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ABSTRACT

With the Year 2000 fast approaching, there could be major disruptions to business activities if
computer systems are not able to correctly handle the date change from December 31, 1999 to
January 1, 2000. Task Force Year 2000 sponsored an initial survey in October 1997 to determine
the state of preparedness of Canadian businesses for dealing with the Year 2000 computer
problem. The survey revealed that while 91% of businesses were aware of the Year 2000 issue,
only 45% had taken steps to address it, with 9% of all businesses having a formal action plan to
do so.

In response to these results, the Task Force carried out a nation-wide communications strategy to
increase awareness about the Year 2000 issue, and a follow-up survey was subsequently
conducted in May of 1998. The survey found that virtually all firms were aware of the date-
change issue, and 70% had taken some steps to deal with it. The percentage of businesses with a
formal action plan had risen to 18%.

This report provides descriptive analysis of the results of the follow-up survey. It takes a closer
look at the various steps firms have taken and reassesses the costs, in both monetary and human
resources terms, of finding and fixing non-compliant systems. It also presents findings on firms’
timetables for preparing for 2000. Finally, the report contains detailed charts and tables of survey
results for various industrial sectors and business-size categories.
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I.  HIGHLIGHTS

The most significant findings of the May 1998 follow-up Survey on the Preparedness of Canadian
Business are as follows:

� As of May 1998, virtually all businesses (99%) were aware of the Year 2000 issue and 70%
had taken steps to prepare their technology for the date change to 2000. These figures
represent significant improvement from October 1997 when 91% of firms were aware of the
problem and only 45% of firms had taken action.

� Overall, between October 1997 and May 1998, the proportion of businesses using formal
action plans to address the issue doubled (from 9% to 18%). The proportion of firms taking
formal action increased with size of business.   In May 1998, 15% of small firms, 37% of
medium firms, and 67% of large firms reported having a formal action plan.

� The proportion of large businesses taking action remained virtually unchanged, from 93% last
October to 94% in May. However, a growing proportion of large businesses appeared to be
tackling the problem in a more systematic manner, with 67% reporting in May that they had a
formal action plan. This compared to 48% last October.

� Almost all businesses taking action said they expected to be ready by 2000. Furthermore,
ninety-two percent of firms with formal action plans and 85% of firms taking informal steps
were either almost completely or completely confident that their systems would successfully
make the date change.

� Thirty-two percent of small firms said they were ready for the date change to 2000 as of May.
This is expected to increase to 53% before July of 1999, and to 58% before the end of 1999.
The survey provides no information on the preparedness of the remaining 42% of small firms,
which either had not taken action as of May or had taken action but did not know when they
expected to be ready.

� Some 15% of all large firms reported that they were year 2000 compliant as of May. An
additional 27% expected to be ready by the end of 1998, some 34% before July of 1999, and
15% before the end of 1999. This leaves about 9% of large firms that were either not taking
steps as of May or were taking steps but did not know when they would be ready.

� Businesses showed somewhat less confidence in the preparedness of their suppliers and
service-providers with 62% of businesses having almost complete or complete confidence
that their suppliers would be ready. Approximately 80% of firms had almost complete or
complete confidence in the eventual readiness of their banks.

� Some 3% of firms were planning to hire additional human resources to address the Year 2000
problem. In total, these firms required an estimated 8,000 extra systems workers to fix non-
compliant systems. Eighty-five percent of these extra workers were required by small and
medium-sized firms.

� As of May 1998, close to three-quarters (72%) of all firms had not yet communicated with
their customers, suppliers or service providers to determine the preparedness of their partners.
However, communication with partners did increase with size of business; 27% of small,
36% of medium, and 62% of large firms had communicated with their business partners.

� Overall, the survey results vary more across business-size categories than across different
industry sectors. However, some significant inter-sectoral differences can be detected. For
example, firms in the finance and insurance sector tend to show higher levels of action. On
the other hand, primary industries continued to have lower proportions of firms taking action.
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II.  INTRODUCTION

In October 1997, Statistics Canada conducted a survey of Canadian enterprises on behalf of Task
Force Year 2000. The main purpose of the survey was to provide a statistical snapshot of the
awareness and action levels of Canadian business regarding the Year 2000 computer problem.
Statistics Canada released preliminary results of the October survey on December 8, 1997, and
submitted a final report on February 3, 19981.

This initial survey revealed that 91% of businesses were aware of the Year 2000 issue. Some 45%
of firms had taken steps to prepare their technology for the date change to 2000, with 9% having
a formal action plan to do so. Just under 9 in 10 (87%) of firms that were aware of the issue had
not investigated the preparedness of their business partners, and eighteen percent of respondents
believed that they might be subject to litigation should their firms not be ready for 2000 on time.

Concerned about the apparent lack of action on the part of many businesses, the Task Force
implemented a nation-wide communications strategy to increase awareness of the Year 2000
issue. The Task Force also issued several recommendations aimed at minimizing the effects of
the Year 2000 problem to Canadians. These recommendations were a call to action to businesses
and policy makers alike, with the ultimate goal of encouraging businesses to step up efforts to
address the Year 2000 challenge.

One of the recommendations was that Statistics Canada conduct a follow-up survey in the spring
of 1998 to reassess the state of action of Canadian business after the communications strategy had
been carried out. The survey would also more closely examine the state of preparedness of
businesses, especially larger firms in “mission-critical” sectors of the economy.

The follow-up survey was conducted in May 1998 using questions very similar (in most cases
identical) to the ones asked in October 1997.  Based on the responses, firms were divided into
three broad categories:  those that said they had not taken steps to prepare their technology for the
date change; those who had a formal action plan, and those that had taken less formal steps.

This report profiles each of these categories across major industrial sectors and size categories.  It
also presents and analyzes survey findings on the monetary cost and human resources
requirements of finding and fixing non-compliant systems. The report then examines additional
measures that firms may have taken to deal with the Year 2000 problem, including

� approaching business partners, such as suppliers, customers and service providers
(e.g. banks, distributors) to ensure that the delivery of goods, services or funds will
not be interrupted due to a lack of preparedness on the part of these partners; and

� making provisions for legal action or damages that may result if business partners are
disrupted should attempts to convert non-compliant systems prove inadequate.

                                                
1 For more information on the Year 2000 computer problem and its implications, and to access the
Statistics Canada Year 2000 survey reports, visit http://strategis.ic.gc.ca/sos2000
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Finally, the report presents findings on firms’ timetables for achieving preparedness and
compares them across industry sectors and size categories.

The statistics in this report are compiled from Statistics Canada’s Surveys on the Preparedness of
Canadian Business for the Year 2000, which were conducted during October 1997 and May 1998
for Task Force Year 2000. Survey results are derived from a sample of approximately 2,000
responses in October 1997 and 2,700 responses in May 1998. The May sample was increased to
2,700 to provide greater sectoral detail for large firms. The results are representative of the
population of businesses having more than 5 employees, excluding government offices, hospitals
and educational institutions.2

Survey results were analysed according to business size and sector of operation, using:

I. Three business-size categories

� Small (6 to 50 employees)
� Medium (51 to 250 employees)
� Large (more than 250 employees)

2. Five industrial sectors

� Primary (agriculture, fishing, trapping, logging and forestry, and mining)
� Manufacturing
� Transportation, communication and utilities
� Finance and insurance (financial institutions, real estate and insurance

firms)
� Trade and other services (wholesalers, retailers, construction companies,

business services, hotels, restaurants)

In addition, the following more detailed industry groupings are analysed for large firms only:

� Primary (agriculture, fishing, trapping, logging and forestry, and mining)
� Manufacturing
� Transportation
� Communication
� Utilities
� Finance and insurance (financial institutions, real estate and insurance

firms)
� Wholesalers
� Retailers
� Service industries not classified elsewhere (construction companies,

business services, hotels, restaurants)

This report provides quantitative information and descriptive analysis to assist policy makers and
business managers in addressing the Year 2000 issue.

                                                
2 See Appendix A for information on survey methodology.
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III.    PREPARING FOR THE DATE CHANGE

The May survey results show marked improvement in the progress made by businesses in
preparing their technology for the date change to 2000. With only 1% of businesses indicating
that they did not know about the date-change issue, lack of awareness no longer appears to be an
issue.

Moreover, there has been a significant increase in the proportion of businesses taking steps to
address the Year 2000 problem since the initial survey. In October 1997, only 45% of businesses
reported having taken steps to prepare their technology for the Year 2000. By May 1998, this had
increased to 70%. These businesses represented 89% of the survey population in terms of
employment3.

                                                
3 Employment share figures in this report are not comparable to figures released in the February
1997 report. The figures released in this report are considered to be more accurate than previous
figures.

As of May, the proportion of firms unaware of the Year 2000 
issue drops to almost nil in all sectors
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In all sectors, an increasing proportion of businesses had taken 
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Despite the improvements, there are still areas of potential concern. Almost one-third of
businesses still  had not addressed the problem at all as of May, and many large businesses
reported that they had not taken the type of formal action that is often recommended by Year
2000 experts.

A) Firms taking no action: Who are they and what reasons do they give?

The follow-up survey revealed that some 30% of all businesses still had not taken steps to address
the problem. A greater proportion of small firms (33%), compared to medium (6%) and large
(6%) firms, had not taken steps to address the issue.

