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Supplier Risk Monitoring, Performance
Management, and Buy Local Compliance for
Canadian Public Institutions

A Practical Guide for Procurement and Contract Management Teams

Procurement does not end when a contract is signed. That is the starting point for a different
kind of work: monitoring whether your suppliers are performing, whether your risk exposure is
being managed, and whether your procurement decisions align with your obligations under
Canadian buy local legislation.

This paper covers the three pillars of post-award supplier oversight: risk monitoring,
performance management, and buy local compliance. These functions are connected in
practice, even when organizations manage them separately.

Supplier Risk Monitoring: What You Should Be Watching

Supplier risk is not a single thing. It is a category that includes financial risk (whether a supplier
remains financially viable), operational risk (whether they have the capacity to deliver),
compliance risk (whether their documentation is current), and reputational risk (whether their
business practices align with your organization's values).

For most MASH (Municipalities, Academic: Colleges and Universities, School Boards, Health
care: Hospitals & Long-term care) sector procurement teams, the practical focus is compliance
risk, because it is both the most trackable and the most directly tied to your organization's legal
and financial exposure.

Compliance risk monitoring means knowing, at any given time, which suppliers have current
insurance certificates, current workers compensation certificate of clearance, and current
certifications. It means having a system that flags expirations before they happen rather than
after.

The goal of risk monitoring is not to catch suppliers doing something wrong. It is to prevent a
situation where your organization is exposed because a document lapsed without anyone
noticing.

Contract Management: What Gets Overlooked

Most public sector organizations have contract management processes in place. What gets
overlooked is the gap between having a contract and actively managing it.

Active contract management means knowing what each contract requires, tracking deliverable
due dates and milestones, and maintaining a record of whether those deliverables were met.
For contracts with ongoing service obligations, it means periodic review against the stated
scope of work.

The most common gap is documentation. When a change is made to a contract verbally or by
email and that change is not reflected in the contract record, the original terms are what your
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organization can enforce. Organizations that maintain centralized contract storage with full
document histories are significantly better positioned when disputes arise.

A second common gap is renewal awareness. Many contracts renew automatically if not
cancelled by a specific date. Missing a cancellation window can commit your organization to
another term of a contract that may no longer represent the best value.

Performance Management for Suppliers

Performance management is the ongoing assessment of whether a supplier is meeting the
expectations set out in your contract. In the MASH sector, performance management is often
informal: procurement staff have a sense of which suppliers are performing and which are
problematic, but that knowledge is not systematically captured.

Informal performance tracking has real costs. When a problematic supplier comes up for
renewal, the case for non-renewal depends on documented performance issues. Without that
documentation, renewal tends to be the path of least resistance.

Structured performance management does not need to be complicated. A consistent set of
evaluation criteria, applied at regular intervals and stored in a centralized system, gives your
procurement team the information they need to make defensible decisions.

It also gives your suppliers useful feedback. Many supplier performance issues come from
misaligned expectations. A formal process creates a shared record of what was expected and
what was delivered.

Buy Local Procurement Under the Buy Ontario Act and Bill 72

Ontario's Buy Ontario Act and the related Bill 72 framework created compliance obligations for
MASH sector organizations that go beyond simply preferring local suppliers. Organizations
subject to the Act are expected to demonstrate that their procurement processes actively
consider Ontario-based suppliers and Ontario-made goods.

For procurement teams, this creates a documentation challenge. It is not sufficient to prefer
local suppliers informally. You need a record of how local content was considered in your
procurement decisions.

A supplier management system that tracks supplier location and domestic content at the
supplier level makes it significantly easier to demonstrate compliance. When an auditor asks
how your organization evaluates buy local criteria, the answer should be more specific than
saying your team tries to use local suppliers where possible.
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Bill S-211 and Supply Chain Transparency

Canada's Fighting Against Forced Labour and Child Labour in Supply Chains Act, commonly
known as Bill S-211, requires organizations above certain thresholds to report annually on the
steps taken to prevent forced labour and child labour in their supply chains.

For MASH sector organizations with significant procurement budgets, this reporting obligation is
real. Meeting it requires knowing enough about your supplier base to describe the due diligence
your organization conducts.

Supplier qualification programs that collect information about suppliers' business practices, their
own supply chain visibility, and their labour policies provide the raw material for this reporting.
Organizations without that foundation are starting from scratch each reporting cycle.

Connecting Risk, Performance, and Compliance

Risk monitoring, performance management, and buy local compliance are three distinct
functions, but they share a common dependency: you need current, accurate, centralized data
about your suppliers.

An organization that has already built a strong supplier compliance program has most of the
infrastructure it needs. The supplier data collected for workers compensation certificate of
clearance and certificate of insurance tracking is the same data that informs risk monitoring. The
contract records maintained for active management are the same records that document
performance. The supplier location data collected for buy local purposes is the same data
needed for Bill S-211 reporting.

The question is whether that data is organized in a way that supports all three functions, or
whether it lives in separate spreadsheets and email chains that require significant manual effort
to compile when someone asks for it.

Organizations that consolidate supplier oversight into a single platform reduce duplication of
effort while improving the completeness and currency of their information. That is not a
technology pitch. It is a practical reality of managing supplier relationships at scale.
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