Agri-Food (DOA) 
- Energy Alternatives 

(Me) 
- Forestry (DOA) 
- Fisheries Development 

(DFO) 
- Tourism (DRIE) 
- Marketing (DRIE) 
- Industrial Commissions 

(DRIE) 
- Meat Processing Facill 

(DRIE) 
- Science & Technology 

(MOO - MOSST) 
Provincial Total 

Nova Scotia  

- ERDA (DRIE/ORD) 
- Planning (DRIE/ORD) 
- Strait if Canso (DRIE) 
- Mineral Development 

(EMR) 
- Forestry Development 

(DOA) 
- Fisheries (DFO) 
- Tourism (DRY!) 

Provincial Total 



02/11/84 31/03/94

value of ladsral
ccntr ibution on

?rovfaca/ZnS:istivs S2+rd rs^t^ Ftderal Shari Total Shared Prosrrama

S mSlllon) (5 $:11son) ( S aZS.lsbba) ( `)

Yav 8ruasvick
zgaA DRL^/ORD) 13/04/84 31/03/94

- planning (DBIEJOBD) 13/06/84 31/03/89 2.0 4.0 2.0

- Agri-Food (DCA) 23/06%84 31/03/89 - 23.0 32.0 2•9

- Forestr'y ( DOA) 23/06/84 31/03189 42.3 77.4 1.9

- :rinarai Dsvtlopment'
(_a) 25/06/84 31/03/89 15.0 2.1.3

^- t on

2 -

- ..ansportm _
Dav^opmartz (DOT) 14/08/84 31/03/89 63.42 90•5 90•3

- Fishariss Dsvelopmant
(DFO) 27/08184 31/03/89 25.0 45.0

-?octriaM (aBi:) 30/11Z$4 31/03/89 22.0 32.0 32.0

- Science and isel^ologT
(MOU - ^OSSr) 13/04i84 (2)
Provincial Total

Que bec
A (DR2:/ORD) 14/12/84 14/12/94

•Sa1 Develo snz- 1d

19^ :^

n us' e_ Pffi
(DR^) 23/01/,83 31/03/90 175.3 350.0 ' 173.0

âourism (DUE) 16/01/85 31/03/90 50.0 100.0 50.0

- C.ssnics:ions
6

01/02/.85 31/03/90 20.0 40.0 20.0

- Cczltursi Infrastructures 29/03/,85 31/03/90 20.0 40.0 20.0

- Forestr7 30/04/'83 31/03/90 150.0 300.0 1440 •0 (3)

Provincial Total ^SÔ 8 .0 Z3

Ontario
- _3DA (DSIF/ORD)
- PlZa$1ag (DBI: /flRD)
- Forastry (AG3-C?S)
- Tourism (D8~E)

Provincial Total

02J11/';84 31/03/99 1.0 2.0 1.0

1f, /11/84 31/03/89 75.0 150.0 61.0

20/11/84 31/10189 22.0 44.0 21.5
^98.33 19 6.00

?4aattoba
= ERDé ( D8LMORD) 04/01/84 31/03/94

- PLaantng (DRZElOBD) 04/01/,Bb 31/03/89

- Forest Ranaual (DOA) 13/03/94 31/03/99

- 'Sinersl Davelopmant
(Va) 13/04/84

- Transportation
Dsvelopment (DOT) 13/04/84

- Churchill (DOT) 04 /04 / 94
- Urban Bus (DRIE) 04/06/84
- ABricalturzl

Dsvalopmsnt (DQ11)
- Communications and

C41tural. Industries
(DOC)

- Tourism (DBIg)
- Alcnainua è '-•ocesaing

(*!w - DRIE)
- SiT Coordination

30/05/84

- -

129.3

1.S 3.0
13.58 27.16

31/03/89 14.8

31/03/89 111.61
31/03/89 38.06
31/03/89 25.0

31/03/89 23.0

11/06/8& 31103/89 13.0 21.0

31/05/85 31/03/90 13.0 30.0

(?!CG - MOSST) 10/O5/85

Provincial Tocal

(2)

1.50
1.64

24.7 2.09

136.4 7.30
93.96 0.78
50.0 25.00

38.3 0.00
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683.67 

ea,  

	

150.00 	300.00 

	

7.= 	300.00 

	

1,579.24 	2,833.55 

120.0 

120.0 
120.00 

8.0 

	

11.5 	 23.0 

	

28.15 	56.3 

	

1.2 	 1.2 

80.50 

28.15 
«lb 

76. 173.  