The proportion of businesses aware of the issue but not taking 
action remains the highest in the primary sector and the lowest 

in the finance and insurance sector

59%

43% 45% 48%

33%

42%

27% 29% 30%

21%

Primary Manufacturing Transportation,
communications and utilities

Trade and other services Finance and insurance

Oct-97 May-98

The proportion of firms aware of the issue but not taking 
action is decreasing for small- and medium-sized firms

51%

29%

7%

33%

6% 6%

Small firms Medium firms Large firms

Oct-97 May-98
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Businesses were asked to identify the broad categories of systems that were part of their day-to-
day activities. Out of all businesses not taking action, a significant portion said that they had  
stand-alone computers (77%), computing systems such as mainframes, client servers, or local
area networks (38%), custom-developed software (30%), and off-the-shelf software (70%).

Firms that were aware of the issue, but hadn’t taken any steps to address it were asked why they
had chosen not to act. Close to 40% of these firms said that they felt that the Year 2000 problem
was not an issue in their business, an increase from 23% in October. As well, in the initial survey,
27% of businesses not taking action said that they weren’t worried yet, or had enough time to deal
with the Year 2000 problem later. This dropped to 20% in May 1998.

In May, a higher proportion of the businesses that had not taken steps said 
that the Year 2000 problem was not an issue in their business

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Anticipating arrival of problem-solving application

Systems said to be ready

Expecting Information technology suppliers to deal with
problem

No resources (t ime, money, staff)

Not worried yet/Enough time to do it later

Year 2000 is not an issue in our business

May-98 Oct-97
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B) Firms taking action: what are they doing?

Businesses that reported taking steps to address the issue were asked to indicate which of the
following best described the type of action taken:

1) We have a formal action plan including an assessment, conversion, and testing of
all systems.

2) We have taken other less formal approaches.

A firm was considered to have a formal action plan if it had a structured, multi-phased approach
to finding and fixing non-compliant systems.  For the purposes of the survey, three phases were
defined. First, assessment typically involved taking a complete inventory to identify mission-
critical computer systems and assessing their vulnerability to date-change problems. Second,
conversion referred to the re-programming, correcting, or replacing of any non-compliant
systems. Third, testing referred to putting converted systems through simulations of the 2000 date
change.

Firms that were using a less formal approach could be implementing some, but not all, of the
assessment, conversion, and testing phases required in a formal action plan. This informal
approach could also include a firm contacting its information technology suppliers or having
informal meetings with systems people.

As of May, eighteen percent of all firms reported having a formal action plan and an additional
52% said they had taken informal steps. These proportions mainly reflect patterns among small
firms, which account for 90% of  the businesses in the survey population.  Since the frequency of
formal plans increases with size of business – from 15% for small, to 37% for medium and 67%
for large businesses – firms with formal action plans represent a higher proportion of employment
in the survey population (53%).  Conversely, the proportion taking informal action is lower on an
employment-share basis (36%).

The proportion of firms with formal plans is on the rise

3%

10%

6%
8%

16%

11%

22%
25%

17%

35%

Primary Manufacturing Transportation,
communications,

and utilities

Trade and other
services

Finance and
insurance

Oct-97 May-98



13

The survey found that the positive relationship between the frequency of formal action plans and
business size continues above the lower bound that defines the large-business grouping.  For
example, the proportion of firms taking formal steps increased from 70% among firms with more
than 250 employees to 79% for firms with more than 500 employees.   

There is further evidence that firms taking informal action tend to be much smaller than firms
with a formal action plan. On average, firms taking informal steps to address the Year 2000
problem had 33 employees. This compares to an average employment size of 134 for firms with
formal action plans.

The proportion of firms with formal plans increases with size of 
business

(May figures)
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Even within the large business category, the proportion of firms 
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C) Are firms taking informal action doing enough?

Though the May survey shows significant improvement in the action levels of businesses, it
remains an area of concern that many businesses are taking action in the absence of a formal plan.
This may be especially true given that some businesses of significant size reported taking only
informal action. For example, 27% of firms with more than 250 employees said they were taking
only informal steps as of May.  Larger firms are more likely to rely on complex computer systems
and/or technology embedded in plant machinery.

In fact, significant proportions of respondents in the informal-action category said they use
sophisticated technology as part of their day-to-day operations.  Of all businesses taking informal
steps to address the issue, about one-half (49%) of them said that they used custom-developed
software on a daily basis and 62% said they used computer network systems. This compares to
77% and 77%, respectively, for firms with formal action plans.  

Only 7% of all firms taking informal steps said they used process control systems embedded in
plant machinery, but these firms are likely concentrated in the large firm sector, where 42% of
businesses reported using process control technology.

Exactly what steps are being taken by firms taking only informal action?   In May, about 6 in 10
(63%) of them said they had contacted their information suppliers to seek advice about the Year
2000 problem. Some 37% said they held meetings with systems staff , and one in five (20%) said
they had hired a consultant to help them deal with Year 2000 issues.

A significant proportion of large firms reported taking informal action 
(May figures)

35% 34%

30%

26% 25%

21%
19% 18%

5%

Transportation Manufacturing Retail Primary Finance and Insurance Services not classified

elsewhere

Wholesale Communications Utilities
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D) Firms taking action: Is senior management sufficiently involved?

Businesses responding that they had taken either formal or informal action were asked about the
extent to which their senior management was involved in making decisions about the Year 2000
computer issue. Firms categorized senior management as having:  (1) no involvement -- the
matter has been delegated entirely to
lower ranks; (2) passive involvement
-- senior management is not part of
the decisions, but they are briefed
regularly, or (3) active involvement --
senior management is regularly part
of the decisions being taken.

In both the initial and follow-up
surveys, nearly half of all firms
described the involvement of their
senior management as active.  In
addition, businesses with formal
action plans were more likely to
report active involvement by their
senior managers.

E) What are the costs associated with preparing for the date change?

Based on responses from the October survey, Statistics Canada estimated that businesses had so
far identified $12 billion in expenditures as a result of the Year 2000 issue. This finding was
released with the caveat that these responses exhibited tremendous variability. The difficulties
connected with using a sample survey to produce an accurate cost figure of this nature have been
confirmed by the May survey; answers were once again highly variable. A new estimate of $10
billion has been prepared from the May data.  Due to the high variability associated with these
figures, they should not be interpreted as being statistically different. No real meaning can be
taken from them about any change in costs to businesses dealing with the Year 2000 issue.

These cost figures should be viewed as very rough estimates, but it can be safely concluded from
the May and October surveys that it is costing Canadian businesses billions of dollars to find and
fix their non-compliant systems.

F) The tight market for systems specialists: How are firms coping?

With the unemployment rate for systems analysts and programmers still hovering around 2.2%4,
firms may experience increasing difficulty finding systems specialists to address the issue as 2000
draws near.

                                                
4 Labour Force Survey, July 1998

No Involvement
Passive 

Involvement
Active 

Involvement

All businesses

Oct-97 15 36 49

May-98 18 36 45

Firms taking 
informal steps

Oct-97 16 37 47

May-98 22 38 38

Firms taking formal 
steps

Oct-97 8 30 62

May-98 7 30 63

% of businesses (May 1998)
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In May, the vast majority of firms (97%) reported that they did not need to hire any more
programmers, testers or project managers to deal with the Year 2000 issue. The remaining 3% of
firms needed roughly 8,000 systems workers to finish their Year 2000 preparations. More than
four out of five (85%) of these extra workers were needed by small and medium-sized businesses.

Firms that did need to hire new employees continued to indicate that they were not having
tremendous difficulty finding people. These businesses were asked to report on a scale of 1 to 5
their level of difficulty in finding new
employees, with 1 representing no difficulty
and 5 representing extreme difficulty.   
Businesses reported only moderate levels of
difficulty finding people to work on the Year
2000 issue in October 1997; in general, even
lower levels of difficulty were reported in May
1998.

G) What are businesses doing to protect themselves from external Year 2000 disruptions?

Firms could be adversely affected by the Year 2000 problem even if  their own systems are
prepared. For example, businesses could be affected by the lack of preparedness of their partners,
such as their suppliers, customers or service providers. Businesses were asked if they had
communicated with these partners to determine their preparedness for dealing with the Year 2000
issue.

In May 1998, 28% of firms said they had communicated with their partners. This was up from
13% in October 1997. The proportion of businesses approaching their partners increased as the
size of business increased. This trend held true for both the initial and the follow-up surveys.

As with the initial survey, Canadian suppliers were the partners who were being approached the
most and foreign government agencies were being approached the least. There was a general
trend for businesses to approach their Canadian partners more than their foreign partners.

Oct-97 May-98

Testers 2.4 1.8

Project Managers 2.8 1.6

Programmers 2.3 2.5

Level of difficulty of  finding staff 

Mean level of difficulty  

Oct-97 May-98

Suppliers in Canada 10 26

Foreign suppliers 3 16

Customers in Canada 4 14

Foreign customers 4 12

Banks in Canada 4 17

Foreign banks 5 10

Canadian-based intermediaries 3 15

Foreign intermediaries 2 9

Canadian distributors 6 20

Foreign distributors 4 8

Canadian government 
agencies/departments 5 8
Foreign government 
agencies/departments 2 3

% of firms approaching various types of 
partners

Oct-97 May-98 Change

All Businesses 13 28 +15

Small (6-50 employees) 11 27 +16

Medium (51-250) 16 36 +20

Large (More than 250) 32 62 +30

Primary 6 11 +5

Manufacturing 6 23 +17

Transportation, communication & 
utilities

8 24 +16

Retail, wholesale & other services
14 29 +15

Finance & insurance 20 49 +29

% of businesses approaching suppliers, 
customers or service providers

% of businesses
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The October survey found that 32% of large businesses had approached their partners. This figure
improved considerably to 62% in the May 1998 survey.

