
           POLICY CONCERNING URANIUM MINING IN NUNAVUT
                 A REVIEW OF FEBRUARY 2005 DISCUSSION PAPER

    Jim Hope-Ross prepared this opinion at the request of Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. 
           It only expresses the observations and opinions of Mr. Hope-Ross.

The Purpose
The purpose of this opinion is to try to provide an objective analysis of the Uranium 
Policy Discussion Paper of February 2005, which was prepared by Wayne Johnson 
Associates Inc. for the Department of Lands & Resources of the Nunavut Tunngavik 
Incorporated (“NTI”).

The Point of View
Because the discussion paper has been written from the perspective of support for a 
policy in favour of uranium mining in the Territory of Nunavut, this assessment of it may 
be interpreted by some readers as being opposed to that policy perspective. That is 
certainly not the intention. In order to provide the decision makers with all the issues that 
ought to be considered in determining an appropriate policy for Nunavut, it is required to 
consider the “cons” as well as the “pros” with respect to uranium in Nunavut. The 
discussion paper does an excellent job of identifying the relevant issues, but it is fair to 
say that it emphasizes the “pros”. So, of necessity, there may be more mention of the 
reservations with uranium development in this opinion. 

It is not the intention of this opinion to take a stand in favour or against uranium 
development in Nunavut. It is intended to critically analyze the discussion paper so that 
the decision makers may make an informed decision respecting a uranium development 
policy for Nunavut, or, alternatively, to decide that they require further analysis before 
setting such a policy. 

Some Observations
The first observation is that the discussion paper was prepared for the staff and executive 
of NTI and the Regional Inuit Associations (“RIAs”). The paper acknowledges that only 
about 2% of the subsurface of the Territory of Nunavut is controlled by NTI. NTI will 
want to take a defensible position with respect to uranium development, but the policy 
must ultimately be determined by the Government of Nunavut and the Canadian Minister 
of Indian and Northern Affairs. Thus, there will be need to consider factors that may be 
more relevant to those agencies than are considered most relevant for discussion under 
the paper. Those may include: Canadian sovereignty issues, jurisdiction in light of 
security issues, nuclear safety, and so on.

While it is true that there is nothing in the NTI mining policy, the laws of Nunavut, or in 
the Canadian Mining Regulations (“CMR”) that would prohibit uranium mining in the 
Territory, currently no rights to produce uranium have been granted and the form of 
concession agreement for mining on Inuit Owned Lands (“IOL”) expressly says so. It 
would be useful to know the background as to why this statement is included in the 
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concession agreement. Was it as a result of the Kiggavik case? Was it as a result of the 
Inuit Circumpolar Conference (“ICC”) resolution? 

The discussion paper talks about many matters relating to uranium mining, including the 
final use of the product in the generation of electrical energy. The discussion concentrates 
on the hypothesis that uranium is a clean fuel. It does not provide a market analysis. It 
presumes a welcome market for the ore (or more likely a concentrate) being shipped to 
markets in the south – although the location of those markets is somewhat vague.

Perhaps the biggest concern with this lack of in depth market analysis is not the home for 
the uranium; (although that in itself is a major concern – who will buy it? What qualities 
does it have that would make it more attractive than Saskatchewan uranium?) 

Also of concern is the relatively short shrift that is given to Nunavut’s place in the value 
chain. The proposed policy is to permit uranium exploration and mining and to then ship 
the raw uranium south. The mode of transportation is not discussed. Presumably, the 
product would not be allowed to be too enriched for fear of transportation mishaps. Then 
there is talk of moving the very dangerous nuclear waste back to the north to be disposed 
of in the Canadian Shield, which itself is comprised of igneous radioactive rock. Again, 
with attendant concern for transportation mishaps. If Nunavut were to get into the 
uranium mining business, would it not make sense to build the infrastructure and reactors 
in order to sell the finished electricity to the highest bidder on the power grid? This would 
avoid the danger and costs, (not to mention the fossil fuels), to transport the uranium to 
market and the waste to disposal sites. If the mining can be done safely and the waste is 
manageable, then the whole operation could be done in Nunavut with a corresponding 
increase in benefits to the people of Nunavut. 

Not Just “Yes” or “No”
The foregoing crystal ball gazing is meant to demonstrate that the policy decision is not 
simply “yes” or “no”, as characterized in the discussion paper. There are many 
considerations to take into account, including:

 What is in the best interests of the Inuit of Nunavut? Their Aboriginal rights, 
as assured by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and as outlined 
in the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (“NLCA”) cannot be ignored. 

