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SectOral Profile: Energy Products 

1. Scope of the Sector and its Place in the Economy 

'The energy products sector's contribution to GDP 
(cu2rentS) in 1982 was $25.8 billion, approximately 8% of 
total GDP. Crude petroleum and natural gas industries 
accounted for 4% of total GDP, electrical power 3% and the 
remaining sectors less than 1% each. 

The sector's contribution to real GDP was less, at 
5%. However, the large relative increases in crude cil 
prices since 1973 result 	in the understatement of the 
crude oil and natural gas industries' importance if real 
GDP'figures are used as indicators. Therefore, nominal 
GDP figures are a better indicator of this sector's 
importance to the Canadian economy. 

Employment in all sectors of the energy products 
grouping totals about 185,000, approximately 2% of total 
employment. Eighty-three thousand people were employed in 
the 'electrical power sector in 1964, 43,000 in crude 
petroleum and natural gas industries, 22,000 in petroleum 
and coal products industries, 10,000 in coal mines, with 
the sectors of gas distribution, pipeline transport and 
uranium accounting for the remainder. 

Table 1.1 to 1.7 show real and nominal Gzr for the . 
various components of the sector from 1973 to 1964. 
Employment data at this ,level of disaggregation are only 
available for 1983 and 1984. 

Energy exports totalled $15.6 billion in 1984, 13.21 
cf total merchandise exports. Znergy imports were a 
lesser' $E.2 billion (6.4% of total merchandise imports). 
The surplus on energy trade represents 56% of the total 
merchandise trade surplus. 

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 show exports and imports of energy 
commodities from 1973 to 1984. 

. 	The expôrt of natural gas, surplus to future Canadian 
requirements has been the'country's largest energy export 
in terms of value in the 1980's contributing approximately 
$4 billion to Canada's trade balance in 1984. All gas was 
exported to the U.S. 

. ■ 
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Czude oil.exports from Canada ($4.4 billion in 1924)
were exported to the U.S., while crude oil imports (S3.4
billion in 1984) came from a variety of countries. (see
Table 3.1).

In teras of coal trade, 441 of Canadian production,
valjaed at $1.8 billion at the port was shipped overseas.
The bulk of exports went to Japan (65.81) and to Korea
(14.2%). Exports to the U.S. were only 0.7$ of the total
in 1984 and no significant change in this is expected.

Electricity exports ($1.4 billion in 19@4) havembeen
steadily increasing over the 1973-1984 period, with all
expert going to the U.S.

..Table 3.1 indicates sources of crude oil imports and
Table 3.2 shows destinations for coal exports. -*:.:e
coa:,aodities are wholly or primarily sent to or received
fro= the U.S. no separate tahle is given.
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Scope of the Energy Sector and its Place in the EconcTy

Summary

1) Enervv Sector GDP

Tables 1.1 to 1.7 show real and nominal GDP for the various -
cc^omponents of the sector from 1973 to 1984. Employment
data at this level of disaggregation are only available for
1983 and 1984.

A description of the SIC for each industry is included at -
the end of this section.

2) Enercv Sector Exports and Imoorts

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 show exports and imports of energy
comrzodities from 1973 to 1984.

3) Sources of Imvorts and Destinaticns of Exnorts

Where commodities are wholly or primarily sent to or
réceived from the United States no separate table is
given. Table 3.1 indicates sources of crude oil impt-rts,
table 3.2 shows destinations for coal exocrts.

I



1984 
1983 42768 

43441 
0.4 
0.4 

Table 1.1  

Crude Petroleum and 
Natural  Cas  Industries 

1970 SIC: 064 

Real GDP  
million of 

1971 S 	% of total 

Nominal GDP  
million of 
current S 	% of total 

1973 	 1559 	1.6 	 2007 	 1.8 

1974 	 1489 	1.5 	 2932 	 2.2 

1975 	 1312 	1.3 	 3567 	. 	• 	2.4  

1976 	 1245 	1.2 	 4194 	 2.5 

1977 	 1263 	1.2 	 5166 	 2.8 

1978 	 1262 	1.1 	 5503 	 2.6 

1979 	 1422 	1.2 	 7450 	 3.1 

1980 	 1386 	1.2 	 9498 	 3.5 
1981 . 	1282 	1.1 	 10282 	 3.4 
1982 	 1253 	1.1 	 12832 	 4.0 
1983 	 1289 	1.1 	 N/A 	 N/A 

1934 	 1372 	 1.1 	 N/A 	 N'A  

Employment 

% of total 

Source: Statistics Canada, Cross Domestic Product by Induszry, 
61-213, 61--005; Employment Earnings and Hours, 72-002. 



million of 	 million of 
1971 S 	% of total 	eurent  S  • % of total 

1983 
1994 

23,001 
21,779 

0.3 
0.3 

Table 1.2 -  

Fietroleum.and.Coal Products 
1970 SIC: 365.369 

Real GDP 	 Nominal GDP 

1973 	 358 	0.4 	 343 	 0.3 

1974 	 359 	0.4 	 461 	 0.4 

1975 	 344 	0.3 	 454 	 0.3 

1976 	 314 	0.3 	 558 	 0.3 

1977 	• 	291 	0.3 	 722 	 0.4 

1978 	 294 	0.3 	 634 	 0.3 

1979 	 256 ' 	0.2 	 827 	 0.3 

1980 	 259 	0.2 	 999 	 0.4 

1981 	 265 	0.2 	 1231 	 0.4 

1982 ° 	224 	0.2 	 1062 	 0.3 

1983 	 216 	0.2  

1994 	 221 	0.2  

Emo lc v-,cbm t 

% of  total  

Source': 	see table 1.1 



1984 
1983 10,070 

10,240 
0. 1 
0.1 

Table 1.3 

Coal Mines 
197=7-7561 

Real GDP  
million of 

1 ,2 71 $ 	% of total  

Nominal GOP  
million of 
current S 	% of tctal - 

1973 	 103 	 0.1 	 135 	 0.1 
1974 	. 	104 	 0.1 	 214 	 0.2 

1975 	 123 	 0.1 	 398 	 0.3 
1976 	 112 	 0.1 	 409 	 0.2 
1977 . 	122 	 0.1 	 444 	 0.2 
1978 	 134 	 0.1 	 476 	 0.2 

1979 	 150 	 0.1 	 529 	 0.2 
1980 	 165 	 0.1 	 527 	 0.2 

1981 	 173 	 0.1 	 559 	 0.2 
1982 ' 	 194 	 0.2 	 674 	 0.2 

1983 	 200 	- 0.2  

1984 	 273 	 0.2 	 NjA 	 N 'A 

Emoloyment 

% of total 

Source: 	see table 1.1 



Table 1.4

Electric Power
70 SiC: 572

Real GDP Nominal GDP

million o f million of

1971 S b of total current S ^ of :ota1

1973 2060 2.2

1974 2227 2.2

1975 2222 2.2

1976 2479 2.4.

1977 2630 2.4

1978 2801 2.5

1979 2977 2.6

1980 3099 2.6

1981 3183 2.6

1982 3194 2.8

1983 3364 2.8

1984 3625 2.9

2145 2.0

2514 2.0

2774 1.9

3419 2.0

4357 2• 3 .

5231 2.5

6359 2.5

6909 2.5

7867 2.i

8928 2.9

N/A N /A

N/A N/p

I
I
I
I

I
t
I

E:no1oV+e^ t

9 of tnt=1

1983 92C? 7 0.9

198-1. 92792 0.8

I
I
t
I

Sourcb: see table 1.1.
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Table 1.6  

Pipeline Transoort  
1970 SIC: 515 

Real GDP  
million of 

1971 $ 	% of total  

Nominal GDP  
million of 
current S 	% of total 

1973 	 536 	 0.6 	 530 	 0.5 
1974 	 5-34 	 0.5 	 51 4 	 0.4 
1975 	 515 	 0.5 	 613 	 0.4 
1976 	 .498 	 0.5 	 666 	 0.4 
1977 	 503 	 0.5 	 751 	 0.4 
1978 	 489 	 0.4 	 866 	 0.4 

1979 	 539 	 0.5 	 10Z5 	 0.4 

1980 	 499 	 0.4 	 1111 	 0.4 

1951 	 486 	 0.4 	 1416 	 0.5 
1952 . 	 475 	 0.4 	 1721 	 0.5 

1983 	 480 	 0.4 	 N/A 	 N/A 

1934 	 534 	 0.4 	 N/A 	 N'A  

Employment 

% of total 

1983 	7854 	 0.07 
1984 	7487 	 0.07 

Source: 	see table 1.1 



Table 	1.7  II •. 	 . 
Uranium 

Nominal GDP 	 e 
Millions of 	% of total 	 % of Total 

• Dollars 	. 	GDP 	,Employmemt 	Emolcivmelt  II - 

1976 	 196 	 0.1 	 3430 	less than 0.1 .  II 
1977 	 300 	. 	0.2 	• 	4140 	less than 0.1 

1978 	• 	502 	 0.2 	 4965 . 	 0.1 II 1.979 	525 	 0.2 • 	 ' 5858 	 0.1 

1980 .. 	559 	 0.2 	 6304 	 0.1 

1981 	 610 - 	 0.2 	 6869 	 0.1 	II 
1982 ' 	600 	 0.2 	 6035 	 0.1 

II 
• II 

, 
II 
II 

, 
II 
II 

Source: Canadian minerals Yearbook and Statistics Canada 
26-223 Annual 

I, 
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1901 	1 040 	 101 
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3) Sources of Imoorts and Destinations of Exoorts

I. Imports

Crude Oil - see table 3.1
Natural Gas -'small amount imported from United

States
Electric Power - all imports from United States
Coal - almost all imports from the

United States
Petroleum b Ccal Products - 50 to 60 per cent imported frccr,

the United States
Uranium , -' srnall amount impcrted from South

Africa

II. ExMcrts

Crude Oil - close to 100% exported to the
United States

tiatural Gas - 100% exported to the United States
Electric Power - 100% exported to the United States
Coal - See table 3.2
Petroleum & Coal Products - 80 to 90 per cent exported to the

United States
Uranium - primarily to Japan, western

Europe, and the United States.