By sector, the largest increase in businesses approaching their partners was in the finance and
insurance sector with an increase from 20% in October 1997 to 49% in May 1998. As of May
1998, the primary sector was falling behind the other sectors in approaching their partners about
their preparedness.

H) How are businesses preparing for disruptions caused by systems that can’t be fixed on
time?

Firms that adopted formal action plans were taking steps to address the Year 2000 issue including
an assessment of all systems, followed by conversion and testing phases. Despite these
comprehensive steps, unforeseen disruptions may occur.

According to the May survey,
some 46% of businesses with
formal action plans had developed
contingency arrangements in the
event that their efforts to address
the Year 2000 problem are not
successful. This included 30% of
firms with formal action plans that
said they were developing
alternative processes in case their
own systems failed. About one-quarter (26%) reported that they had contacted alternative
suppliers, and 22% said they had developed communication strategies to explain any difficulties
or delays with their systems to the public and/or to their employees.

The proportion of businesses with contingency plans generally increased with size of business.
Among businesses with formal action plans, 44% of small, 48% of medium and 67% of large
businesses reported that contingency planning had been undertaken.    

About one-half of all businesses with formal action plans 
have made contingency plans

(May figures)

54%
50%

57%

41%

64%

Primary Manufacturing Transportation,
communication &

utilities

Retail, wholesale &
other services

Finance &
insurance

Contingency 
plans

Alternative  
suppliers

Alternative 
processes

Communication 
strategies

All businesses with 
formal plans 46 26 30 22

     Small 44 24 29 18

     Medium 48 28 29 29

     Large 67 48 51 50

% of businesses with contingency plans (as a 
proportion of firms with formal plans)

% of businesses with formal plans
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I)  Are firms aware of, and preparing for, potential litigation?

The surveys asked the responding business managers whether they saw potential for litigation in
the event that their lack of preparedness should cause disruptions in the business activities of their
customers, suppliers, or service providers. As was the case in October, about one in five of the
responding managers felt that their business could be exposed to litigation because of the Year
2000 issue.

It would appear, however, that most managers believe that Year-2000 related litigation is a
general possibility. In May, about three-quarters (74%) of the respondents who said they did not
think litigation was a possibility for their own firm also said they thought that other firms could
be exposed to lawsuits as a result of the Year 2000 problem.

The proportion of firms’ awareness of the possibility of litigation increased as size of business
increased. The May 1998 survey found that 19% of small, 37% of medium, and 51% of large
businesses aware of the Year 2000 issue felt that they could be subject to litigation.

Firms that felt that there was potential for them to be exposed to lawsuits in the event that their
systems are unprepared were asked if they had any specific plans to deal with litigation.  Among
these firms, some 33% of small firms, 35% of medium firms, and 66% of large firms said they
were making preparations for potential litigation.

Firms aware of the potential for litigation were also asked how they were preparing for litigation.
Many said they had sought legal advice.  Some had established a special fund or account to cover
the costs of potential litigation.

About one-third of the large firms that thought litigation was 
possible had sought legal advice

(May figures)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Established a special
fund or account

Sought legal advice
Large

Medium

Small
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IV.  PREPAREDNESS OF FIRMS FOR THE YEAR 2000

A) When do businesses expect to be ready for the date change?

The May survey included more detailed questions on firms’ timetables for preparing for 2000.
For the purposes of this analysis, a firm with a formal action plan is said to indicate readiness if it
responded that it had completed all phases of its plan, including assessment, conversion and
testing.  A firm taking informal steps was categorized as ready if it responded YES when asked if
all systems had been confirmed as ready to handle the date change.

It is important to note that all survey results on the preparedness of firms are based solely on
information provided by respondents. Furthermore, only firms
with formal action plans or those taking less formal steps were
asked questions on preparedness. The survey provides no
information about the preparedness of the 30% of all firms that
had not taken steps as of May 1998.

Almost one-third of businesses (31%) said that they were
already prepared for the Year 2000 issue. The majority of these
were small businesses with 50 employees or less. As a result,
firms declaring preparedness represent only 19% of
employment in the population of businesses targeted by the
survey. The proportion of firms who said they were ready as of
May decreases as size of business increases. Thirty-two percent
of small, 19% of medium and 15% of large businesses reported
they were ready for 2000 as of May.

Most of the remaining firms that had taken steps to prepare for 2000 said they expected to be
ready before July of 1999. Nonetheless, some 5% of businesses representing 12% of survey-
population employment did not expect to finish preparations until the second half of 1999.  A
total of 15% of large firms said that they wouldn’t finish until the second half of 1999. This
compares with 5% for small and 8% for medium-sized firms. A further 8% of all businesses (3%
of employment) said that they did not know when they would be ready.  

As of May, 5% of businesses representing 12% of 
employment, do not expect to be ready until the 

last half of 1999

19%
27% 26%

12%

3%

31%

13% 13%

5% 8%

Ready now Last half of 1998 First half of 1999 Last half of 1999 Don't know

Share of employment Share of businesses

Small 32%

Formal 6%

Informal 26%

Medium 19%

Formal 5%

Informal 14%

Large 15%

Formal 8%

Informal 6%

% of businesses saying 
their systems are now 
ready (May 1998)
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In general, firms’ timetables for achieving preparedness did not vary tremendously across
industrial sectors.  In each of the five major sectors, between 27% and 32% said they were ready
as of May, and only 4% to 9% reported that they would not be ready until after June of 1999.  

Even among large businesses, differences across industrial sectors are not, for the most part ,
statistically significant. However one potentially significant finding that emerges from analysis of
the more detailed industry groupings available for large firms is the tendency for public utilities
with more than 250 employees to report later timetables than what is typically observed for other
firms in the same size category. For example, more than 4 in 5 of the large utilities that responded
to the survey said they would not be ready until some time during 1999. This compares to about
one-half of the large firms in all other sectors. However, it is also the case that the responding
large businesses in the utilities industry showed the highest frequency of formal action plans.

R ea d y   
n o w

L a st  h a lf  
o f 1 9 9 8

F ir st h a lf  
o f 1 9 9 9

L a st  h a lf  
o f 1 9 9 9

D o n 't  
k n o w

N o t ta k in g  
a c t io n  a s 
o f M a y  
1 9 9 8 *

A ll In d u str ies 3 1 1 3 1 3 5    8 * * * 3 0

P r im a ry 2 9 1 1 1 0 4     4 * * * 4 2

M a n u fa c tu r in g 2 8 1 5 1 4 9 4 2 9

T ra n sp o r ta t io n , 
co m m u n ica t io n  &  
u t il i t ies

2 7 1 3 1 7 6 6 3 1

R eta il, w h o lesa le  a n d  
o th e r  se rv ices

3 2 1 2 1 2 5 6 3 3

F in a n ce  &  in su ra n ce
3 0 2 5 1 8 4 1 2 3

%  o f b u sin esses (M a y  1 9 9 8 )

* *  O n ly  f irm s tak ing  fo rm a l o r  in fo rm a l ac tio n  w ere  asked  w hen  they  exp ected  to  be  read y .  T h ere fo re  the  su rvey  d oes no t p rov ide  sta tist ica l 
in fo rm a tio n  on  the  p rep a redn ess t im eta b les o f bus inesses no t tak ing  ac tion .

W h en  d o  f irm s  sa y  th e ir  sy s tem s w ill  b e  rea d y  fo r  th e  Y e a r  2 0 0 0 ?

*  In  each  row , the  co lu m n s sh ou ld  ad d  to  1 00 , bu t m ino r d if fe rences m ay  ex is t d ue  to  roun d ing  e rro r

* * *  R ev ised  F ig u re

R e a d y   
n o w

L a s t  h a l f  
o f  1 9 9 8

F i r s t  h a l f   
o f  1 9 9 9

L a s t  h a l f   
o f  1 9 9 9

D o n 't  
k n o w

N o t  ta k in g  
a c t io n  a s  o f  
M a y  1 9 9 8* *

A l l  I n d u s t r ie s 1 5 2 7 3 4 1 5 3 6

P r im a r y 1 2 1 7 4 4 1 8 1 8

M a n u fa c tu r in g 1 2 2 9 4 1 1 4 1 2

T r a n s p o r ta t io n 1 1 3 1 4 4 1 4 1 0

C o m m u n ic a t io n 1 5 3 6 2 8 2 1 0 0

U t i l i t ie s 0 1 6 6 0 2 4 0 0

W h o le s a le r s 1 4 3 1 4 1 1 3 1 0

R e ta i le r s 9 3 7 4 2 7 3 3

F in a n c e  &  in s u r a n c e 7 4 7 2 8 1 0 7 0

S e r v ic e  in d u s t r ie s  n o t  
e ls e w h e r e  c la s s i f ie d

2 4 1 7 2 1 1 9 4 1 5

%  o f  la r g e  b u s in e s s e s  ( M a y  1 9 9 8 )

*    I n  e a c h  ro w , th e  c o lu m n s  s h o u ld  a d d  to  1 0 0 ,  b u t  m in o r  d i f fe re n c e s  m a y  e x is t d u e  to  r o u n d in g  e r ro rs .