 What is the market for Nunavut uranium?
 Is the science and technology sufficiently advanced so that the mining, 

refining, transporting, and use of uranium (and thorium) can be done safely 
and without long-term environmental impacts? It is laudable to want to 
reduce the use of fossil fuels, but care must be taken not to substitute one 
evil fuel source for another. Do we understand what happened at Chernobyl 
or at Three Mile Island? The city of 600,000 people at Sversk in Siberia, 
Russia, is still a closed city 14 years after perestroika. Where does the waste 
from its reactors end up? Why is it that British Columbia is a nuclear-free 
province? What does Saskatchewan know that B.C. does not? Why has 
Greenland instituted a prohibition on uranium mining?

 What are the opportunities for Nunavut to get more out of the value chain?
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 Is now the time to be encouraging uranium development or is it still a 
resource for the future?

 Is NTI equipped to oversee uranium operations on IOL and to enforce 
regulations, or will that responsibility fall to the Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission (“CNSC”) by default? As the discussion paper points out, the 
CNSC is a new agency with a broader mandate to regulate uranium mining. 
The trouble is that the new agency has no track record. Nor is it clear what 
the role is of the NLCA vis a vis the Nuclear Safety and Control Act.

 The discussion paper suggests that there may be a legal challenge should 
Nunavut try to prohibit uranium mining. The concern apparently is with 
respect to uranium being incidentally produced in association with other 
minerals. What sort of legal challenge is difficult to envision, given the 
stringent rules of the CMR. Insofar as the argument that with NTI holding 
less than 2% of the subsurface of Nunavut would make a prohibition 
“extremely challenging”, that statement ignores the premises of the NLCA 
and the responsibilities of tribunals such as the Nunavut Impacts Review 
Board (“NIRB”). 

 The discussion paper observes that military activities in the Arctic have 
diminished and that Canada has tightened its rules for the export and control 
of uranium. No conclusion is drawn from this observation, but the 
increasing need for Canada to express and preserve its sovereignty in the 
north and the heightened security required to protect Canadian natural 
resources, especially energy resources, would seem to introduce another 
potential layer of bureaucracy.

There is no quantification of the “important economic benefits to Nunavummiut” 
mentioned throughout the discussion paper, or how much fossil fuel usage will be 
displaced, or what corresponding impact on climate change and Canada’s commitment to 
the Kyoto accord will be achieved. With respect to the economic benefits, what is the 
threshold versus adverse environmental and social impacts? Does the ICC have any 
guidelines?

The Kiggavik project at Baker Lake in the late 1980s is reviewed in Chapter 13 of 
Volume I of the discussion paper. 13.2.2 discusses the environmental assessment and 
13.3 discusses the lessons learned. Maybe it is simply a question of “once bitten, twice 
shy”. In which case, it is appropriate to go slowly and to deal with all aspects and 
concerns.

Volume 1
This opinion primarily considers the aspects that will have to be considered to discern a 
comprehensive policy for Nunavut with respect to the uranium industry. Thus many of 
the issues raised in this opinion are in relation to Volume II of the discussion paper. To 
the extent that Volume I may shed more light on those issues, it is important to refer to 
Volume I. There is much technical data set out in Volume I. Wayne Johnson Associates 
have done a superior job in setting out and explaining this data in terms a layman can 
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understand. This opinion does not refute the material facts set out in Volume I. It is 
necessary to try to put those material facts in the context of policy deliberations. 

Commentary is directed toward statements made in Volume I of the discussion paper in 
order to try to balance the thoughts expressed therein for the decision makers in their 
deliberations.

The Introduction to Volume I sets the premises upon which the discussion paper is 
based. It raises a couple of questions:

If there is no NTI policy opposed to uranium mining, then why is the right to explore for 
it excluded under exploration agreements and production licenses? Why is a positive 
policy needed when there is no negative one? The ICC resolution was passed long before 
NTI was in existence. What is the effect of that? Is it akin to an international treaty? What 
is the commitment by being a party to it? 

It is noteworthy that the policy suggested by the discussion paper refers to all activities 
relating to mining, including the exploration for and the mining of uranium deposits, the 
processing of ore, and the reclamation and decommissioning of the site; but not 
transportation of either product or waste, of the marketplace.

