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Background
Description of what happened between Ron Engineering and the Government of Ontario that lead to the court case
There was a call for tender sent out in Canada requiring a deposit of appropriately $150,000 that would be lost if the tender offer would be reserved (Lalonde, 2017). Ron Engineering Firm requested the tender through submitting an offer with the required deposit also having been paid through a licensed cheque. When the tenders were opened by the owner, it was found that Ron Engineering Company was the lowest bidder by a big margin. A discovery was then made pertaining to the lower price of tender imposed than the amount that Ron Engineering intended to submit, because mistake had been committed on the total bid price. The owner of the tender was called and informed of the mistake and started making amendments on the offer but the owner refused and gave the tender to another company. In the midst of all these scandal, the owner kept Ron Engineering deposit but the company sued the tender owner to allow for refund of their money deposit. The government also claimed that there were costs it incurred when decision to have another bidder was met. A court case was created by the situation with Ron Engineering Company fighting to be given back its deposit. Additionally, the case was reported to the Ontario Court of Appeal where a ruling of providing deposit back to Ron Engineering was done. The Court ruled that it was a right for Ron Engineering to have access of its deposit due to its entitlement (Greene, 2017). The owner then later appealed to case the case at the Supreme Court of Canada. 
Ron Engineering’s (The Plaintiff) Position
 Description of why Ron Engineering believed they were entitled to their deposit
Ron Engineering believed they were entitled to their deposit as a result of not winning the tender. The company believed the main basis of paying the deposit to the owner was to act as a sign of security or collateral in the bidding process (Kenall, 2018). Most companies pay tender deposits to allow the owner to have an agreement that assumes projects is awarded to them. The process of bidding was to be made secure through the use of deposit payments. However, Ron Engineering believed that in the case they are not awarded the tender then repayment of the deposit was to be done. They regarded themselves as a company entitled to the deposit they made as a result of failure to win the tender. Secondly, Ron Engineering argued that they had made a mistake in calculating their total bid price because the price of the owner was far much lower than theirs. The claim made the engineering company to perceive they are still entitled to the deposit they had made to the government. 
The Government of Ontario (The Defendant’s) Position
 Description of why The Government of Ontario believed they were entitled to keep the deposit
The Government of Ontario believed that it had covered costs of Ron Engineering while it applied for the tender. The costs incurred were to be covered by the deposit they had paid the government. The Government of Ontario had the belief that all the costs that they got as a result of choosing another bidder for the tender made them become entitled to the deposit. The application of tender is normally done by many companies and all the mistakes made are covered by deposit (Lambert, 2017). The Government of Ontario was not glad by the decision made by Ontario Court of Appeal concerning refunding deposit to Ron Engineering. The Government of Ontario claimed it made a public offer for a tender that required payment of $150,000 deposit. The money was used in covering all the cost of application as well as act as collateral. So every company that needed to be awarded the tender was to make appropriate payment as a form of showing interest. Therefore, Ontario Government had the ability to believe they were entitled to the deposit made by Ron Engineering. Also, the mistake made by Ron Engineering concerning their total bid price was a situation covered by the deposit (Sandrasagra & Soltys, 2016). The contractual doctrine of mistake made by Ron Engineering when applying for the tender was to be repaid by money they used as deposit. Ontario Government regarded itself liable to the deposit that had been paid.
The Ruling
Provide a description of what the Supreme Court decided (who got to keep the deposit?). What their rationale for their decision and why was this so significant? 
The Supreme Court of Canada reversed the decision made by Court of Appeal by ordering that the owner was entitled to the deposit. First, the existence of Contract A and Contract B were applied by the juries. Contract A stipulated that there was an irrevocable agreement for both the parties to get involved in a construction contract. The deposit was to be used as a form of performance creation by the contract and tenderer under contract A. So any mistake produced to justify a tendering process was not well done does not apply (Lalonde, 2017). Therefore, Ron Engineering claim of making a mistake in the process of tendering was not applicable. Reasonable evidence cannot be created as a result of mistake made in the tender application process. Most decisions concerning the case were done due to law of mistake that was in connection with contract A. The application of the law made applications of the tender provisions to be in the document. All the decisions to be made concerning the mistake were stipulated in the document to allow for creation of understanding. 
Personal Reflection – Mistakes in Procurement
Public procurement needs to be done in a process that allows for transparency of the tendering process. The core principles of public procurement are openness, fairness, accountability, competition, integrity and transparency (Kenall, 2018). All these forms the basic fundamental principles used in managing public procurement. Mistakes that take place in the process of applying for tenders can be curbed through creating an e-procurement system. The system would be significant in informing anybody doing application of a tender any mistake he or she might commit. The e-procurement system contains an oversight and control features that allows for corrections to be done by tenderer. I think creation of an effective e-procurement system that helps in identifying any person doing tendering as well as mistakes is appropriate. Curbing mistakes would make sure the tender application process in the society is managed adequately (Lambert, 2017). Mistakes cause a lot of confusion that normally results in the tenderer suffering heavily due to existence of contract A. 
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