Source: Bank of Canada Revieu, June 1985

I
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Table 3.1

Major Sources of Crude Oil Twoorts (% of total crude imoor_s)

Iran Mexico Nioeria Saudi Arabia V.A.E. Venszuela

1974 24 0 2 13 10 . 43-

1975 25 0 3 20 10 31

1976 23 0 4 15 8 31

1977. 18 0 1 24 2 40

1978 19 0 0 22 0 34

1979 8 0 0 32 1 . 35

1980 0 0 1 39 1 30

1981 0 10 1 32 1 27

1992 3 16 1 16 1 34

1983 18 23 6 3 0 23

Source: Energy Statistics Nandbook, E.M.R.

1



Table 3.2  

Canadian Coal Exborts  
(kilotonnes) 

1980 	1981 	1982 	1983 	19.84 

Japan 	 11,123 	10,486 	10,757 	10,845 	16,543 

SouthAtorea 	 1,296 	1,733 	2,276 	2,313 	3,5E3 

Eurboe 	 1,434 	1,444 	1,971 	1,549 	2,229 

Latin. America 	 953 	1,470 	338 	1,167 	1,360 

• United States 	 1 	67 	71 	' 	137 	191 

• .11 

Canadian Coal Exzorts 
(% of total) 

1980 	1981 	1992 	1993 	198: 

Zapar 	 ' 73 	6.7 	67 	64 	66. 

South Korea 	 8 	14 	14 	-,   ., 

Zuroce 	 9 	9 	1 2 	9 	9 

Latin America 	 6 	9 	2 	7 	5 

United States 	 0.01 	0.4 	0.4 	 1 	 1 

Source: 	Sta:istical 7eview cf ccal in Canada,  1984, 
F:nergy, Mines and Rescurces. 



SECTCRAL PROFILE: tbRANTUm 

II 	Structural Characteristics  

Canada produced  sorte 11200 tonnes of uranium in 1984, equivalent to 
some 30 per cent of the western world's total production. Cnly five 
:producers account for the total. TWo of these operate large tonnage, . 

' low-grade, labour intensive, underground operations in the Elliot 
Lake area of Cntario, while the remaining three produce primarily by 
open pit methods from relatively high grade deposits in Northern 
Saskatchewan. Cver 50 per cent of Canada 's total production comez 
*from Saskatchewan. Tbtal employment at producing operations in 19e4 
was 5800, of which $2 per cent "as  associated with the Elliot Lee 
operations. Principal statistics for uranium are incorporated in 
those for the total minerals and metals sector. 	 • 

.*Canada is currently the leading uranium producer in the western 
world. The industry ià cost competitive and expected to remain so 
for sometire, particularly with respect to the production from the 
recently discovered very high grade deposits in Northern Saskatcr,ewan. 

The existing uranium producing industry is largely Canadian owned. 
Three of the five producers, Denison Mines limited, Key Lake Mining 

- Corporation (KLMC) and Eldorado Resources limited are Canadian 
c=panies, the latter being a federal Crown Corporation. A 
provincial 	on  Company, Saskatchewan mining Development Corporation 
(SC),  holds the majority interest in KLMC: a significant share of 

• KLMC is also held by German interests  an C a small share by Eldcradt. 
The two remaining producers, Rio Algcm limited and Cluff mining are 
controlled by British and French interests, respertively. 

In contrast to the situation in the uranium producing industry, 
uranium exploration activity is currently dominated by foreign 
interests. In 1982, almost two-thirds of uranium exploration 
expenditures in Canada was attributable to foreign corparies. French, 
German, British, Japanese, South Korean, /talian and US firms were 
represented. 

Eldorado operates the only uranium refinery in Canada, which is  one 
of only five in the western world. 

In 1984 Canadian producers made total shipments of 9693 tonnes cf 
uranium, valued at sore $916 million. Over 85 per cent of this tc:al 
was destined for export, an approximate ratio that has  been 

 maintained for several years. Japan has been Canada's most imporian: 
'single customer, receiving about 32 per cent cf Canada's total 
exports since the beginning of the commercial contract era. Mcs: cf 
the remaining exports have gone to the European Economic Cre:riniiy 

: (33 per cent), the United States (18 per cent), and other countries 
in Western Europe (16 per cent). 

. . . /2  
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1► .United States intendedtfor^doa^esctuse pt^ded anCeffE"°ive
faczliti^, of u rani= in the
i^rt e^r ço on non-tz5 urani um for almost 10 years, beçi

'late 1960s.
Althouch the restriction was phased cut by 1984, the:° is

=rrentlY Lenewe3 pressure within the t75 for same so^uccicrr..^^r
restriC.ionS ► in resl^.onse to 'declining cZ uranium pr

xjthar
An araendr.*nt to the c1 zar Reyt:i ^^aLYtheax-.,-iss^cn

of ^et^,ac i:n

Act of January 4, 1983, °'^
s-=nit to Mnçress an annual assessment of the viability of the

dcmes:ic mininç and milling industry.
Anechanism also orovides fo:

the initiation of an investigatiai by the US International Trade will
^:ission if it is determined that the level of uranium i^or°s ^;
be a s°.bstantive cause of serious injury to the US urar.iut in^ of

and by the Sec:et3:y of
^RrÇe, if imports exc^.3 37.5.p?- cent

u:aniu..
^ reç•:irements for two consec.uive years, or^éfac::al

level of imports threatens or impairs national s^ricy.
deterzina:iaz of via6ility rests with tne Secretary of Lner-Y•

Sec:etary of Bzerev's fi.-st annual de*^^
_--ina:ion of viabili wa=

-
released in Dec°r.,=er 1984, based on the c_iteria of resource and ..

irn?o.rt
1 resmnse

dependencf.
capaà̂i l

is i first f
:st inanci al e3paa1- i t, , and

c^pzdility, suF? ï de*.e:rri^ati^ fo^:ric the is
c^it.^ent

uraniuirdus:rY to be via=.?e.
The Sec=etary's second anr.::31

.
deter,rina:icn is^?e^ ^ be notrviab:,d iSuCeafdec^^sin9fiic::
well find the inc Y
téigCe: investigaticns by the US international Trade

and

si t+on of
Sz,:.:°:^y cf c^rne=ce, faila^ed by the ir^ `

t::e -
rest:ic_io's.
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SECTORAL PRO?II.E: l1A".'U'RAL CAS

structural naracterlatics

The export of natural gas surplus to future Canadian requirements has bee:
the eauntry;a largest energy export in terms of value in the 1980'e,
eontributing approximately $C 4 billion to Canada's trade balance in 193_.
lpprozimate:y one-third of Canada's natural gas production is exported to
aumerous:U.S. interstate pipelines and distributors by eleven exporters wr,;:
purchase the volumes from more than 700 producers in Alberta and British
Columbia. Only production from these two provinces is ezported with Alberta
gas representing more than 90 percent of the exported volumes. Althoug!: ther=
are more than 700 gas producers. approzimate?y 25 companie3 account for the
majority of gas production. The level of Canadian ornership varies on a
compan3-to-compazy basis. but overall the ener;; industry's ownership leve: is .
:ess than 50 percent. Tables 1 throub: 3 prov:de statistics on espor:!:=ror:
volumes and gas production levels by province and by major producer.

Canâ=ian exports have hi:torical:y supplied four t^ five percent of t!:9
U.S. market with the key market areas being the !lidtiest and Pacific states.
Cana=ian ezrzrts have generally followed changes in the U.S. market. As U.Z.
de=in. has de_l:ne3 since 1979, export volumes in the 1980's have been
sursta--tia:ly below authorized levels. Ezrorts in the 1984-85 contract year
may only be in the range of 25.300 10°a3 or 57 percent of licence: exports.

Cens;a has allowed short-ter- ezpor*.s of gas to U.S. customers on a
best-effzrts, interrsp:ible basis since November 1964, however, these vo:u=e:
re!:ain i.^.sigr.ificsr.t at less than two percent of projected 19S-4-85 ex;::.-.!;.

TheThe nat:ira: gas in3ustr}• Far investe: aFj r:zicatei.: billion in
and trans_iss:zn fa_i:itie= to pro::3a na:ura: gas to ex-._rt

narkets. Despite ef:'orts to se i? new mar::2ts. Cana::sn Cas ezp:r:s are sc:
to the United States. Although ez__rts are beioti au:horized pire:_ne
caracitl would 1i=: t exports to npi-ozia:el; 42.5 to 48.2 1Ci=3 ar.nua:. ^.
S;;_star.tia: volumes autl:orized tz flow to the U.S. Northeast will.
excess of $f. 1.2 billion in facilities additions before the ezvorts can cccu-.

Cor.strzctioz and operating costs are estirste: to be hig}er in Cana.a tn.-
in most areas in the U.S. because of our severe winter clizate and'
transportation distances to markets. It is esti_ated that Canada's reser:e
ref:ace_eat ccsts are lower than those in the U.S.