Under Chapter 2, “Uranium, Thorium, and Radiation”, there is a brief discussion of 
the radiation properties of uranium and its effects. There is only one sentence respecting 
the cumulative effects of uranium mining projects in the whole of the discussion paper. It 
is found at 12.6 of Volume I: “The potential for cumulative effects and the need for 
monitoring would clearly receive full attention as part of any environmental assessment 
of a uranium mining project.” The consequences of contributing to an unacceptable 
cumulative effect are what really need to be discussed. What studies are there of the 
naturally occurring radioactive materials in Nunavut generally, and in proximity to mine-
able deposits particularly? Surely that plays a part in determining cumulative effects. 

There is no mention of the fact that radiation builds in the body, so that the reason CNSC 
sets limits of 20mSv per year, is that miners are not anticipated to work for more than 
five years at that exposure. At the average of 5 mSv per year, (or 2 ½ times the radiation 
received in the natural background at some unspecified location), a miner might have a 
20 year career before his or her health is in danger.

Thorium is mentioned, but since it has yet to be used for any commercial purpose, there 
is a question as to what is done with it. Is it removed in milling? Does it constitute waste? 
Does the radiation associated with it become more lethal as it is extracted and set aside?

Under Chapter 3, “Nuclear Energy”, there is a statement that there likely will be an 
increased demand for nuclear energy in developing countries. Does this mean Canada 
proposes to sell uranium to the third world? When will that market be ready? Is it realistic 
to consider this market potential given the layers of control in the selling of uranium in 
the international market, such as those listed in the first paragraph of “Nuclear Issues and 
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Public Perception”; i.e. the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and the bilateral agreements 
monitored by the International Atomic Energy Agency, CNSC, and the Department of 
Foreign Affairs?

The discussion paper acknowledges that the market for uranium is “very volatile”, 
although prices are currently on an upswing. It is postulated that prices will continue to 
increase as “secondary sources of uranium are depleted”. These “secondary sources” of 
nuclear fuel are from dismantled nuclear weaponry, and particularly the materials now 
available from the former Soviet Russia. What is their deletion curve? 

Under Chapter 4, “Comparison of Energy Sources”, the discussion paper 
acknowledges high initial costs, but states that it is still “comparable in cost” to other 
means of producing electricity. The comparison does not deal with the subject in any 
depth. There are generalized statements that say all costs – including the costs of adverse 
effects – must be considered, but no statistical analysis is provided.

Under Chapter 5, “Nuclear Issues and Public Perception”, there is an acknowledged 
concern with respect to radioactive waste. Although the granite of the Canadian Shield is 
itself radioactive, the idea of deep cavern disposal may be worthy of consideration. The 
risk of transporting highly toxic nuclear waste might well be mitigated by disposing of it 
in close proximity to its point of production. Exploration of this alternative and its 
attendant economic benefits are not contemplated by the discussion paper. (5.3.7 says it is 
“outside of the policy issues of this paper.”) Does that mean it is that a non-starter? 

Any link between the production of uranium to fuel reactors and disposal of the 
radioactive waste from those reactors is denied in the discussion paper, citing the 
Saskatchewan example. In denying the link, is there an admission that the nuclear waste 
is too dangerous to handle, such that if there were a link the idea of raw uranium mining 
would not be worth the risk? If so, then that creates at least an ethical dilemma because it 
says that Nunavut is prepared to produce uranium so long as the problems with its use
belong to some other community where the nuclear reactor is located. Might not that 
other community argue that they should not be saddled with the waste problem, 
particularly when they may not even be the beneficiaries of the electricity that will be 
generated and then sold elsewhere?

And if the response is that the waste can be disposed of safely, then why should Nunavut 
only produce the raw material and remain low on the value chain? Why not build the 
reactors and export the electricity, and dispose of the waste, and use the whole nuclear 
energy industry as an economic driver for the Territory? This ought to at least be a 
consideration in the development of a nuclear policy for Nunavut.

The 2004 Ipsos Reid survey is cited to say that there is an overwhelming expectation by 
Canadians that nuclear energy will be part of Canada’s energy usage, although less than 
one-third of Canadians are supportive of nuclear energy. The survey focused on Ontario. 
800 of 2207 respondents were from Ontario. In populated areas, to see nuclear energy as 
part of the energy mix is fairly straightforward. But the survey would suggest that people 
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are resigned to it rather than that they embrace it. Not enough details are given about the 
survey to support the alleged “facts” the discussion paper would deduce from it. It does 
not appear that Nunavut was included in the survey. Perhaps its population was 
considered too small and too dispersed to be relevant.