Province/Initiative 

Value of federal 
contribution on 

Sirned Terminates Federal Share 	Total 	Shared Programs  
(S million) 	($ million) 	($  million)()  

Saskatchewan  
- ER0A (DRIEJORD) 	 30/01/84 31/03/94 
- Planning (DB1E/ORD) 	30/01/84 31/03/89 	1.0 	 2.0 	 2.0 
- Regina-Moose Jaw Water 

Supply (DOE) . 	30/01/84 31/03/86 	5.0 	 15.0 	 5.0 
- Forestry (DOA) 	 21/06/ 84 31/03/89 	14.0 	 28.0 	 2.5 
- Mineral Development 

(EMI) 	 16/05/84 31/03/89 	3.19 	 6.38 	 0.19 
- Agricultural 

Development (DOA) 	07/08/84  31/03/89 	30.0 	 60.0 	 0.0 
- Agricultural 

Community Water Supply 
(DOA) 	 07/08/84 31/03/89 	16.0 	 32.0 ( 4 ) 	 0.0 

- Advanced Technology 	 . 
(DRIE) 	 31/08./eb 31; ,nae 	la.i 	31.2  

- Northern  
(DRIE) 	 31/:i/u. 31/33/d9 	18.0 	 36.0 	 1.35 

- Tourism (DRIE) 	 23/11/84 31/03/89 	15.0 	 30.0 	 6.00 
- Science and Technology 

(MOU-MOSST) 	 ' 30/01/84 	( 2) 	 - 	 - 	 _ 
Provincial Total 	 118.79 	242.58 	 15.04 

«lb 

Alberta 
- ERDA (DRIE/ORD) 	. 08/06/84 
- Forestry Development(AC) 26/10/84 
- Tourism (DUE) 	 13/05/85 
- Tourism (MOU-DRIE) 	08/06/84 
- Agriculture (MM.-DCA) 	08/06/84 

Provincial Total 

31/03/94 
31/03/89 
31/03/93 

2 (,) 
(') 

British Columbia  
- ERDA (DRIE/ORD) 1 
- Forestry (DOA) 
- Science and Technology 

(MOU-MOSST) 
Provincial Total 

Canada ' 
Total 

23/11/84 31/03/94 
25/05 185 31/03/90 

01/03/85 	( 2 ) 

• 

(1) Includes all programa and projects where the federal government contributes funds and the 
provinFial government is responsible for 'implementation. 

(2) Subject to periodic review, 

(3) All cost-shared contracts shall be awarded  in  accordance with Quebec (provincial)  purchasin 
practices. 

(4) All projects will be federally delivered. 
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ANNEX C 

LIST CF FEDERAL CROWr CORPORATIONS 

FINANCIAL  

Canaea Deposit Insurance Corp. 
CMHC 

(7) C.C.C. 
E.D.C. 
F.C.C. 
F.B.D.E. 

MAeUFACTURERS 

1 	A.E.C.L. 
* Canadian Assenais 

DEVCO 
Royal Canadian Mint 

* Uranium Canada Ltd. 
* Eldorado Luclear (CDIC) 
* Canadair (CDIC) 
* de Havilland (CDIC) 

Petro-Canada 
* (Massey-Ferguson) (CDIC) 
* (CDC) (CDIC) 

OTEEP, 

* Crown Assets Disposal Corp. 
* Canadian Sports Pool Corp. 
* Canagrex 
* Loto-Canada 

Canadian Patents and Developments Ltd. 

FISHERIES RELATED 

Canadian Saltiish Co. 
Freshwater Fish Marketing Co. 