The Canadian gas industry differs from the U.S. gas industry in two Va:•=.
First. Canada has a significant reserves to consusrtion ratio, 30 years tc 5
years for the.United States. providing a subatantial security of supply to bot!:
domestic and export consumers. Second, gas sales• contracts in Canada ter._ :..
be reserves based while U.S. contrwcts are'based on well deliverability. The
former cdntracts are viewed as representing a more secure supply source :_e tc
the exprasis on production at a constant rate rather than production at q
well's economic limit. This difference has not, hovever, been trsnsla:ei into
a price precium for Canedian gas.

0070a/C799a
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he ewooulre of gover=oeotirecula%om approvals also serits note. In 
• Canada, gae volumes proposed for exporu must receive an energy reeoval pernit 

from the produciog province 'and an «port licence from the Rational F.r.erzy 
loard with Governor in Council approval. The expo= price must be aperove . o7 
the Govereor in Council. Where ne w facilities are required, a ceruificate of 
public col:Lucie:ice and necessity SUS% be issued by the RE3 with Goveroor it 
Council approval and the REM must establiah tolls and tariffs. 

In the U.S.. import authorization must be obtained frem the Economic 
Regulatory 1d:4:13%ra:ion and approval to pass through imported  as  coat: in 
pipeline resale rates fro m the Federal Emergy Regulatory Commission (7n). 
If an imparl, project involves pase-through of gas =ate by state diatributrrs 
to specific end-use customers. state public utility :==i2ai0= aporoval is 
required.  AU apnroval process« on both sides of the border =5'7 involve 
public hearings. 

Rarteticcess Izmedizente and Vulnerability  

There are no tariffs associated with Canadian gas «ports, however, 
governmen:  and  regulatory processes noted above dictate ezporu voluces. 
Additionally. under  Canadas aew export policy, gas «nor:3 zust conforu te 
established criteria relating to price, volume assurances, producer supoort -
for the export and enhanced econonic return to Canada. The criterion aetzine 
a cir.i.eu:  =port ;rice equal to the Eastern Canadian wholesale prize r.a7 ser:e 
as an impediment to izoreased «ports as natural gas ;:.ces in the U.S. 
continue to decline. 

With Canadian prices reodered increasingly competitive. U.S. nroducers art 
begioniog to voice concerns over inorsased Catadian exports at a  :ne  
tneir ow: productio: is beitg shut- i:. U.S. producers ray seek goverunan: 
initiatives to prutect Ueir market. 

Two izterrelated U.S. regulatory actions may also render Tansdian ezrtrus 
vulnerable to decli:es.  The  firs: relates to cogming FM: rate hearings zu 
detereine  the appronriate method of incorporating Canadian gas charges Into 
U.S. pipeline tarzffs. 'Ifith Canadian fized =SU incorporated  in::  U.S. 
pinelioes denaod cnarges and commodity charges listed separately (as I:: 

regulatory practice for U.S. pipeline supply), Canadian gas is  
competitive with U.S. supplies. Rowever. if. as proposed by  staff  of t:..? 

7:2C, Canadian costs oust be included on an average cost basis, Catadlan 
volumes will be much Less 

The second regulatory action relates to the FEST's Notice of ?ropoeed 
Rulenaking (NC?!). The rulemaking, designed to =eke the U.S. gas industr7 
more cocpetitive: would create pri,ding blocks for gas depending on vintage. 
Mew gas, which would include Canadian volumes ,  is priced on average above 
narket Clearing levels. thus it :ay  no:  be able to efrectively penetrat? or*: 
markets. in addition ,  the it2C has asked for connent on whether inport - prides 
should be treated on a single part bai. or separated into gas and non-gbe 
costs: . 7he former aoproach would seriously inpede the ability of Canaiian 
aupply to condete with U.S. supply. 7he outdoce of the ncn and the rate 
hearings should be known by 5nvember, 1965. 

0070a/C7 9 .9a 



TABLE 1 • 

Canadian Natural  Ca  a Exports and tmporte  

Exports ( a )(b) 	Imports ( h ) 

U.S. 	 % of C.  
ria?  • 	Volume 	Volume 	Consumption (c) 	Ex ports te U.:. 

(106m3) 	(106=3) 	(106m3 ) 	(d) 	Consumpti:.r. 

1973 	29,206 	 425 	 624,629 	 4. 71 
1974 	27,223 	 255 	 601,116 	 4.5 
1975 	26,823 	 253 	 553.525 	 4.9 

197 4 	27,025 	 255 	 56.140 	 4.P.:. 

1977 	29.155 	 - 	 552.959 	 5.1 
197.5 	25,C17 	 - 	 556,075 	 4.5 
1979 	• 	29.1 79 	 3 	 573,355 	 4 • 9 
198: 	22.9+6 	 3 	 563.157 	 4.1 

	

21,6iv0 	 4 	 549.560 	 3.9 
19a2 	22,075 	 3 	 509.901 	 4.3 
19e3 	20.017 	 1 	 476,757 	 4.2 

1954 	21.0E1 	 1 	 495.170 	 4.3 

A:: Ezrerte 	th- UnIted Statm- 
Sc ...r:e - StatIstics Canatis 
Sour:e - U.S. Energy Inep. r=st:on 
Cznvers:.en facthr - 1 1C .-=3  g 0.035301 Bcf 

Cb 

■ .1) 
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TABLE 2

P=duetion of Xaricetable Aatural Cas
by Province

(106s3)

7esr ' Alberta B.C. Sask. Cther Car.a:a^ es

1974 5^.^s3 10, 3r, 1.45E 246 Ec,^;^
1975 57,498 10,006 1.473 321 65,2;-
1?76 58.^6 9,571, 1.480 151 69,6m
a77 62,242 9,533 1.353 2a? 73,3:7

197_ 59,5c3 - 8.5:2 1,265 32e 7v,1^4

137: 6^,151 9.830 1,057 306 75. 34-'
135.+ 60,517 7,741 1.203 374 Es. S29.

1?81 59.229 7,103 1.096 d6^,S^

1962 61,272 6.5n3 976 d17 6v,2°m
9^9 471 6;,11a19: 57,^;é 6.407

198- 62.476 6,600 1,225 6i+^? 70. = à

I
I

_e^;y S:a::s::cs iiard::a;c, :.ze^3: ?^:aes and ieecu°te= Ca=3';a

00'7 _a /0'"99a

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
1 1

I
I

I
I
I
I

I
I
I or?oa /c'9?a

I
a

I

I



. CRUDE  OrL/nnourx peoDOCTs  

II. Structural Characteristics  

The Canadian oil industry, while it has many participants, is also - 

quite enneentrated. According to the PMA, its 115 reporting companies 

accounted for 89 percent of the crude nil produced in Canada in 1984. 

The 14 companies comprisinc its group of '/nrecrateds and Refiners' 

accounted for 99 percent of downstream revenues. 

Over 80 percent of the upstream production activity occurs in 

Alberta (see annex for details by province), although exploration 

activity is relatively dispersed. Refining is also spread across the 

country from Halifax to Vancouver, al .though several refineries have 

been closed in the past few years. 

A list of the top 25 crude oll producers in Canada is attached. 

Of the refiners, Imperial Oil, Petro-Canada, Gulf Canada, Shell and 

Texaco account for much of . the activity, although regional refiners 

such as Irving, Ultramar, Turbo and Chevron are important in their 

respective markets. 

The foreign ownership of the combined upstream and downstream 

petroleum industry vas estimated by the PMA at 60.3: at the end of 

1984. lased upon downstream revenues alone, the foreign ownership is 

62.2e while a comparable figure for crude oil production alone is 

nere are no known policies or constraints coverning where 

Canadian-based producers obtain their 4.npucs or sell their output, 

other than profit maximization to the Canadian profit centre. 



In 1984 , the leMA reporeed that the industry spent about 503 

•illIon.on in—house R&  D, of vhich $63 jLi.ton  vas in the refining 

•rea. Less than 30 firms accounted for all of the expenditures, 

iddicating that large, foreign—owned firm: performed most of the R & D. 

The industry also relies upon licencing technolocies frem abroad, 

particularly in the refining area. Given the nature of the products, 

Canadian—based producers do nec  have a comparative advantage. 

Canadian refiners essentially produce for the local market and 

import/export product as required to offset supply/deeand imbalances. 

Some processing for export takes place on tidewater to maintain 

refinery utilization rates. Exchange rate fluctuations vould imnact 

both input and output prices reughly prnportionally. There are no 

major strengths or weaknesses other :han a lack of economies of Scale 

such as those of the large OPEC export refineries =ins on strna=. 

I:T.  Mar.  t Access Ter•dimpnta and Vulnerabilities 

Canada does not levy any tariffs on crude oil or preducts. The 

U.S. has ver ,  Io  w :mart fees (50.11/bbl on light crudes and 50.05/ZZI 

on heavy crudes; prnduct tariffs range fro= 50.5251bb1 on gasoline and 

let fuel to $0.105/bb 1 on distillates and fuel oil).  Asa  possible 

revenue measu:re, there is a Congressional  nove  to increase the import 

fees to S: 	$5/bb 1  to offset OF= pr i e  decreases. ihe ban on exports 

of crude has recently been removed by a "?residential Finding' as part 

of the oil  .rade  liberslization agreed to at the Quebec summit. 'ncre 

is still a ban on Alaskan and naval reser/e eports, but this has ver.! 

little immact on Canada. 