* *  O n ly  f i rm s  ta k in g  fo rm a l  o r  in fo r m a l a c t io n  w e r e  a sk e d  w h e n  th e y  e x p e c te d  to  b e  re a d y .   T h e r e fo r e  th e  su rv e y  d o e s  n o t  p ro v id e  s ta t is t i c a l  in fo rm a t io n  
re g a rd in g  th e  p r e p a re d n e ss  t im e ta b le s  o f b u s in e ss e s  n o t ta k in g  a c t io n .

W h e n  d o  la r g e  b u s in e s se s  e x p e c t  t o  b e  r e a d y ? *
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B) Are firms confident about their preparedness?

Firms were also asked to rate their level of confidence in their eventual readiness for the date
change on a scale of one to five, with one being complete doubt and five being complete
confidence that their systems will be ready on time for the Year 2000.

Overall, firms with formal action plans to deal with the Year 2000 computer problem had a mean
level of confidence of 4.4 in May. This score varied little for firms of different sizes. Small firms
with formal action plans had a mean score of 4.4, medium firms had a mean score of 4.5, and
large firms had a mean score of 4.6.

The mean level of confidence for firms taking informal steps was 4.3, which is not statistically
different than the mean for firms with formal action plans. Again, level of confidence for firms
taking informal steps did not vary greatly with size of business. Small businesses had a mean
score of 4.4, medium firms had a mean score of 4.0, and large firms had a mean score of 4.4.

However, firms sometimes had less confidence in the preparedness of their customers, suppliers
and service providers. For example, when asked how confident they were in the eventual
readiness of their suppliers, firms gave a mean score of 3.8. Overall, banks scored higher with
respondents than other types of business partners.

Firms aware of the problem have confidence in the 
preparedness of various types of businesses

(May figures)

3.6

3.8

3.8

3.8

3.8

4.3

3.2 3.4 3.6 3.8 4 4.2 4.4

Customers

Suppliers

Intermediaries

Distributors

Government agencies/departments

Banks

Mean scores
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V. SECTORAL SUMMARY

In many cases, the May and October survey results show similar patterns of action and
preparedness across different industrial sectors. For example, three of the five major sectors –
Transportation, communication, and utilities, Manufacturing, and Trade and other services –
show very similar patterns with between 68% and 71% of firms having taken action to find and
fix non-compliant systems, and between 24% and 29% of firms having communicated with
business partners.

In general, action levels and preparedness seem to vary more according to size of business than
according to industry sector. However, some significant inter-sectoral differences can be found
from the May survey, including:

� Small and medium-sized firms in the primary sector were less likely to be addressing the
Year 2000 issue than other small and medium-sized firms, with 55% of small and 80% of
medium firms in the sector having taken steps to prepare their technology for the date change.
Furthermore, some 9% of small and 29% of medium firms said they had communicated with
their partners. Large firms in the primary sector, on the other hand, showed frequencies of
action that were very similar to those of other large firms, with 92% of them having taken
steps, including 66% with a formal action plan.

� Conversely, firms in the finance and insurance sector were, in general, more likely to be
preparing their systems for the date change and to be assessing the preparedness of their
partners.  For example, just over three-quarters (76%) of the small firms surveyed in this
sector said they had taken steps to prepare their technology, and about one-half (49%) had
communicated with partners.  Likewise, all responding large firms in the sector said they had
taken steps, and 75% said they had a formal action plan.

� At 95%, the proportion of large firms in the utilities sector with formal action plans is higher
than that of any other industry segment analysed. However, large utilities also appear to have
later timetables for achieving preparedness, with 84% of firms reporting that they do not
expect to finish preparations until some time in 1999, including 24% who will not finish until
the last half of the year.

� Large firms in the communications sector fared slightly better than other large firms, with
eighty-two percent reporting that they had a formal action plan. The preparedness timetables
for these firms cannot, however, be said to differ significantly from those of other large firms.
Fifteen percent said they were ready as of  May for the date change. The other 85% expected
to be ready by the end of 1999, including 21% that did not expect to be ready until the last
half of the year.

� Large firms in the wholesale sector reported having formal plans more often than other large
firms in the trade and other services sector. About 4 in 5 (81%) of the large wholesalers said
they had a formal plan to prepare their technology for the date change. This compares to 67%
for large retailers and 64% for all other large firms in the trade and other services sector.
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VI.  APPENDICES

A) SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLING ERROR

Statistics Canada interviewers conducted a follow-up to ‘The Survey on Preparedness of
Canadian Business for the Year 2000’ from May 7 to June 4, 1998.  The interviewers conducted
the survey by telephone using a CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interview) system. The
questionnaire in Appendix B was administered to a senior official familiar with the computer
systems of each sampled business. Statistics Canada and Task Force Year 2000 developed the
questionnaire jointly. The large majority of the questions on the May 1998 survey were identical
to those on the October 1997 survey. A few questions were modified slightly for clarification, and
a few new questions were added to the May 1998 survey.

The target population for the survey consisted of all businesses operating in Canada with more
than five employees, excluding government offices, health-care and educational institutions. To
produce reliable survey estimates relating to the target population, a sample of 5,000 firms was
selected from Statistics Canada’s business register. The 2,000 companies that responded to the
October survey were included in the May sample.5 The population was stratified to ensure
adequate numbers of firms were selected from each of the following business-size categories and
industry sectors.

Size categories
1. Small - between 6 and 50 employees
2. Medium - between 51 and 250 employees
3. Large - more than 250 employees

Industry sectors
1. Primary sector  - Divisions A, B, C and D of the 1980 Standard Industrial

Classification6

2. Manufacturing - Division E
3. Transportation, communication and utilities - Divisions G and H
4. Finance and insurance - Divisions K and L
5. Trade and other services - Divisions F, I, J, M, Q and R

Industry sectors for large firms
1. Primary - Divisions A, B, C and D
2. Manufacturing - Division E
3. Transportation – major group 45 of Division G
4. Communication  major group 48 of Division H
5. Utilities - major group 49 of Division H
6. Finance and insurance - Divisions K and L
7. Wholesalers - Division I
8. Retailers - Division J
9. Service industries not classified elsewhere (construction companies, business

services, hotels, restaurants) - Divisions F, M, Q and R

                                                
5  May reponses were analyzed to ensure that results were not significantly conditioned by those
firms that were also in the October sample.
6  See Standard Industrial Classification 1980, Statistics Canada
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Whenever population estimates are derived from a sample, sampling error is inevitable because
information is obtained from only a part of the population. Measures of sampling error have been
calculated for all population estimates derived from the Year 2000 surveys. In general, wherever
an estimate expresses a percentage of businesses in the entire population that exhibit a certain
characteristic (e.g. % answering yes, % answering no), the result should be considered accurate to
within 5 percentage points 19 times out of 20. If the percentage is expressed as a proportion of
only a single industry or size category, the result is accurate to within 8 percentage points 19
times out of 20. Finally, if the percentage is expressed as a proportion of the firms of a given size
in a single industry, the result can be considered accurate to within 15 percentage points 19 times
out of 20 and should be considered a rough figure.

It is important to note that the above rules are a generalization of the survey sampling error and
apply only to estimates of a categorical nature.  The rules do not apply to numeric estimates such
as total direct costs of Year 2000 repairs, or number of employees, where sampling error is often
higher. In addition, the rules are valid only for categorical estimates that apply to the entire
population. For example, the percentage of firms reporting a given reason for not taking action to
address the Year 2000 issue does not apply to the firms taking action. Therefore, this percentage
could have greater sampling error, essentially because there is only a subset of firms in the
sample from which to derive an accurate estimate.

The response rate for the survey was 70% meaning that 70 out of one hundred in-scope firms
responded to the survey. The response rates varied slightly by size of firm and sector with greater
proportions of medium firms and firms in the manufacturing sector responding to the survey as
compared to other firms.

Type of firm Response rate
Small 60%
Medium 83%
Large 74%

Sector of firm Response rate
Primary 67%
Manufacturing 76%
Transportation, communication
and utilities

73%

Trade and other services 65%
Finance and insurance 68%
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B) SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

S u rvey  o n  P rep a red n ess  o f C an ad ian  B u s in ess  fo r  th e
Y ear 200 0  - M a y  1998

S ta tis tic s  C a n a d a

C O N F ID E N TIA L  w h e n  co m p le te d .

C o l le c te d  u n d e r a u th o ri ty  o f  S ta tis tic s  A c t, R e v ise d
S ta tu te s  o f C a n a d a , 1 9 8 5 , C h a p te r S 1 9 .

Q u es t io n n a i re  s ta tu s
c om p let ion
part ia l c om p let ion
no c ontac t

re fus al

out  o f  s c ope
out  o f  bus ines s
unab le  t o  t rac e

E ng lis h F renc h

res pond en t  no t
av a il ab le

L an g u ag e  o f in te rv iew

N am e o f  bus ines s

C o n tac t  in fo r m a tio n

T e l eph one

- -

H el lo .  M y  n am e is  < in terv iew er  n am e>  fro m
S ta tis ti c s  C an ad a .   W e  ar e  co n d u c tin g  a  v o lu n ta ry
su rvey   fo r   th e M in is t er  o f In d u stry  to  fi n d  o u r  h o w
b u s in ess  m an ag ers  are   d e a l in g  w i th  th e  Y ear 2000
issu e.   

Y o u  m ay  b e  aw are  t h a t so m e  co m p u ters  a re  n o t 
d es ig n e d  to  h a n d le  th e  ch an g e  o f d a te to  t h e year
2000 .  