* St. Anthony Fish 
* Pêcheries Canada 

(Fisher-Les  Products Limited) 
(rational Sea Products) 

REAL  ESTATE  

(7) Canada Lands Co. 
Harbourtrcnt 

* Societa a responsibilits limitat im mobiliaré 
* Mingan Associates 
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REGULATORY 

Agricultural Stabilization Board 
Canadian Centre for Occupational Health and Safety 
Canadian Diery Commission 

• anadian LiVestoék Feed Board 
Standards COuncil of Canada 

SERVI= 

1 VIA Rail 
1 Air Canada 
el Teleglobe 
1 	C.N. 

C.N. (W.I.) Steamships 
(7)1 	Great Lakes Pilotage 
(7)1 	Laurantial Pilotage 
(7)1 	PftcttiŒ Pilotage 
(7)1 	Atlantic Pilotage 
1 Northern Canada Power Corp. 
1 . St. Lawrence Seat4ay Authority 
1 Canada Porti 
1 Montreal Ports 
1 Vancouver Ports 

Northern Trinsportation Co. 
 1 CSC 

1 Telesat 

g 

 

ta  be privatized 
() Government Ownership of 3015. shares 
7 may be privatized in near future 
1 USA request i for  coverage under CATT Government 

Procurement Agreement 

I 

I 
I 

I 
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ANNEX E

PROCiJRFMEN'T PRACTICES OF CANADIAN PROVINCES

1
I
I
I

1
1
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I
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British Columbia:

- Procurement, as a policy, is used as an instrument of
economic development. The ability of the supplier to
provide "added economic value" to British Columbia is a
major consideration in purchasing decisions. A preference
of up to 10% for in-province suppliers and 5% for Canadian
suppliers is applied to all contracts under $20C,00C.
Schools, universities, hospitals and municipalities are
encouraged to apply a similar policy.

Alberta:

- No legislative or regulatory preference exists. Alber.a

suppliers are favoured when price, qLality and service are

equivalent.

Saskatchewan

Limited number of products are restricted to in-province

sources

- premium paid on occasion to Buy-Saskatchewan

Manitoba

- 1% preference for local procurement

- some tendering restrictions, particularly in respect of

major provincial projects

Ontario

preferential treatment to Ontario companies when their bids

are competitive
use of negotiated contracts works to exclude Quebec firzas

from rail systems
isolated instances of awarding ma;or contracts to Cntario
companies in spite of purchasing authority intentions to
purchase out-of-pzovince (e.g. Toronto strEet cars from
Hawker-Siddeley rather than Bombardier)

1



Cuebec 

- when sufficient competition eZilit3, only Quebec enterprises 
are invited to tender 

- this limitation can be applied when there is not sufficient 
competition if it serves industrial develcpment objectives 

- 	for contracts exceeding S50,000, a preference of up to 10 
percent is applied to the Quebec content of tids 

- tenders must state the percentage of Quebec, Canadian and 
foreign content 

- 	in purchasing urban transit equipment, at letst 40 percert 
provincial content is required. 

Nova Scotia 

- Government Purchasing Act (1564) states wherever possible 
Nova Scotia products should be purchased and purchases 
ihould be  froc  persons who  maintain and operate  business in 
the province 

- scurcing is limited to in-province supp/iers if three or 
more are avaialle 

- even if less' than three, tendering can be limited if Nova 
Scotia suppliers are reasonably ccepetitive 

- 	up to 10 percent premium to maintain particular industries 

New Brunswick  

- sourcing is limited to in-province suppliers if three or 
more are available and competitive 

- even if less than three local suppliers are available, 
tendering may be limited to in-province suppliers 

- tenders are Also evaluated by impact on the New Brunswick 
eccnomy. Information is required an reasons for all 
out-of-province sub-ccntracting 

- if goverment demand warrants, New Brunswick sources can te 
developed Icy usa of product development assistance. 

Newfoundland  

- Department of Public Works and Services Act states that 
wherever possible .  Newfoundland products should te 
purchased and purchases should be tram persons whc maintain 
and operate businesses in the province 

- premium of up to 10 percent may be allowed  for  locally 
produced products 

- 25 percent premium may be allowed for local suppliers if 
cost-benefit analysis shows beeefit is 1. 5  times the added 
=et. 
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