I
I

I .
I
t
f
f

I
I
f
i
I
I
f
I

3

There is a potentially strong lobby in Washington which vould like

to have the federal goverrment impose product import controls and/or

duties to protect domestic refiners from potential new tompetition froe

t+he OPEC refineries. Unless Canada is exempted or granted same

recognition of a special status such as coBUon protective walls in a

North American zone, Canadian refiners would suffer financially.
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Canada's top 100 oil and cas producers 

Changes at top in liquids 
• 

ALT1101:G}4C34A.'  %CZ.% Z1 the =lungs of C3=414 .5 ter glai  1.  
$111013 and gas ims.lucers wrre tartly :nude=  n 19't4 ..umrare-.1 
to the prior mar there vert new leaders us rroattnion. 

Imperial Od. wtuch had held the number une ranker in 
oil and . since °timed: corn:newest the survey more 
than a decade ago. surrenticred its tor pusition to Texaco 
Canada. w•tsle  Dr  ne Petroleum regiurd Sheil Canada as thr 
top ps prattle= 

On the folluwIng pages. tables show rarat3 in five cite-
pries: tor liquids producers ,  gas produces. top in liquid 
and gas  rese  s  and the tor land holders. In rdt.tuon there is 

ainnateu.ui Listing of the top 100 produces in liquids. gas. 
reserves and Land holdings. 

Assessm the performance of the top :5 liquids produces. . 
20 reported gains in output cornetard to the rrsor peg. while 
19 uf the top 15 gas produ=s re=rded incr=ses. =Tore; 
incrensed ea.:cunt  gis  sales. rsrumslarly In the =ran sector. 
Of the 10 =pa= that reported increased outrtu  ai  
tuds. nine werrCznadism controiled. 

TL ulcvation of Texaco to the number rne resitign is ac . 
mbuted to od prodUCtican from the  West Pteieuta era beur: 

 increased as a result of a full year of rmauzatin free:  rwn rr.is-
csble ticuds imrlernerned. in Lee 1953. As a mat: this art: 
cantrititued 11'ct of the comranv's total rrodu..—den in 19:4.  

gas producers' rankings 
compos •d to aliuut 9".. in the prior  ver  Curiver.,1‘. 111%N . 
ties share of production :nun the Svneude syn-
ths:11e oil ureratiors  ai  Fort McMurray was dun:: rn,jr kc ji'. 
Wou..: of rue:lute downtime expelent.ed .ii  the ..ernoteN. 

The top 10 comp:gun accuunted for 5S. 1.' 4 n: t0:4:1:41i1,1s 
rruducuun Last tr.u. while the remaining J  itrms  l corn. 
bzned uutput of 53 695 cubic metres per dav or 19.r,. . or tout 
Caitictian lunuds pruchiction. The tor 10 oil and 1..;tuds rris. 
duce in 19b3 accounted f.,r 60.6' L. of total  L.ju Were. 

OW of the top 25 oil shil liquids producers. :u zornrsraes 
were also rznkeci among the cor  produces of r.atural :354 
The 1 9 4 top 25 accounted for 73.2:* of gross ps didi . cries 
of 141.69 maws cubic metres per day 33411,•rze3 tO 133.73 x 
10" m d in the previous year 

Durne. in attaining the number one  cas  produroon spot. 
laid its move upwards wos the result of =pars ruing to trm: 
market pricing whii:h improved volumes to the USA. 
whale Shell explained that sales faded tta main% 	rnur 
particularl •  du.—.ri; the few three quartes. 

Imperial conueues to hol..t the number one slot  in c2  and 
liquids reserves. but out of the top 25 reer.e  o ers.  13 
comrarurs chang • pauuor.s LII  195.-: zotnrà.::: thr mor 
yea: Surrristrig:. 	 10 in  f.  
ur two  noires  to the number milt position Irr.r::::‘; in• 
creased its liquids reserves by :6.9 	 yes?. 
largel •  due to develerrnees st Culd Lai:: and 	C:::>. as 
weil as Norman Wells. 

Dume holds the hunor as the owner of the Laren: voiter.: 
of natural gas reserves rertacine Petro-Cinad.i st oc-
cupied the number one Jot in 1953. De*ritc the l).•tri: 
acturvern=t. the curnrinv a:sully reduced in 	1 , %es 
by 1.2".o. If there %ere a hie winner in the ra..e tor 	tins 
to gas reserves it was Ozeitst In.lres  wu:  :: mute.; 	to 
the number  11.k fruns its 1953 rt,s tte ai nt:e.rer b.  

Petro-C=24a is the larrest lanti 	tr:r :ozantry. ,41u- 
pi14,:martr as 196.3 a:ha-Ye:rent.  Ii  lists some :3 rlit.rr 
tares in inventory. a rcsluctean tat . 'about 5. 2 	wh.2: 
the number rwo Lind hoIder. [lime. claims some 9 rr.:11:on 
hi compared to 10.5 muln ha in the mur  tr.rd 

	

'plus ha listed by l'etru.C.irs.i.J.i :0.5 trulue. 	 un 
thc frunuen. 

AsNcming the top 100 uil jnci CS compor.;.es 	C.1.-..1-1.1 In a 
compositc furrr1. in the 	mutt-Ines, the 	It 
cluccr is First Calgary Pctrolcums whid ortc th: 
numher SI slut  n the mot' 	 W•cSrar 	 Is 
ror.kct.1 100 in natural gas pruduztiun dosi from, tri e  ,9th 
p.tsition in 1983. 

On the b3sis of' net prnven IkwJ. trvenes. 
Scum made it tnio thc rnJewal 1uu althourh  r aas r4:15.c.1 57 
in the previous t • ar. while in the case ot net rtr`%vil 
scrve•. Alies Resiturces IN.:curted the nurnrçr 11.%.1 rv.tuon. 
eight Iwiter than in 193 . As for the lOtith tor,  latt.1 hokier-
ID ■ net; Petroleum ertv this ruelung. lithuuet the ccurr.tnY 

nurni^cr 86 us 1983. 
12 C11.WEE 4 	 19€5 
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COAL: SECTOR PROFILE 

SECTION /I - STRUCTURAL CHARACTSRISTICS 

In 1984, coal rroduction, valued at ,the mine, tataled $1.8 billion, or 

about 0.5% of  Cross  Domestic Product. The sector provided an estimated 

14,000 direct jobs. 

In terms of 1984 coal trade, 44% of Canadian moduction, valued at S1.8 

billion at the rort, Mis shirred overseas. This was a major increase 

over 1983, and an all-time high.  for Canada. The increase is attributed 

to attainment of nearly full rroduction from four new mines which are 

heavily, if not exclusively, committed to ezrorts. The bulk or exrorts 

went to Jaran (65.8%) and to Korea (14.2%). Coal rerresents Canada's 

largest export commodity to Japan. The exrort situation is exrected to 

stabilize in future years, with relatively little change to the ratte

ane only modest increases in the tonnages shirred. *I:or:3 to the U.S. 

were only 0.7% of the total in 1984, and no significant  change  in this is 

exrected. 

Also in 1984, Canada met 36% of its coal needs by imrorts, valued a: 

$1.4 billion. This coal was rurchased nainly by Ontario Hydro and by 

Ontario steelmakers, 'all from the U.S.A. 

4347R/R218 
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Sgi,E`TED COAL INDUSTR7 STATISTICS

.

188 1981 1982 , 1983 lô

610 1'onnez
Prxuction 36.7 40.0 42.8 44.3 57.J+

Imrmrts I5.9 1u.8 15.8 1^.7 1?.L®. ® ® ®
Total SuF;1y 52.6 54.8 58.6 59.5 75.8

Ex;orts 15.3 15.7 15.0 17.0

Docestic Ava:lability 37.3 39.1 42.6 - 42.5

Syi 1l.:ari®

25.'

50.7

Production (1) 3 942 $1,.118 31,352 51-,339 S1,313

Im,-orts (2) 954 992 1,132 1,058 1,?64.

`cxCsrts (3) 923 1,026 1,13u 1,210 l,cv^

Nu=e!, or r.:ne3 ul 43 48 u6 =2

Direct E=,-loymer.t 11.415 11,182 13,1:3 13,200 14,7Ce;

Per:01,a1 Dist-ibutiors (198L:) A:'ant.• Cue.eC Or._ap:o :es:

S 3:-;loy^er^t 35S - - é;%

S ProQuc::ars 6S - - 9+^

I Ava:lability o Cznsumçtion - izverstory c.hangza

(1) F.O.S. Mines

(2) F.O.B. U.S. prt or exit

(3) 7.0.3. For: or exit
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There are fewer than twenty coal mining companies in Canada, operating 

approXimately 40 individual mines. About 94% cf cut;ut 13 in western 

Canada. Most of the plains area mines are dedicated to local ;ewer 

generation, while coal from the foothills and mountain regions of Alberta 

and B.C. is mostly ex;orted. Cape Breton ' coal production is mostly used 

within the province for power generation. During 1984, twelve companies 

accounted for 25.1 million tonnes shicced overseas. r--  
EniP -r 	. 

ciD CI) 	Ce-) 	 Virtually 

all of the output from B.C. is exported, ma king the Province's mines 

totally vulnerable to the vagaries of international markets. 

While.the 1984 weighted average foreign ownership of all coal rroduced in 

Canada was only 30%, four of the eight major exporters (more tnan 

1 million tonnes each) had minority shareholding by the customers for the 

coal. In the case of several of the new mines, which were developed on 

the basis of contract rrices that are now well above international 

levels, ;rice reductiona have ha  d to be accepted, in spite of the mine 

ecuity positions held by the coal buyers. 

Research and development by the industry is basically limited to mining 

and process improvement, and is not a significant figure relative to 

GDP. End use R and D is largely carried out by governments or by central 

agencies co—funded by governmenta. Total coal R & D in Canada is 

estimated at about $40 million per year. 