I  w o u ld  l i ke to  as k  a  few  q u es tio n s  ab o u t th e  yea r
2000  issu e  a n d  h o w  i t  re la tes to  yo u r b u s in ess . 

M y  reco r d s in d ic ate  th at  w e  are su rvey in g   < n am e
o f b u s in ess> .  T h e a n sw ers  t h at yo u  p ro v id e fo r th is
su rvey  sh o u ld  re l a te  to  a n y co n so l id a ted  C an ad ian
o p era tio n s  d i rec tly  m an ag ed  a n d  o w n ed  b y   < n am e
o f b u s in ess> .

Y o u r an sw ers  a re  co n fid en t ia l  .   T h ey w i l l  b e u sed
to  p ro d u c e  s ta ti s ti cs  t h a t w i l l  h e lp  a  fed e r a l  task
fo rce  m o n it o r th e  p ro g ress o f fi rm s  in  tack l in g  th e
Y ear 2000  issu e .   

M y  su p e rv is o r m ay l i s ten  in  t o  th e  in t erv iew  to
eva lu a te  t h e su rvey.

S u rv ey  In t rod uc t io nIn it ia l C a ll

I f yes,  ar ran g e  to  co m p let e th e  in te rv iew  w i th  th e
C IO .
I f n o ,  a r ran g e  to  co m p le t e  th e  in te rv iew  w i th  th e
sen io r m an ag e r,  g en e ra l  m an ag er,  p r es id en t,  o r
o w n er -o p e r ato r .

H el lo .   M y  n am e is  < in te rv iew er n am e >  fro m  S tatis ti cs
C an ad a .  W e a re  co n d u c tin g  a  vo lu n ta r y  su rvey  fo r th e
M in is ter  o f In d u s t ry  to  fin d  o u t h o w  b u s in ess  m an ag ers
a re  d eal in g  w ith  th e  Y ear  2000  issu e .   

Is  th is  < n am e o f b u s in ess> ?

M ay  I  p lea se  sp eak  w i th  yo u r s en io r m an a g er  w h o  is
d i rec tly  res p o n s ib l e  fo r  c o m p u ter  system s,  su ch  as  th e
C h ie f In fo rm a tio n  O ffice r,  a  V ice -P re s id en t o f
In fo rm atics  o r a  M an a g er o f In fo rm a tio n  C o m p u te r
S ys t em s?

C o n fi rm  n am e o f  b u s in ess .  I f  yo u  are to ld  th at th is  i s
n o t th e  sam e c o m p an y  as ab o v e , ask i f th e  co m p an y
is  an y  w ay  re l a ted  to  th e  c o m p an y  o n  yo u r  l i s t.    (I t
co u ld  b e  th a t yo u  h a ve rea ch ed  t h e  co m p an y 's
p r iva te acco u n tan t,  o r th a t th e  co m p an y  h as  m erg ed
o r  ch an g ed  n am es).   F in d  o u t h o w  yo u  can  g et in
to u ch  w i th  th e  r ig h t  co m p an y.

S T C /S B S -52 4-7512 3      54401- 6257 .1

 C o n fi rm  th at yo u  a re  sp eak in g  w i th  a  sen io r
m an ag er w h o  co u ld  b es t an sw er q u e s tio n s  ab o u t
th e  Y ear  2000  issu e.

I f th e  r esp o n d en t te l l s  yo u  th a t  th e re  i s  a  m o re
ap p ro p r ia te  p e rso n  to  an sw er  t h e  su r vey ,  a sk  h o w
yo u  m ig h t a r ran g e  to  sp eak  w i th  th is  p e rso n .
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G eneral Inform ation

em ploy ees

Y es

N o

P rio r to  bein g  contacted  fo r th is in terview , d id  
Y O U  kno w  about  the ye ar 2000  issue?

S kip to  C 1

M ark one on ly

The Year 2 000  Is sue

H as your fir m  take n  any steps to  ens ure th at i ts
technology w il l  fu nction  co rre ctly w hen th e date
change s to  the y ear 2 000?  

W hich of the fo ll ow ing best descr ibes Y O U R  fi rm 's
approac h to  the y ear 2 000 i ssue?

Y ou hav e a s truc tured
plan that inc ludes  
as s es s m ent,  c onv ers ion
and tes ting of s y s tem s

Y ou hav e t ak en other
les s  form al app roac hes

I  wou ld  now  l ike to  ask you  abou t h ow  the y ear 2000
issue relates to  Y O U R  fi rm .

M ark one on ly

There a re d i f ferent  appro aches fi rm s can us e to  a ddress
the Y ear 20 00 issue.  

A  fo rm al approach  m eans a s tructu red  m u lti-ph ased  p lan
that include s an  as sessm en t o f al l syste m s fo ll owed  by
conversion  and te sting  p hases. 

A  less fo rm al approach  m e ans that a firm  m ay be
im p lem en ting  som e , bu t not all , o f the previously
m en tioned pha ses.  Th is  less fo rm al approac h  can  also
include co n tacting  a firm 's in fo rm ation te chno logy
supp liers or having  in fo rm al m eetings w i th  system s
peop le.

S kip to   E 1

S pecify

O ff-the-s helf  s of tw are  applic ations  s uc h as
w ord proc es s ors ,  s preads h eets  and
databas e  m anage m ent s o ftw are?

E m bedded s y s tem s   s uc h as  c om puteriz ed
therm os tats , heat c ens ors ,  f low  c ens ors ?

P roc es s  c ontrol s y s tem s  s uc h as   robot ic s
and plan t m ac h inery ?

Telec om m unic at ions  s y s tem s  s uc h as
autom ated v oic e res pons e units , v oic e
m ail?

C us tom -dev e loped s o ftw are d es igned 
s pec if ic ally  for y our f irm ?

M is c ellaneous  off i c e equipm ent (fax ,
photoc o piers , pag ers )?

Fac ility  c ontrol s y s tem s  s uc h as  s ec urity
s y s tem s , elev a tors  and buil ding c ontrol?

C om put ing s y s tem s  s uc h as   m ainfram es ,
m id-range c o m puters ,  c lient  s erv ers , loc al
area ne tw ork s ?

O ther ty pes  o f  tec hnology ?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

To beg in , ho w  m any pe ople are cu rren tly
em p loyed by  < n am e o f busines s>  in  C anada?  
P lease  m easu re par t-tim e  and c ontrac t w ork ers in
fu ll -tim e e qu ivalents.

If to tal num ber of em p loyees is less than 6

O ur survey targe ts bu sines ses w i th  6  em pl oyees
or m ore.   Th erefore,  there is no need to  p roceed
w ith  th is in terview  at  th is tim e.  Thank  you  very
m uch fo r your tim e.

W hich of the  fo llow ing  techno log ies are an
essen tial p art o f the  day- to -da y ope ratio ns o f  you r
fi rm  in  C anada?   D o you  have.. .

S tand-alone  pers onal c om pu ters ?

M ark all t hat apply

If seasonal business, then record
peak-season  em ploym ent

Y es

N o

M ark one on ly

C om pared  to  six m onths  ago , is your firm  now
g iving  the Y e ar 2000 a h ig her prio rity?

Y es

N o

M ark one on ly

S kip to  H 1

A 1

A 2

B 1

B 2

B 3

B 4

2
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W h en  d id  y o u r  fi rm  fi rs t  im p le m en t a  fo rm a l  p la n
fo r  d ea l in g  w i th  th e  Y e ar  20 0 0  iss u e?

C onfirm ation o f Bes t R esp ond ent

W h o  in   yo u r  fi rm  m ig h t b e  a b le  to  a n sw e r
q u e stio n s  a b o u t th e  ye ar  2 00 0  i s su e  a n d  an y  s te p s
y o u r b u s in es s  m ig h t b e  ta k in g  to  a d d res s  i t?

           / m on th /y ea r

D o n ' t  k n ow

Strea m  1:  For m al Appr oach
O f th e  e ss en tia l  tec h n o lo g ie s  y o u  m e n tio n e d
e ar l ie r ,  w h ich  o n e s a re  co v ere d  in  th e  p lan ?   

S tan d- a lon e  pe rs o na l c o m p u te rs ?

M ark a l l  t h a t ap p ly

O th er ty pe s  o f  t ec hn o log y ? S p ec i fy

O ff -th e-s he lf  s o f tw are  a pp lic a t ion s  s uc h a s
w o rd  p roc e s s ors ,  s p rea ds h ee ts  an d
d ata ba s e  m an a ge m en t  s o f tw a re ?

E m b ed de d s y s te m s   s uc h a s  c o m p ute riz ed
th erm os ta ts ,  he a t  c e ns ors ,  f lo w  c en s o rs ?

P roc es s  c on t ro l s y s tem s  s uc h as   rob ot ic s
a nd  p lan t  m ac h ine ry ?

T e le c o m m un ic a t io ns  s y s te m s  s uc h a s
a uto m a ted  v o ic e  res p on s e  un it s ,  v o ic e
m ail?

C u s to m -d ev e lo p ed  s o f tw a re  d e s ig ne d 
s pe c if ic a lly  fo r y o ur f irm ?

M is c e llan eo us  o f f i c e  eq u ipm en t  (fa x ,
p ho toc o p iers ,  p a g ers )?

F a c ili ty  c on t ro l s y s te m s  s u c h  a s  s ec urity
s y s tem s ,  e le v a tors  an d b u il d in g  c on t ro l?

C o m p ut ing  s y s tem s  s uc h a s   m a in f ram es ,
m id -ran ge  c o m p ute rs ,  c l ie n t  s e rv ers ,  lo c a l
a rea  ne tw o rk s ?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

H a ve  yo u  co m p le ted  th e  a ss e s sm e n t ,  c o n v e rs io n
a n d  tes tin g  o f a l l  th e se  e ss en t ia l  sy s tem s ?

Y es

N o

S kip  to  D 1 1

M ark  o n e  o n ly

D o n' t  k n ow

H o w  m u c h  o f th e  A S S E S S M E N T  s ta g e is  c o m p le te ?

M ore  tha n h a lf  

H a lf

L es s  th an  ha lf

A ll S kip  to  D 5

M ark  o n e  o n ly

N o ne

W h en  d o  y o u  e x p ec t  th e  a ss e ss m e n t o f  a l l  s y s te m s
to  b e  co m p le te d ?

H o w  m u c h  o f th e  C O N V E R S IO N  o f a l l  s ys te m s is
c o m p le te d ,  e xc l u d in g  t e s tin g ?

W h en  d o  y o u  e x p e ct th e  c o n v e rs io n  s tag e  to  b e
c o m p l e ted ?

H o w  m u c h  o f th e  T E S T IN G  o f a l l  sy s te m s  h a s b e en
c o m p l e ted ?

D o n' t  k n ow

M ore  tha n h a lf  

H a lf

L es s  th an  ha lf

A ll S kip  to  D 7

M ark  o n e  o n ly

N o ne

D o n ' t  k n ow

D o n' t  k n ow

D o n' t  k n ow

M ore  tha n h a lf  

H a lf

L es s  th an  ha lf

A ll S kip  to  D 9

M ark  o n e  o n ly

N o ne

D o n ' t  k n ow

B 5

C 1

D 1

D 2

D 3

           / m on th /y ea r

D 4

D 5

D 6

           / m on th /y ea r

D 7

W h en  d o  yo u  e x p e ct th e  te s ti n g  s tag e to  b e
c o m p l e ted ?

D o n' t  k n ow

           / m on th /y ea r

D 8

The Yea r 2 000  Is sue Stream  1: For m al  A p pro ach  (C ont inu ed)

S kip  to  D 1

N a m e  a n d  title o f re sp o n d e n t

P h o n e  n u m be r o f resp o n d e n t

3
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Stream  1: Form al  Ap pro ach  (C ont inu ed)

D on't k now

           / m onth/y ear

D 9 W hen do  you  exp ect to  fin ish  al l  p h ases o f th e p lan
in clud in g  assess m ent, co n versio n  o r rep l acem en t,
an d  te stin g?

Y es

N o

D o es yo u r p l an  incl u d e con tin g en c y arran g em ents
to  m in im iz e d isru p tio n s w hen 2000 arr ives (in  the
even t th at th e s tep s to  co rrect  yo u r  system s o r th e
system s o f you r su p p l ier s, cu sto m ers, o r  serv ice
p rov id ers,  sh o u ld  p ro ve insu ffi c ien t)?

M ark o n e o n ly

H o w  co n fid e n t o r d o u b tfu l  are  yo u  that  al l  yo u r
essen tial  sy stem s w i l l  b e re ad y o n  t im e fo r the year
2000?  P leas e an sw er  o n  a sc a le o f 1  to  5 w h ere  1 is
co m p lete d o u b t and  5  is co m p lete co n fid en ce.

D on't K now

1 2 3 4 5

C o m plete
d ou b t

C o m plete
co n fi d en ce

D o es
n ot

ap p ly

L eave b lan k i f an s w er is D O N 'T  K N O W

D 11

D 10

D 12 W hich  o f th e fo l low in g  type s o f co n tin gency
arran g e m ents a re b ein g  m ad e?

S p eci fy

M ark al l  t h at ap p ly

A re y ou ident ify ing  alte rnativ e s up p liers  that
hav e ac hi ev ed c om plianc e?

A re y ou dev elopi ng alternativ e p roc es s es
(inc ludi ng pa per o r m an ual p roc es s es )?

A re y ou d ev elop ing pu blic at ion or
c om m unic ation s t rategies  to k eep
s tak ehold ers  inf orm ed o f progres s  in dea ling
w ith the Y ear  2000 is s ue?

316
A re y ou m ak i ng any  other  c ont ingenc y
arran gem e nts ?

Stream  1: Form al  Ap pro ach  (C ont inu ed)

Stream  2 : In form al A ppro ach 

S kip  to  F 1

H o w  m an y m il l io ns  o f l in es o f co m pu ter co d e
h ave been  o r m u st b e ver ified  to  m a ke a l l  yo ur
system s r ead y fo r t he ye ar 20 00?   

m illions  o f lines  of c ode

P lease es tim ate  th e t o tal d i rect d o l lar co st th at
th e year 200 0 issue w il l  p ose to  y o u r fi rm  in
C an ad a. In c lud e th e asses sm ent, co n vers io n  an d
testin g  o f al l  sys tem s fo r w h ich  cos ts h ave o r
h ave no t a l read y b een  in cu rred .

$ .00

D on't k now

D on't k now

313

D 14

D 13

Y es

N o

W hich  o f th e fo l low ing  s tep s is yo ur fi rm  takin g  to
d eal w ith  th e Y e ar 2000  issu e?

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

H as anyon e co n d u cted ,  o r is an yo n e cu rren tly
co n du ctin g ,  a tho r ou g h  a ssessm en t o f  yo ur firm 's
m o st ess en tial  co m p u ter sy stem s to  d eterm in e
h ow  th e Y e ar 2000  d ate c h an ge c ou ld  im pact o n
yo u r b u siness?

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

E 1

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

H as anyon e  co n verte d , o r is an yo n e p l an n in g  to
co n vert,  an y  o f y o u r b u sine ss' c o m p uter sy stem s
fo r th e d ate chan ge to  th e Y e ar 200 0,  ei t her by
rep lacin g ,  r epro g ram m ing , o r o therw i se rep airing
system s  that  are n o t r ead y fo r t h e d a te ch an g e?

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

E 2

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

H as anyon e  co n d ucte d ,  o r is  anyon e p l an n in g  to
co n du c t,  a t h o ro ug h  test ing  o f  syste m s on c e th ey
h ave bee n  co n verte d  to  en su r e th e  ch an g e o f  da te
to  th e Y ear 2000 w i l l  be h and led  p ro perly?

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

Y es

N o

M ark o n e o n ly

D on't K now

E 3

S kip  to  D 13

S kip  to  D 13

4
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5

H ow  co n fi d en t a re yo u  th at a l l  you r essen tia l
system s w i l l  b e read y on  tim e f o r  the  Y e ar 2000?  
P lease an sw er o n  a  scale o f  1 to  5  w here 1  is
co m p le te  do u b t an d  5  is  co m p lete co n fid en ce.

Y es

N o

M ark o ne  on ly

S kip  to  F 1

Stream  2:  In form al  Ap pro ach  (C ont 'd)

W h en  do  yo u  expect a l l  system s to  b e read y?

1 2 3 4 5

C om p lete
d ou b t

C om p lete
co n fi d en ce

D oes
n o t

ap p ly

D on' t  k now

L eave b lank  if an s w er is  D O N 'T  K N O W

W h at is  y ou r b es t estim ate  o f th e to ta l  co s t  o f th e
year 2000 issu e to  you r fi rm .  In c lu de   an y lab o u r
co sts,  co nsu l ting  fees a nd  sys tem  u p g rad es
d irec tly  assoc i ated  w i th  th e year  2000 issu e.

$ .00

D on' t  k now
319

E 4 H as yo u r fi rm  taken  a ny  o f th ese o th er step s?

S p ec ify

M ark a l l  t h at ap p ly

C ontac ted in form ation tec hnology  s upp lie rs
or s o ftw are v endors  to s eek  adv ic e?

R eplac ed  o r w ill r ep lac e a ll non-c om pliant
s o ftw are?

M et w ith s y s tem s s taf f?

T ak en any  o ther s teps ?

Stream  2:  In form al  Ap pro ach  (C ont 'd)

H ired  a  c ons ult ant  or priv at e  In form at ion
T ec hnology  f irm  to  d o s om e of  the  w ork ?

E 5

O f th e tec h n o lo g ie s  th at y o u  id en t i fied  ea rl ier as
essen tia l  to  yo u r b u siness ,  w h ich  o n es are  b ein g  -
o r h ave  b een  - asse ssed   fo r ye ar 200 0 read in ess?

S tand-a lone  pers onal c om pu te rs ?

M ark al l  t h at ap p ly

O ther ty pes  o f  tec hnology ? S p ec ify

O ff-the -s helf  s of tw are  applic a tions  s uc h  as
w ord proc es s ors ,  s preads h eets  and
da tabas e  m anage m ent s o ftw are?

E m bedded s y s tem s   s uc h  as  c om puteriz ed
therm os tats ,  heat  c ens ors ,  f low  c ens ors ?

P roc es s  c ontro l s y s tem s  s uc h as   robo t ic s
and plan t  m ac h inery ?

T elec om m unic at ions  s y s tem s  s uc h as
au tom ated  v oic e res pons e un its ,  v oic e
m ail?

C us tom -dev e loped s o f tw are d es igned 
s pec if ic ally  for y our f irm ?