Canadian coals have desirable but not unique rrorerties in comrarison 

with c-oal from major exrorters such as the U.S., Australia and South 

Africa. The major constraint 13 the cost of the long rail haul from the 

B.C. and Alberta mines to tidewater. As a consequence, Canadian coals 

tend towards the urrer limits of ;rice ranges, in srite or rroducers' 

acknowledged efficiency in mining and ;recessing, and in the use of unit 

4347R/R218 



trains and modern coal handliag eQui;,zeat. Canada 's reritatioa as a

reliatle su==lier as well as the non-intervention Folicies of the

goverrment are ;Iuse3 for the Canadian coal industry in the ez;zrt

market. The outlook is for slow gsrovth in international demand for more

valuaSle metallurgical coal, and somevhat fastar grovth for lower çri_ed

thermal coal. But Canadian tner-,.,al coal ex-orts face the hurCle of rail

shiçting cas.ts that can account for. U; to 50S of the value at t.ye çort 'o.'

ez;ort. (St is this relationsstiç that also I:mits the ability of

Canadian t.tier=l caals to be comçetitive with U.S. isçorts in the Ontario

market.) As well, ez;ort maricets are becflming even more di.*fieslt for

Canadian ;mducers as a result of Australian and Sout:2 Africian currency

devaluations.

S__°, IOh' :22 - !!AA1Cr AC-_TSS

Tere are no tari: fs aç,licable to the existing coal trade. Si=ilar:f

there are at çresent no non-ü riff barriers that isçair esal traCe

be:veen Canada and the U.S. •

:'here are several eanceras on the Carsadian side over rotential U.S. moves

that cou:!, however, have seriaus im:acts. T!sese are aaizly in w te area

or U.S. ;--otect:onisa and trade balanc::sg 3easures. As an ezaraçle, the

U.S. has been a=;lying di,laraatic ç:°essure an Jaçan to redress t.11eir

trade imtalance by is=or:ing more U.S. coal. If success:ul t.tis ti+ould

have reduced t.le =ricet for Canadian coal in ,Iaran. (71he Jaçarese have:

°esiste4 the çressure and in3ai' that their trade vill be âsided by

cariceC forces.) Anot:ter exacaçle, with indirect imçacts uçon Canada,

would be ptential U.S. imçort contrcls or quotas, roost likely trigcer-_d

by the avatlatilit:y of good quality, inex;ensive coal from new ,aines iz

Calombia. Any general restrictions ^4uld snutf out Canada's hoçes of

incrcasing its sraall ;artici;ation in the nort:seast U.S. zarket. At ="e

^+;u7R/R2.S
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same time, U.S. concerns include the review now underway in Canada to 

examine the potential for increasing the use of low sulphur western 

Canadian coal in Ontario which could have an impact on the level of 

imports of US coal by Ontario Hydro. 



A PROFILE OF THE V-ECTRIC ?OVER szcroR 
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Table ,8 presents the energy sources of electricity exported durlfig 1984.

Experts from Quebec, Manitoba. and British Columbia were generated almost

entirely from hydroelectric stations, while exports from Ontario were

genersted primarily from coa2-flred stations. In Nev Brunswick, the

generation sources were nuclear, all and coal.

In 1984, about 75 per cent of the coal Ontario uses for electricity

generatlon was Imported from the United States; the remainder came from

Western Canada. The coal used by Manitoba was imported.froe Saskatchewan.

Nev Brunswick and Saskatchewan both rely primarily on their own coal. The

all used by Nev Brunswick Is imported from outside Canada.

2

I. STRUCTURAL CR.1iUCTERISTICS

A. Energy Sources of Electricity Exports

8. Ownership of the Industry

Electric ut111ties In Canada are owned by all Canadians. Electrical energy

in Canada Is supplied by Crown corporations, investor-ovned utilities, and

Industrlal establishments such, as forest and aluminum smelting companies.

In 1984, government-ovned utilities produced about 83 per cent of total

generated electricity, Snvester-ovned utilities about 8 per cent, and

industrlal establishments the remaining 9 per cent. The six electric

utilities engaging in electriclty exports are wholly owned by their

respective provincial governments.

C. Research and Development

The eléctric power industry invested about $134 million in R&D in 198=.

This Snvestment accounted for about I per cent of total revenue of the

lndustry. Approximately t60 million (45 per cent) of the 1984 total cane

from fiydro Quebec, S48 million (35 per cent) froc: Ontario Hydro, and the

remainder from other utilities.

RZ_9-4352R
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0 ° D. Comparative Advantage of Production Costs

=ecaust of 4misting surplus cspaciaty to sany provinces, the marginal cost

of generation is lov compared with US marginal costs. Table 9 iAdicates

that surplus hydre electricity from Quebec, Manitoba and British Colucb.'a

has a marginal cost ranging from I to S sills per kWh. In Now Brunswick,

Quebec, and Ontario, the variable costs range from 3 to 5 sills/kZJh for

nuclear. The variable costs for coal In Canada range from 8 to 27

sills/kvh. These values can be ctampared to the cost of fossil fuelled

electrscity generation in the U.S., aho-rs in Table 10. Tkese figures

lndicste that there are substantial mutual etonomic gains to be realized by

using Canadian surpluses to displace expensive oil-fired generation in the

United States.

The ecoaomlcs of dedicating incremental Canadian capacity to expert

purposes Is not so clear. The Issue Is whether the cost of building new

plants In Canada is sufficietttly less than the alternatives available to..

C.S. utilities (basically coal and nuclear). Table lI su=arSzes a

prelixinary cost analysis. The results are only Indicative because they

exclude the c9st of transmission facilities which may be required and

because the cost of specific projects will vary from the generic estimates.

Although these estlsates are prellxlnary, they suggest that new.

hydroelettrlc exports from Quebec, Manitoba and BritSsh Columbia are 11Re1l;

to be cot:petitive with U.S. alternative 9. This also appears to be true for

nuclear in Ontario and, to a lesser extent, in the Maritimes.

=19-4-:S2R
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II. MARX= ACCESS IMPEDIMENTS AND VULNERABILITIES 

A. No  Tariffs on Electricity Trade 

Currently, there are no tariffs to impede electricity exchange between 

Canada and the United States. In  Canada, no taxes have been levied on 

•lectricity exports since 1963. Nor does the U.S. gOvernment Impose any 

taxes on electricity imports from Canada. 

The federal government used to tax export sales. From 1925 to 1961 a tax 

of 0.3 mills per kin,  was levied on electricity exports. The export tax was 

repealed in the budget of 1963 for the following reasons: 

1. The tax was an obstacle to exports. 

2. The revenue raised was insignificant, about t1.0 to 1.5 million per 

year. 
• 

3. The taxation of electricity exports was inconsistent with the treatment 

of other energy  (ors  (oll and gas) which were not then iimed. 

B. Regulation of Electricity Trade 

Although there are no taxes levied on electricity trade between Canada and 

the United States, electricity exports in both countries are regulated by 

the two  governments. Existing government regulations impede electricity 

trade only to  a  very minor extent. 

A Canadian utility wishing to export electricity to the United States cus: 

obtain a certificate of public convenience and necessity for an 

ldternational power and export license.  Bach are issued by the NE3 (see 

the National Energy Board  Act Part VI regulations). The applicant must 

demonsvate that the power and/or energy to be exported is surplus to 

Canadian requirements and that the price is just and reasonable fm the 

public Interest. 	'hile neighbouring provinces are gfven the right of first 

refusal, they must match the export price. 

R3:19-4352R 
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Applications Co the Board nsua2ly reqntre a public bearing, at which timec

evidence for or against an application say be presented. Under normal

circvsstances, It takes 12 eonths for the ?iE8 to process a major

application for a certificate or license.

In the • United States, the Federal Power Act (enacted in 2935), established

the Federal Power Coasmissioa, vhich was given a regulatory role in the

interstate transmission and wholesale marketing of electric power. This

Act prohibited the exportation of energy from the IIaited States to a

foreign country eithout federal authorization. Any person wishing to

export energy is first required to asbmlt an application and, if necessary,

atten4a hearing before a federal licensing authority. Currently, the

Econotiic Regulators Administration of the Drpartment of Eaergy exercises

the regulatory mandate.

Regulatory control over the expert of electric energt froc both countries

Is ultisately the responsibility of the respective federal governIDents.

Neither federal govet:saent exercises any control over the import of

electric energ.v from foreign countries, ilthough the Canadian National

Eaergy Board considers imports when evaluating export applications.

C. Physical Constraints

Any substantial increase in Canadian experts would require new crar.saissiotz

line construction and r-inforcrzent. In the United States, transaisslots

construction cakes capital funds away from such-aeeded generation

prospects. The situation is aggravated by over-lapping regulatory

Jurisdictions and by the fact that transmission lines may have to cross

neighbouring states which bear come of the environoental costs but receive

none of the direct benef its of the ioported -power.