M is c ellaneous  of f i c e equipm ent (fax ,
photoc o piers , pag ers )?

F ac ility  c ontro l s y s tem s  s uc h  as  s ec urity
s y s tem s , e lev a tors  and bu il d ing c on tro l?

C om put ing s y s tem s  s uc h  as   m ainfram es ,
m id-range  c o m puters , c lient  s e rv ers ,  loc a l
area  ne tw ork s ?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

E 6

E 7

E 8

E 9

D on' t  k now

           / m onth/y ear

Hum an Res ources
F 1

A re al l  o f th ese  essen ti a l  sys te m s n o w  c o n fi rm ed
as  read y t o  h an d le th e  d ate  ch an g e  to  th e year
200 0?

Y es

N o

M ark o ne  on ly

D on' t  k now

I  w o u ld  n o w  l ike  to  ask you  so m e hu m an
reso u rces q u est ion s.

A re in -ho use s ystem s s ta ff (s uch  a s an a lyst,
p ro g ram m ers,  te ste rs,  and  p ro jec t m a n ag ers )
d eal in g  w i th  th e Y ear 20 00 issue  in  you r fi rm ?

Y es

N o

M ark o ne  on ly

D on' t  k now

H ave you  h i red  an y ex tern a l c o nsu lta n ts o r p riva te
in fo rm atio n  tech n o lo g y firm s  t o  d eal  w i t h  th e Y ear
2000 issu e in  yo u r fi rm ?   

H ow  m an y p eo p le are  w o rkin g  on  th e y ear 2000
issu e in  yo u r fi rm  in  C a n ad a,  in c lu d in g  system s
an alys t s,  p ro g ram m ers ,  tes te rs  an d  p ro ject
m an ag ers ?  P lease  an sw er in  fu l l - tim e eq u ivalen ts
th e am ou n t o f ti m e  th at in -ho u s e sys tem s s taff
an d  ext ern al  c on su l ta n ts  a re  sp en d i n g  o n  t h e Y ear
2000 issu e in  yo u r fi rm .  (F o r exam p le,  a
P A R T-T IM E  p ro g ra m m er w o rkin g  ha l f o f a  fu l l -tim e
w eek  o n  th e Y ear  2000  issu e co un ts  as 0. 5 o f a
fu ll -tim e eq u ivalen t.   S im i larly , a  F U L L-T IM E
p ro g ram m er w o rkin g  ha l f o f h is  o r h er  tim e o n  th e
Y ear 2000 is su e co u n ts as 0. 5 o f a  f u l l-tim e
eq u iva len t. )

fu ll-t im e  e qu iv a len ts

N il

D on' t  k now

F 3

F 2
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6

W hy has you r firm  chosen  no t to  take an y steps
tow ards dea ling  w ith  th e Y ear  2000 issue?

Stream  3 : Firm s not Taking S teps

To w hat degre e is your firm  havin g  d ifficu l ty finding
each  o f the  fo l lo w ing  t ypes o f w ork ers w i th  the
quali ficati ons to  addre ss the  year 2000 i ssue?  
P lease an sw er on  a  scale o f  1 to  5 w here 1 is
extrem e d iffi cu lty and  5 is no  diffic u lty at al l .

G 1

A c tiv e involv em ent - they  are regularly  part of
the dec is ions  being tak en

W hich o f the fo l l ow ing  be st descr ibes the
invo lvem en t o f your sen io r m an agem ent in
address ing  th e year  2000 issue?

P ass ive involvem ent  - they  are not part of the 
dec is io ns  but are bri efed re gularly

N o involv em ent  - the m atte r has  been
delegated  entirely  to low er  m anagem e nt lev els

M ark one only

Senior M an agem en t's  In volvem ent

S kip  to I1

Custom ers/Sup pliers /Se rvice Pro vid ers

The fo l low ing  questions address ho w  your fir m  m igh t be
affecte d  by th e level  o f p re paredne ss o f  i ts sup p liers,
custom er s and  servic e prov iders.

W ith  w h ich  o f the fo l low ing  does your firm
regu larly do  business?   D o  you  deal w ith ...

S uppliers  in C anada?

S uppliers  in the U .S .
or othe r coun tries?

C us tom ers  in C anada?

C us tom ers  in the U .S .
or othe r coun tries?

C anadian  bank s?

B ank s  in the U .S . or
other co untries?

C anadi an-b ased
interm edia ries?

Interm ed iaries  based
in other c ountries?

C O LU M N
A

C O LU M N
B

R ead op tion  below .  I f answ er is Y E S , m ark in
co lum n A

O nce co lum n A  is com plete,  retu rn  to  to p  o f l ist and
ask...

O f the categor ies jus t m enti oned , w hich  on es have
been approac hed by your fi rm  to  d eterm in e their
p reparednes s fo r 2 000?  H ave you  approa ched...

R ead each  op tion  m arked  in  C o lum n A .  I f answ er is
Y E S , m ark in C o lum n B

F irm  deals
regu larly

w ith

H ave been
appro ached

by firm

D is tributors  in
C ana da?

D is tributor s  in other
countries ?

G ov ernm ent a genc ies  or
departm e nts  in C anada?

G ov ernm ent a genc ies  or
departm e nts  in  other
countries ?

M ark if re spondent answ ered  N O  to  al l
i tem s in  C o lum n A

P rojec t
m ana gers

Tes ters

P rogram m ers
and analys ts

1 2 3 4 5

E xtrem e
d ifficu lty 

N o  d ifficu lty
at al l

D oes
no t

app ly

Leave b lank i f ans w er is D O N 'T  K N OW

M ark if re spondent answ ered  N O  to  al l
i tem s in  C o lum n B

Hum an  Resou rces (Con 't)

H ow  m any add itiona l peop le (such  as analysts,
p rogram m er s, teste rs and  p roject m anagers)  w ill  be
requ ired  t o  m ake al l  sys tem s re ady fo r  2000? 
P lease answe r in  fu l l -tim e equ ivalents.

full-t im e e quivalents

N il

D on't know  

W hat pe rcentag e of th is requ ired  ad d itiona l staff
w il l  be redep loyed f rom  w ith in the firm ?

N il

D on't know

%

Y es

N o

M ark one only

D on't know

F4 D oes your  firm  nee d  to  incr ease the num ber o f
system s  analys ts, p ro gram m er s, testers, or
p ro ject  m anage rs w ork ing  on  the Y ea r 2000?

F5

F6

F7

S kip  to G 1

S kip  to G 1

I1

H 1
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7

Conclusion
The interview is now fi nished.  Th ank you very much for your partic ipation.  I f you have any comments regarding
this interview , I would be  pleased to make a note of them now.

Name of additional res pondent

Additional Respondents

If there was someone else who  provided  any of the inform ation oth er than the person  identifi ed in Question A1,
please record  his/her name and posi tion title.

Comments

Litigation

W hat types o f provisi ons have been made  should 
litigation occur?   Have you...

Purchased insurance?

Sought legal advice?

Mark all that apply

Made any  other 
provis ions?

Established a special fund or account?

Specify

Yes

No

Does your firm  believe that th ere is potential for
litigati on in the even t that the unp repared ness of
your systems d isrupts  the bu siness activit ies of 
your customers, suppl iers or service providers? 

Mark one only

Skip to J3 

Suppl iers?

Customers?

Banks and
other financial
institutions ?

the
government
agencies or
departments
that you deal
w ith?

How confident o r doubtful are you th at each  of the
following will  be ready wh en 2000 arri ves.  Please
answer on a  scale of  1 to 5 w here 1 is  complete
doubt and 5 is  complete con fidence.  How
confident are  you that  your <read option > will be
ready?

Intermedia ries?

D istributors?

Customers/Suppliers/Service Providers 

1 2 3 4 5

Complete
doubt

Complete
confi dence

Does
not

apply

Leave blank if answer is DON'T KNOW

Title of additional res pondent

Yes

No

Do you think it is possible for ANY firms to be
exposed to lawsuits i n the event that their systems
are unprepared for th e Year  2000 issue?

Mark one only

Skip to
Conclusion

Don't know

Don't know

I2
J1

J2

J3
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C) SURVEY TABULATIONS



Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98
All businesses 9 1 46 29 36 52 9 18

10 1 51 33 33 51 6 15
1 0 29 6 50 57 20 37
0 0 7 6 45 27 48 67
8 0 59 42 30 47 3 11
7 2 43 27 40 49 10 22

7 1 45 29 42 45 6 25

1 0 33 21 50 44 16 35
10 2 48 30 34 51 8 17

Small 8 0 64 45 26 46 2 9
Medium 12 0 33 20 48 66 7 14
Large 0 0 8 8 69 26 23 66
Small 10 2 50 33 36 51 4 14
Medium 0 0 24 7 55 50 21 43
Large 0 0 11 2 36 34 53 64
Small 8 1 51 36 37 44 4 19
Medium 3 0 30 2 62 54 5 44
Large 0 0 3 0 47 26 50 74
Small 1 0 39 24 52 43 8 33
Medium 1 0 18 8 51 54 30 38
Large 0 0 3 0 21 25 76 75
Small 11 2 52 32 31 52 6 14
Medium 1 0 31 5 48 59 20 36
Large 0 0 8 11 52 22 40 67

% of businesses

Not aware of Year 
2000 problem

Aware but not 
taking action

Taking informal 
steps

Having a formal 
action plan

Large

by
 in

du
st

ry
 s

ec
to

r 
an

d 
fir

m
 s

iz
e

Primary

Manufacturing

Transportation, 
communication & 
utilities

Finance & 
insurance

Trade & other 
services

How are businesses approaching the Year 2000 computer problem?

by
 in

du
st

ry
 s

ec
to

r
by

 fi
rm

 
si

ze

Primary
Manufacturing
Transportation, 
communication & utilities
Finance & insurance
Trade & other services

Small
Medium
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What types of systems are businesses using as part of their day-to-day operations?