I
e
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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D. r_stvi ronmental Obstacles

Increased esports vould Impact on the environoentaI. Eavironoentai i=-,ac:s

are assessed as part of the regulatory process. An environxntal f:ract

Q.9-43S2R
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statement 1c required vhenever federal agencies propose to take any major

action vhich u y affect the quality of the human environment. Potential

obstaclek are created due to the volume and complexity of environmental

ispact statements. and the subjective nature of their assessment.

t



-Cross Domestic Product 

(In current million dollars) 

Employment 

(1,000 persons) 

• 	 : Share of 	 : Sha:r c 
Eleétric 	Total 	Electric 	Electric 	Total 	Electric 

Tear 	Utility 	Economy 	Utility 	Utility , 	Economy 	Utili:Y  
(1) 	 (2) 	(3) ■ (1)/(2) 	(4) 	 (5)  

1973 	• 	2,441 	109,830 	 2.2 	 53 	8,761 	 0 

1974 	2,846 	132,755 	 2.2 	 55 	9,125 	 0 

1975 	3,218 	150,726 	 2.1 	 58 	9,284 	 0 

1976 	' 4,076 	173,512 	 2.3 	 60 	9,477 	 0 

1977 	5,262 	189,769 	 2.8 	 62 	9,6 51 	 0 

1978 	6,090 	212,806 	 2.9 	 62 	9,987 	 0 

1979 	7,163 	244,602 	 2.9 	 59 	10,395 	 0 

1980 	8,149 	278,083 	 2.9 	 67 	10,708 	 0 

1981 	1,338 	314,480 	 2.7 	 71 	11,006 	 0 

1982 	9,700 	329,950 	 2.9 	 69 	10,648 	 0 

1953 	10,723 	360,888 	 3.0 	 67 	10,731 	 0. 

1984 	14,040 	 392,369 	 3.6 	 74 	10,998 	 0. 

Table 1: Electric. Utility leyenues and Employees 

Sourres: 

Column (1) and (4) Electric  Per  Statistics Volume  TI, Catalogue 57-202, Statistics 

Canada, various Issues 

Column (2) and (5) Econottic Indicators and Analysis,  EMR, Sumer 1985 

R219-4352e 



Table 2: Values of Electricity Trade 

: 	 Revenue as '" Net bpi' 
Met 	Export 

. 	 Z of Total 	Revet.e 
Export Revenue 	 Revenue as : of 

Ret 	Froc 	Merchaodi 
i 

Inter- 	 Import 	Export 	Sale of 	Trade 
Year 	Firm ' 	ruptible 	Total 	 Cost 	Revehue 	Electricity 	Balance 

(1) 	 (2) 	(3)*(1)0 (2) 	(4) 	( 5 ) 11 (3) - ( 4 ) 	(6) 	="1-).--  
1973 	 20 	 95 	' 	115 	 1 	114 	 4,7 	4. 

1974 	• 21 	148 	169 	 1 	168 	5.9 	10.1 
1975 	 20 	 85 	105 	 3 	 102 	 3.3 

1976 	 39 	 115 	 174 	 7 	 167 	 4.3 	10.111  

1977 	 90 	 329 	 419 	 13 	 406 	 8.0 	131g 
1978 	 95 	384 	 479 	 2 	477 	 7.9 	11. 

1979 	 116 	 603 	 739 	 1 	 728 	10.3 	16.1 

1980 	 137 . 	637 	 794 	 3 	 791 	 9.7 	15.1 

1981 	105 	1,068 	1,173 	 6 	1,167 	11.8 	 9.1 
1982 	 242 	 864 	1,106 	 5 	1,101 	11.4 	 6.0 
1983 	 446 	 803 	1,249 	 6 	1,243 	10.2 	 6.' 

1984 	 493 	 883 	1,376 	 10 	1,366 	 9.7 	 611 

11 

:ources: 

:olumns (1) - (6) Electric Power Statistics volume II  

'olumns (7) 	Merchandise trade balance was obtained  froc  Economic Indicators 

Anal:ells.  En, Summer 1985 • 

11 

1219-43521. 

(In current million dollars) 
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Table 3: (luantlty of kluctrlclty Trado (Ctlh)

!

Rurr^çy krp.,rtud 1o U.! i. Imi►urtcJ From U.S. NUL Exporta
agi 1 of NetInter-

Net Exporta CanaJtanYear Fi ria rupllblg krch.in•^ Toi ii 1 PurchaseJ krcb.^u•e Tutil 1 To U.S. Ceneratlon^l (2) (] ( -(1 i 2 t -`jSTi t -

1913 2.637 13,649 0 16,286

1974 2,488 12.912 0 IS.400

197S 2.375 9,034 0 11,409

1976 2,061 10,743 0 12,804

1977 3.721 16,230 0 19,9S1

1918 3.980 16,451 1,165 21,602

1979 6,692 23,766 920 11,378

1980 7,232 20,992 1,9S2 30. 116

1981 5,008 29,122 642 35,372

1982 5,831 27,I%% 1,228 34.214
1983 10.S69 26,689 1.721 18.981

1984 10,8S2 26,721 4,269 41,842

2,249 0 2.249 14,037 6.2
2,441 0 2,441 12.959 S.S

3,972 0 3,972 7,437 4.2

3,590 0 3,S90 9,214 4.4

2,690 0 2.690 17,261 6.3

170. 1.922 2,092 19.S10 S.8

24 1.769 10793 29,S8S 8.4

!b8 2,771 2,939 21,237* 10.2

466 1.031 1.491 33,875 8.9

2S)' 2,S92 2,849 31.36S 8.3

239 2.6S6 2,89S 36.086 9.1

291 2.09 2.750 39,092 9.2

Sourcet, flectrlc Power S94tirtice Volume 11. varlous leuuee.
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Table `: Destination of raectricIC7 Exporte

LxportSng Province Importing States

New nruttswick Nev Englana

Quebec New England

New York

0ntario Nev York

Michigan

Wisconsin

Mata North Makoca

M1 n"esota

Saskitehevao North Dakota

8ritisy Columbia California

Coa1

Coa2

Coal

011, coal. Ses

I
I
I
I
I

I
1
I
I
I

Source: National Eaergy Board 1
t
1
I
I
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Table 5: Provincial  iare of Electricity Exports 
(:) 

New 	 British  
Year 	Brunswick .....— 	--, 	Quebec 	Ontario 	Mani toba 	Columbi a 	Canada 

1973 	 18 	 0 	 47 	 6 	 29 	 10(2 

1974 	 16 	 6 	 51 	 9 	• 	18 	 100 

1975 	 15 	 8 	 42 	 10 	 25 	 100 

1976 	 19 	 4 	. 	49 	 6 	 22 	 100  

1977 	 18 	 3 	 48 	 3 	 28 	 10 0  

1978 12 	 7 	 50 	 14 	 17 	 100 . . 
1979 	 12 	 24 	 39 	• 	13 	 11 	 10; 

1980 	 13 	 27 	 38 	 11' 	• 	11 	 10C 

1981 	 9 	 24 	. 	32 	 10 	 25 	 100 

1982 	 19 	 25 	 33 	 15 	 18 	 100 

1983 	- 	14 	 26 	 33 	 15 	 12 	 100 

198.: 	 15 	 27 	 27 	 12 	 19 	 -10 0  

Source: Energy, Mines and Resources 
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Table 6: Forecasts of Electricity Imports  (Ch) 

1985 	1986 	1990 	1995 	2000 

trunsuick 	 6,889 	7,664 	6,051 	2,69 2 	1,544 

Quebec 	e 	 13,362 	• 	19,179 	22,072 	17,131 	. - 15,884 

Ontario 	 MOO 	9,700 	11,600 	10,800 	5 9 200 

Manitoba ' 	 6,727- 	6,442 	5,009 	10,025 	11,447 

Saskatcheuan 	 88 	 88 	 88 	 88 	. 	88 

• British Columbia 	2,845 	3,005 	4,385 	1,830 	• 	2,605 

Canada 	 39,211 	46,078 	49,205 	42,566 	36,26é 

Source: Energy, Mines and Resources 

2.9-433  :It 
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Table 7: Provincial Share of Forecast Experts (':)

1985 1986 1990 1995 200^

.New Brunswick 27 17 12
6

--^
5

Quebec 34 42 45 40 43

Ontario 25 21 24 25 14

Ma Mtoba 17 110 10 •24 31

Saskatchewan C 0 0 0
0

British Columbia 7 6 9 5
7

Canada 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Calculated from Table 6

R'-:9-4.35:R
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Table 8: reergy SOuTelte of ElectricIty  !porta  by Province  1984 

New Brunswftk 

Que bec 

Ontario 

Manitoba 

Saskatchewan 

BritIsh Columbia 

011 	 Coal 	Nuclear 	Rydro  ------ Other 

24.5 	9.0 	35.0 	 . 	31.5 

	

- 	 - 	100.0 	- 

99.0 

2.0 

100.0 •  

1 00. 0 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

"" 100.0 

1f.)0.0 

10C.0 

100.0 

• 

Source: Energy, Mines and Resources 

1:::9-43521 
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Table 9: Margioal Cost of Eleetricity'Cenerstion

for Canadian Lxportiog Utilities
(1983 Canadian liills/8ie"n

PzoviAee

New arunsvick

Quebee

Ontario

Mani toba

Saskatchewan

British Czl=b.4&

Petroleum
Fuel -- Çcsl Uran ium

51.63 26.65 3.08 -

4.95 3.00

' 24.07 3.18 -

- 23.57 - 2.00

- 7.81 - -

5.00

( 1) àased on water power rentals paid by the electric utilities.

R2:9-Z332R



Table 10: Average Cost of Fossil fuels 

for U.S. Utilities 

(1983 Canediann )  Mills/kWh 

U.S. lteeon 

Nev England 

Mid-Atlantic (1) 

East North  Cen t ra i 

Vet North Central (4) 

Pacific 

Petroleum 
Fuel 	 Coal  

	

56.9 	 27.8 

	

60.0 	 2.3  

	

78.8 	 :2.7 

	

65.8 	 17.5 

	

78.9 	 29.6 

• 

(I) Assuming an exchange rate of SI US  • $1.30 Canadian 

(2) New York ,  New Jersey and Pennsylvania 

(2) Illinois,  Indiana, Michigan, Ohio and Wisconsin 

( 4 ) Iowa, Zansas, the Dakota'i, Minnesota and Missouri 

z::9-4 352 
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Table 11: Cosparisoo of unit Costs of BuildingNo

.W Power Plants

( 1983 Gaadian Mills/kHh

Carresponding Potential
Canadian Reglons U.S. Market

l. Maritimes: New England:
Nuclear 42-54 Nuclear 44-66

Coal 51-63

2. Quebec
New England ( see above)

New York:
Fiydro 22-27 Nuclear. 44-66

Coal 1.5-57

3. Ontario: U-

1
t
I
1
I
I
1
1
I

Nuclear 24-31
w England (see above)
New York:

4. Mallitoba: Midwest:
Hydro 20-31 Coal 47-58

Nuc l ea r 44-66

West North Central Regloc:
Coal 36-45
Nuclear 44-66

5. British Columbia. Pacific:
Hydro 26-36 Coal 36-46

Nuclear 44-66

Northwest:
Coal

Nuclear

Source: Energy, Mines and Resources

R.19-4352R
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Table . 12: Capital Empeaditures by Eleetric IItilities . t
I

(?l2111oas of C+irreat Dollars) Cumul at IV

ô
1985 3986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1985-19^^ ^^ .^^ ® e ® ®

Xevfouadlaad • 75 72 201 806 1,498 1,758 1.437 2,152 572 400 7,97

F.W. 7 11 12 6 6 7 d 9 10 10

Neva Scatla 57 74 86 65 147 308 383 301 277 277 1,91

*New Brunswick 55 66 94 98 99 82 72 74 75 as 8

*Quebec 1,784 1,.939 1,967 1,994 2,065 1,730 1,810 1,940 2,076 2,526 19,5^

*Oatario 2,833 2.538 2,476 2,280 1,953 2,094 2,030 1,807 1.877 2,890 21,77

*Manitoba 255 313 503 516 517 560 426 453 388 931 4,8^

*SiaSc. 264 190 2S0 377 440 422 364 372 431 535 3,5

Alberta 656 615 661 617 702 913 790 788 801 833 7,31

*D.C. 217 124 116 145 185 230 213 202 234 294 1.

Yukon, 8LT - 6 6 17 5 13 2 4 4 7 8 7

Canada 6,209 5,943 6,383 6,909 7,625 8,106 7,536 7,101 6,747 7,790 J0,1

Source: Energy, ?SSaes and Resources •

• E:eetricity ewporting provinces

B_: 9-4 35 2R
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• - OR All Confidential 

apommulecss mar= or CANADA'S MINEXALS AND METALS SEC/CR 

Scoçe of Sector  

0  Canada's ainerel and primary metals metier in 1984 employed 1.5 
per cart of the workforce, accounted for gamut 3 per cart of our GDP, about 

• P'?  cent of new capital investment. and about 48 per cent of rail freignt 
loadings. It pretésees none 50 commodities. Mining takes place in every 
province ana territory, emcee Prince Edward Island vempre extraction  La 

 confined to send and gravel operstionew Sone 175 Canadian communities are 

dependent upon aiming, melting ens refining; they rent; in size from 
Sudbury with  • paallaticn of 130,000 to FIJI, floe, with 10,000 inhabitants. 
ant Canada's aost  norther!),  towneite of Polaris with 280 fly-in, fly-out 
temporary restants. Sene industries in the  sector are almost totally 
donesticidiy oriented, «here« others are export oriente  with es sue% as 

95 per ma or output being sold abroad. As a inhale,  out one nee of 
output is exported. Although osnerslly regarded as  a  world  strierai 

 exporter, Canada is deficient in several commodities end relies an 

incerts. The principal statistics for the mector are as follows (the- 
eector includes uranium but excludes coal, mitre/gum and natural gas): 

NINERALS é METALS SECTOR* 	1980 	1981 	1912 	1983 	1984(C) 

Establishments 	 706 	684 	656 	614 	634 
Employment 	 193,720 	191.772 171.061 160,300 165,350 
Shipments ( 5000,000•1) 	 23,600 	23,522 	19,662 	20,804 	24,724 
Export a ( 5000.000's) 	 11,685 	11.923 	9,561 	10,068 	11.74 5 
Domestic enizementa (5000,000's) 11,915 	11.599 	10.101 	10.736 	12.929 
Imports ( 5000,000's) 	 4,255 	3,587 	2,677 	3,218 	3,501 
Canadian Market ($000.000's) 	16,170 	15,186 	12,778 	1.3.95A 	16. 4 30 
Exports .  S or anibments 	 19.5% 	50.7% 	48.6: 	48.48 	47.7% 
Importa - % of Donestic Narket 	16.3% 	23.6: 	21.0% 	23.1% 	21.3% 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION - 1984 	* ATLANTIC QUEBEC 	ONTAR10 wEST 	TOTk. 

Cateltariment 

 

-'S of total 	 8.7 	38.1 	29.7 	23.5 	100% 
Esolorment - % or total 	 6.4 	25.4 	47.4 	20.8 	100% 
Shipments • % of total 	 7.8 	23.6 	41.7 	27.0 	100% 

roRacx TRAor 	 usA 	ŒC 	JAPAN OTNERS TOTAL 

Imports - 1 of total 1981 	 77.4 	2.5 	1.3 	18.3 	100% 
1982 	 71.6 	4.6 	2.0 	21.8 	100% 
1983 	 72.3 	4.3 	2.0 	21.4 	100% 
1984(E) 	71.7 	5.6 	2.1 	20.6 	100% 

Capons'. X of total 1981 	 52.8 	19.6 	
8.7 	18.9 	100% 

1912 	 49.2 	19.6 	9.5 	21.7 	100% 
1983 	 53.4 	17.5 	9.5 	19.6 	lee 
1984(E) 	56.7 	15.1 	9.6 	18.6 	100?. 

• Includes  Nets!  Mines (SIC 051,052,057,058,059), Nonmetal Mines (SIC 071. 
072,073,079), Structurat materiels (SIC 083,087), Nonferrous smeitinl ems 
Refining (SIC 295), end Primary Iron and Steel mille (SIC 291). 



Structural Charwtarturtirs
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The soetar ris two broed qrouos - , metal eininq and prtrery

eeta/s (i.s. eaitinq erg retininq) and industriai eirsrrsls; in 1964 u+e

latter eoesu+tad far alaost 40 per osru of ttr .alut of eUPdVm'+ts.

•

^Rad Ntrdnq NO himary Ibtaiss Mstsl eininq ronges from srl t placer

goId aprstiaes to deep underqroad .in.e that estrast ore at We rate of

16.OQ9 taini dai17 to vent open pit iron are ains that. 1r.dle 100,DtS6

tannin of are and •aste dai17. Altl+ouqh tHer: are orer 1,= •ining firsa

listsd on the Ceerdtan stack e:c+angss, the industrr is doeineted by s rw

large aaQenies or inteqrsted qrauos an follow (1954 output dsta): for

oopper. e rsrs socauntad for ® per a++t of Cr+eda's total output; iren

erg. 2 aCSDuntsd for 60 pier osnt; iridc*1 sininq, 2 seravnted. for 1o0 per

aw+tt teeC, 2 seeountad for 94 per ow,t; zinc, 7 teounted far Ba per eant;

sol yeeervs, ane ae=ant ed for St per asnt ; turqsten, 2 soaswt ed for 1oo

per cent; uraniw, 3 sceaunted for 32 per osnt..

- The nest staqr. primarr aaritin; and rsfininq. is eoern more

eoneentrstad: 18 of ttst 70 primary nonferrvus metal metters am

refineri• in Canada are ow+ed or contrellen by ssaen eorporstioro:

Cooineo Ltd., fslear+t7ridqe Mtekei Mines Ltd., r4:daon Bey Mininq 6 Swel:inq

Co. Ltd., tr=o ltd., and Maraeon Mima! Ltd.. Kidd drem Mines Ltd. and

Aluminwo Capsny of Cane" Liaitad. Cldoraao Resauraes Lisitad oDerstas

Cane"'* only uranium refinery, unic" ineiatneally is one of onlr rive

tt+e western art d. There is s relat irely Niqn o=qree of rat ion

Canada ud ttirougneut t1^e .orid, but thers is s io.er deqree of

eu+esntrstian todsr than 2Q yesrs ssp.

in

Lm

Canads's eininq industry L now Lrgeiy dtmestieslly ornes - 60

per esnt in 1978 e:aaared .itn 38 per cent in 19'7a. Cansai«+ irvn are

aines are ow+A mainly by Gnsdian am U.S. steel rcimosni.s. Canada 's 6

inteqrstsd iran And steel ei113•(i.e. tfle aoRWIPstie ussrs Sr iran ore) srè

Canadian ow+e<!.

Caneaian eininq riras Nive twrt in tt+e foretrant of taa+rologiea"

*avancement in a:plorst ion, einitq mis praessainq. There nss. na.wer,

boum a relative aveline arrinq the Cent Meade cir M. in Canada 4M

.oTiariCe. on praouG resitara+ ard .arhet ^velo^nt/praeotian. The

dirria,lt esrtietictj situation far tne pont L^r^e fesrn nas yaioteC aort:

proaueers ta aeqin os.otirq ore rursa ta.ard .sricet oseeiapwnt sno

promotion.

Praduetirity in Canras'• me+tal eininq inaustry staqnatad in u+e

period 1969-73. fell rrtsdlr from 1974-42. and than raat snsrplr in

1913-&1. tihilr tlUre is mm seopr for frtAer ao.anoas, future ansrges

are e:peetab to bs,grsdual.