Stand-alone 
computers

Computing systems (e.g. 
mainframes, mid-range 

computers, client servers 
and local area networks)

Off-the-shelf software 
applications (e.g word 

processors, spreadsheets 
or data base management 

software)

Custom-
developed 
software

Embedded systems (e.g. 
computerized 

thermostats, heat censors, 
flow censors)

Process control 
systems (e.g. plant 

machinery)

Facility control systems 
(e.g.  security systems, 
elevators and building 

control)

Telecom systems          
(e.g. voice mail and 

automated voice response 
units)

All businesses 82 56 83 47 15 7 43 38
81 52 81 43 13 5 40 35
89 91 97 78 28 20 59 60
92 95 99 87 60 42 73 90
83 34 80 34 17 9 27 34
83 63 90 51 20 28 46 38

82 55 87 51 14 5 36 36

84 77 90 60 24 9 49 55
82 54 81 46 13 3 43 37

Small 83 29 79 30 14 5 24 31
Medium 93 72 87 73 43 44 59 59
Large 92 95 100 84 63 58 58 88
Small 84 54 88 43 15 21 41 29
Medium 80 91 95 77 29 50 63 62
Large 93 99 99 88 65 77 78 89
Small 79 47 85 44 11 3 33 29
Medium 98 88 97 74 16 7 43 63
Large 95 100 100 94 61 27 66 91
Small 85 75 88 58 21 7 47 52
Medium 75 91 100 67 37 17 57 64
Large 83 100 99 95 54 15 81 98
Small 81 51 80 42 12 3 41 35
Medium 94 92 97 81 26 8 60 57
Large 94 88 99 82 56 25 72 89

77 37 70 30 15 4 39 29
85 62 92 49 13 7 43 40
88 77 86 77 21 12 52 53

Trade & other services

Small

% of businesses using class of system as of May 1998 

Aware but not taking action

Primary

Having a formal action plan

Primary

Manufacturing

Transportation, 
communication & 
utilities

Finance & 
insurance

Trade & other 
services

by
 ty

pe
 

of
 

ac
tio

n 
be

in
g 

ta
ke

n

Medium
Large

by
 in

du
st

ry
 s

ec
to

r 
an

d 
fir

m
 s

iz
e

by
 in

du
st

ry
 s

ec
to

r
by

 fi
rm

 
si

ze

Manufacturing
Transportation, 
communication & utilities
Finance & insurance

Taking informal steps
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Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98
All businesses 49 45 36 36 15 18

53 44 32 35 15 20
38 48 47 37 15 9
40 53 49 42 11 6
46 48 29 39 25 13
47 54 35 38 18 7

51 51 33 34 16 14

55 61 32 26 13 12
49 41 37 36 14 21

Aware but not taking action

Taking informal steps 47 38 37 38 16 22
Having a formal action plan 62 63 30 30 8 7

Does not apply to firms aware, but not taking action

by
 ty

pe
 o

f 
ac

tio
n 

be
in

g 
ta

ke
n

Large
Primary
Manufacturing
Transportation, communication & 
utilities

by
 in

du
st

ry
 s

ec
to

r
by

 fi
rm

 
si

ze

Finance & insurance
Trade & other services

How are senior managers involved in the steps being taken to address the Year 2000 problem?
% of businesses (as a proportion of firms taking formal or informal steps)

No involvement - the 
matter has been 

delegated entirely to 
lower ranks

Medium

Active involvement - 
they are regularly 

part of the decisions 
being taken

Passive involvement - 
they are not part of 
the decisions but are 

briefed regularly

Small
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What reasons are firms giving for not addressing the Year 2000 problem?

No 
resources 

(time, staff, 
money)

Not worried 
yet/enough 
time to do it 

later

Do not know if 
it's an issue or 

how to 
approach 
problem

Anticipating 
arrival of 
problem-
solving 

application on 
market

Expecting 
information 
technology 
suppliers to 

deal with 
problem

Expecting 
franchisor to 

deal with 
problem

Systems said 
to be ready

Will be 
upgrading all 

systems 
regardless of 

Year 2000 
problem

Year 2000 is 
not an issue for 

our business

All businesses 5 20 4 3 6 1 6 8 40
5 20 4 3 6 0 5 8 41
8 28 1 3 0 7 13 7 23
0 71 1 0 10 0 6 6 9
12 16 8 6 8 0 15 3 31
2 19 2 1 8 0 8 8 42

6 15 6 8 4 0 14 4 45

12 20 11 8 8 4 16 5 23
4 21 3 3 6 0 3 9 41

Manufacturing
Transportation, 
communication & utilities
Finance & insurance

% of businesses as of May 1998  (as a proportion of firms aware of issue but taking neither formal nor informal steps)*

* Percentages can add to more than 100% because firms could supply more than one reason for not taking action.  Likewise, they may add to less than 100% due to rare number 
of reponses not fitting into any of the above categories.

Trade & other services

Small
Medium
Large
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What types of informal steps are firms taking?

Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98
All businesses 21 20 58 63 24 37

21 18 57 62 25 33
19 31 60 71 20 62
25 32 50 81 34 79
18 27 54 54 5 42
27 27 46 66 24 44

24 28 54 72 19
45

11 24 82 72 10 55
21 17 57 62 27 34

Informal discussions 
with systems staff

% of businesses (as a proportion of firms taking informal steps)*

Finance & insurance
Trade & other services

Hired consultant or 
private firm to do 
some of the work

Contacted 
Information 

Technology suppliers 
or software vendors 

to seek advice

Small
Medium
Large

* Percentages may to add more than 100% because respondents could supply more than one type of action.  
Only the most common responses are included in this table.
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Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98 Oct-97 May-98
All businesses 13 28 18 21 4 8

11 27 17 19 4 6
16 36 21 37 5 13
32 62 39 51 13 35
6 11 15 16 4 6
6 23 17 18 4 8

8 24 19 23 3
8

20 49 25 36 8 19
14 29 18 21 4 6

Making provisions for 
litigation

% of businesses (as a proportion of businesses aware of the Year 2000 issue)

What proportions of businesses are approaching their partners and addressing potential legal 
implications of the Year 2000 problem?
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Primary
Manufacturing
Transportation, 
communication & utilities
Finance & insurance
Trade & other services

Believing there is 
potential for litigation

Small
Medium
Large

Approaching any 
partners

 38



Ready  
now

Last half of 
1998

First half 
of 1999

Last half 
of 1999

Don't 
know

Not taking 
action as of 

May 
1998**

All businesses 31 13 13 5 8 *** 30
Small 32 10 11 5 8 *** 34

Medium 19 37 21 8 8 6
Large 15 27 34 15 3 6

Primary 29 11 10 4 4 *** 42
Small 29 9 9 3 5 *** 45

Medium 25 35 14 3 3 20
Large 12 17 44 18 1 8

Manufacturing 28 15 14 9 4 29
Small 29 13 10 8 5 35

Medium 29 23 26 12 4 7
Large 12 29 41 14 1 2

Transportation, 
communication & 

utilities
27 13 17 6 6 30

Small 26 9 15 5 7 37
Medium 33 29 23 9 4 *** 2

Large 10 30 43 16 1 0
Finance and 

insurance 30 25 18 4 1 21

Small 30 22 17 4 3 *** 24
Medium 33 36 19 4 1 8

Large 7 47 28 10 7 0

Trade and other 
services

32 12 12 5 6 32

Small 34 9 11 4 8 *** 34
Medium 11 44 20 7 13 5

Large 20 22 27 17 3 11

*** Revised figure

** Only firms having taken formal or informal action as of May 1998 were asked when they 
expected to be ready.  Therefore the survey does not provide statistical information regarding the 
expected preparedness timetables of firms not taking action.

When do firms say their systems will be ready for the Year 2000?*

* For each row, the sum of all columns should add to 100, but minor differences may exist due 
to rounding error.

% of businesses

39



Taking 
action

Formal Plan
Ready  
now

Last half   
of 1998

First half  
of 1999

Last half   
of 1999

Don't 
know

Not taking 
action as of May 

1998**

All Industries 94 67 15 27 34 15 3 6
Primary 92 66 12 17 44 18 1 8
Manufacturing 98 64 12 29 41 14 1 2
Transportation 100 65 11 31 44 14 1 0
Communication 100 82 15 36 28 21 0 0
Utilities 100 95 0 16 60 24 0 0
Wholesalers 100 81 14 31 41 13 1 0
Retailers 97 67 9 37 42 7 3 3
Finance & insurance 100 75 7 47 28 10 7 0
Service industries not 
elsewhere classified

85 64 24 17 21 19 4 15

** Only firms taking formal or informal action were asked when they expected to be ready.  Therefore the survey does not 
provide statistical information regarding the preparedness timetables of businesses not taking action.

How are large businesses dealing with the issue and when do they expect to be ready?*

% of large businesses % of large businesses

*   In each row, columns 3 through 8 should add to 100, but minor differences may exist due to rounding errors.
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