The e:0ort orient at ion of asny CanMi an met al produeinq

ini:+atries dietatrs that it be cost evmetiti•e. factors inri.emcir-q

international eamparstire advantaqes rail into tlree ezteqories: nwe

related to Lhe are d<:puait or" the rrv (e.q., qrwde, metal mi:, sizr.

toxstion, productirity); thos that are 'arqe!y eitcrnel to t1W r-'13 zut
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• internal to the country (e.q., labour, capital, energy,  taxes);  and those 
that are largely international in scope (e.g., arechenge rates. tariffs). 
Canadian metal producers have tome etventages in.both the first  tes 

 categorien but none in the third, except pers  for the Cana-U.S. dollar 
«change rate. 

• 

Take copper, for eamsee, 	its  wide variations from one mime 
ta " tPer, Canada hed treditionally ranked smonost the world's lcmer cost 
producers. However, Canadian copper producers' competitiveness slitkOed 
Oherply by 1982 largely due to currercy realignments. but thrtuom 

productivity imprevements has eubsetammtly regained • position ommmensurate 
mith the average cost of normeocialist world prockAcers. Caredien cooper 
remains more coat oompetitive than that proCkeed in the U.S.A. 

For 'tenet eartais both worloMide and .itn Use U.S.A., Canada i3 

very east competitive for 'Wildman, nickel and uranium., end oenertlly cost 

comPetitive for lead, Zinc, molybdenum. =belt, eagnesium, bAngsten,  go) d. 
silver, platinum end • variety of minor metals. for iron ore where trans-
portation costs  are  critical in international trsde, Canada i3 generellr 
comietitive with U.S. producers but marginally competitive with  the  world's 

imreat «Partin's, AUstralia and Brazil.' 

Industrial Minerals: Most stemma's in this  gr emo roll into  tes 
 categories, egrowchemicels commodities and construction materials. They 

tend  ta  las large volume, 1-unit vel‘e einerals 41M:we prices can reset 

13000 • tonne for tam asbestos fibres and eve higmer for ineustrial 
clime:ands. Trennoortatiom costs have 4 strong Peering on markets. 
particularly for the construction eateries. Most processing (generally 
grinding, eilling, re(ining, or shaming) takes place et the mine or quarry 

site. Although  as  3,000 fires smattered across Caneda are in the 

industrial Binerels business , inoustry concentration is hioi in a fee. 

commodities (e.g., esoestos, talc ,  ceint, calcite, gyplum, cotton, salt , 
 silica  arc  sulphur) end in others there is only one or tiro producers . 

(e.g., eagnesiee and nacheline eremite). ror tabeseos. the Quebec 
government-owned Société Metioneie ae l'Amiante is one of the dominant 

firma and in potasn, the provincially-owned  Pat asti  Corporation of 

Saskatcrevan is the dominant firm. 

• Canadae'l strengths lie in the veriety, quality and eburcance or ' 

reserves in reedily accessible areas generally close to miter, roll  arc  
electrical energy. As a group, industrial ainerels have emonitricee 

relative stmoility arc • constantly growing sector of  the  Canadian winenal 

industry. 

Canoe  is  4 recognized leader  arc  internetionally comoetitive in 

severs' industria/ ainerals sett as asbestos, potash, mAlonur, find 
neoheline syeni  te,  for .nich most  of  cur output is exported. We also 

export gypsua, lime end oement, sait. sodium sulphate, tide  arc  7fro-

PhYllite• Canada deile^ds entirclY on iffOorta, largely from' the U•S.A., for 

phosphate rock, kaolin, induetrisl diamonds, 	rlite, vermiculite and 

teolites. 
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IRar+ret Ac*rsa troelwes

.• -

u
Mstal NMtnq and hiaorT Notalas With the asenot ion of uraniu.;

Ca+oda's sff+ar* of .orld tai aor4csts hss deelinsd over the past tS years.
Most of t!s desline can be attributed to sn asnanston of sininq in Third
tbrla•eountrias but tASre are other factors as .ei1, tneludinq slo.er
Qrortr rates in aetal drwaard and. siner the 1967 rses'sion, a r4iuctancob of
s6atsro.er wotar9risers in tAr Soeialiat and Third tiortd oauntrie to scale
da^so os,tpaet sotsdulss in tttir rats of .orldrid eaes:a svoply. Orotaetia+ist
(partiaalairlt in is U.S.A. ) or trsde dt.ersiansry tact ies amotes by sowe
of Caeasda'a trading partners. and appretiatio+ of the Ganadian dollar vis b
via =at otaes currsneiss.

Market aces» prattlss rail inca tl+ree tiroad ^àteqories: tarit ►s
(Doth %Minol le.els ana tarift esealation), non-tarirr Rognures

am tariff prsrferwcss or trading fjlo=.

Iran or:. uraniia and aost nonferroua motel ares and tanerntratrs

Mrt-for rars enjoyed duty free e+try into aost de.elaoed eaa+t:fes. with
ttse aaesption of laad. NOlyt>Cwwss. tu+qsten. zine and sase atner aetal

Oeariaq ores into tHe U.S.A. for Canada. the U.S. tariffs am .olyoaenu.

and tutiqst er+ aonesnt rites pose a prob 1 e®.

Far is+•rous;ht matais. tariffs rsnqr qanerallr trvn z*ro to 10 car
tort foe developad country aarxet3 (vitfl a re. esCeotions auef Me a 19 oer
ear+t tarifr am iine silays into the U.S.A. ) end as. htgn on 50 osr oar+t ror

aumme, de.eiooinq eas+trieea. C.a+ a e*iativeiy •1ow tariff can oe a

peoniaiti.e traoe earr3er. In zinc. for a:aapia. trs.lC allows duty free

sntry for zinc canea*tratas and aoclias a 3.5 per cent duty on rerinea

zinc, anion translates into a 9w. ea,nt affective taritr prataeSior for ;L

Zinc srltars and rsfinera. For tzar revroallays and steel additive

inter+wdiate oo.oaunas. tariffs ronge qsnersily from zero to 10 on _rnt

for deo*laped eount;y art+'ats:

VINS ineluoe qwtas. 8uy Aa.erican rastrie:ions. frrouent U.S.

Tram tet Section 201. 232 and 372 inwestiqationa, suoaidies am

contes-.ail aetions, arfts of orfqin f4muiremments for the U.S.A..

arwrttoe+-antai. and roaltH requlatians. erataa :lasaifieacion. iroort

lit'lRürg, part taxes. sLrLllerqes. and pr3or dlooSiti on e)oOb tD at

lapprted.

U.S. restrietiors an uranium e+ricilowwnt in trR  1960s anaunte4 to

an effective import anoarqo for al.osc 10 years trrreoy eausinq wversl

billion dollars of trsde dosage to Canadian e:oort+rs. tlu+ouqn tne

restriction .r phaaed out ttr 1984. trrre is rzne+ed pressure in trie U.S.

for import cures an uranium; and indeed leqisiation is eurrantlr in olaea

that eauld esuse"iaports to *S Nrtailad •+ur they escreC 37.5 oer :ent of

U.S. r*quire.rnts.

fzeferantial tartfT ae=tss taicee :nrre taras - the CS7,
Article Z:IV arranqeawnts suca as Datu-en u+e EC and t:FTA ^ow^t: irs. u,.i

trsdinq blaes sueA as the ospanded Furopeon CasYeunity and i.at:n iMsriea

Integration Association. with respect to the CS?, it is 9rnarslly

reeoqniled that this aeelanis. has rot teen s sat isfsetar7 sesna to tost er
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experusion of capital intensive industries each • smelting and refining in 
Third World countries. Hence. there shou/d be no need in trade negotim. 
tione to preserve CSP marline for unwrougemt metals. With the Ne10 of the 
tc4rIA rpm, trade linkages. EFTA •xporters have captured upwarege to 2A  per 
Cent of the CC  allierai  end metal import market compered with 8 per cent 
from Canada. 

There 4re other advantagee that moue of Comedies mineral end 
met al competitors enjoy, particularly Third World producers. Theme includn 
bilateral end miltilatersi concessionel financing for mining projects, 
export bredit financing for mining machinery and edui0mmnt. leem 

.restrictive envircemmental meguistions, and •xport- incentives. 	• 

Industrial Minerals: Cxeept for •  te. iteme (e.g. some clay end 
etone produCts in the U.S.A.). tariffs are rot di aajor broblem for 
industrial mineralà. Most egro-cnemical items trade worldwide *hey -.free 
4nd for meny construction arterials transportatio n  cost s are • more 
important factor than tariffs. Nevertheless.lhe removal of acme residual 
tariffeeparticolarly in the U.S.A., could loorove the profitacility of 
some Canadian exporters (e.g., meat= products, calcite ono eagnesite 
products). 

A variety of MfMs are 'much more serious, mminly in the U.S.A. 
',here the problems ire  often transportation related. for ettable. 

duy-American provisions of the Surface frenmiortation Assistance Act 
initially restrictec access for Canedian cement, end railway be-regulation 
(with alleged routes evil Vick-beets) has put Canadian exporters at a 
disadvantage: Moreover recent U.S. anti-dumping investigations on 

commodities such es salt and potash  have in large measure dealt with 
transportation parameters. 

for usoestcs. altnougn there  ire  same tariffs,  the mist •eriouv 

eartet feces* tnrests are related to envireneentai aid Neeltm regulations 
including • pending ben by Swelden om automociles enct motorcycles ?moving 
4sbestos tireie lininço. 