Under Chapter 6, “The History of Uranium Mining in Canada”, is summed up in 6.5 
in four sentences, with a conclusion that there is “a heightened level of uranium 
exploration in all parts of Canada”. Although British Columbia has not renewed its 
formal moratorium on nuclear development in the province, the most recent policy 
statement endorsed by B.C.’s Ministry of Energy & Mines comments specifically against 
any aspect to nuclear power development within its borders. Nova Scotia has a 
moratorium on uranium exploration and mining. There is little or no exploration for 
uranium in the rest of Atlantic Canada, save Newfoundland & Labrador. Only 
Saskatchewan is actively mining uranium. 

Under Chapter 7, “Exploration, Mining, and Milling of Uranium”, more education is 
needed with respect to the effects of uranium operations on the environment. There is a 
risk that water may become irreversibly polluted from dumping of radioactive drill cores 
and rock samples during exploration. That risk should be quantified. There is a potential 
safety hazard from dust, radon gas, and gamma radiation, which is made airborne in the 
mining process. The solution for the mine itself is to vent these hazardous byproducts to 
the atmosphere. Is this analogous to the tonnes of sulphur that is permitted to be released 
from natural gas processing plants in Alberta? (i.e. the solution to pollution is dilution.)
Is venting appropriate? Has anyone developed dispersion models? Is water used in dust 
suppression? It is used in the mining process. The wastewater apparently is stored in 
settling or tailings ponds. Does it pose a danger to wildlife? To the water table?  7.5 deals 
with radioactivity management in the mining and milling. Quite candidly, dilution and 
dispersion is listed as one of the three principles employed in the management of 
radioactive waste at all levels. 

Three general conclusions that are drawn in the closing remarks of Volume I of the 
discussion paper: 

 nuclear power does not significantly contribute to climate change and will 
continue to be an important carbon-free source of global electricity;

 modern uranium mining – that provides the nuclear fuel – is highly regulated 
and can be done in a way that protects the health of the workers and residents 
of nearby communities, plants and animals and the environment;

 Nunavut holds considerable promise for the discovery of important uranium 
deposits and Nunavummiut have an opportunity to improve the quality of 
their lives by taking advantage of the opportunities that would flow from the 
exploration for and the mining of these deposits.

These conclusions are innocuous enough and, like a prospective uranium ore body, only 
give concern once you drill into them.
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Volume II
With the foregoing thoughts in mind, it is necessary to “drill into” Volume II of the 
discussion paper, which applies the findings in Volume I to the policy recommendations. 
The headings used in Volume I are used for ease of reference. Where necessary, 
reference is made to the appropriate numbered paragraphs in Volume I. The commentary 
at the outset of this opinion addresses the first four numbered sections in Volume II.

Proposed Policy Concepts
The section entitled “Scope” (p.4) gets into the political decision that would have to be 
made. What opportunities are foreseen for public input into that decision? How is the 
over all Canadian public interest reflected in the Territory?
The NLCA is instructive in that regard. It has as one of its objectives, “… rights for Inuit 
to participate in decision-making concerning the use, management and conservation of 
land, water and resources…” 

Objectives and Policy Statements
In reviewing the Objectives found on page 6 of Volume II of the discussion paper, as 
translated into Policy Statements to meet those objectives, these comments should be 
considered:
Under “1. Support Responsible and Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy”:

 The discussion paper states that nuclear reactors provide electricity without 
contributing to the pollution associated with the burning of fossil fuels. 
Reactors do use great quantities of water, however, and produce waste that is 
dangerous for centuries. Is that waste taken into account as one of the “all 
external costs” to be considered to render uranium use for power generation as 
“cost effective”?

 The discussion paper notes that Canadian reactors are powered by uranium 
from Saskatchewan mines and that its export, together with nuclear 
technology, contributes to Canada’s economy. To what extent? Also, does 
Nunavut uranium have the quality, quantity, mine-ability, and transport-ability 
to compete with Saskatchewan uranium? That is certainly not the case with the 
low-grade uranium at Kiggavik. What effect will the added Nunavut 
production have on the price?

 Again, much emphasis is placed upon how Nunavut uranium mining will 
reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and slow the impact on climate change. 
Without quantification, this seems like a gross generality. What power sources 
will it supplant? Although the discussion paper points out the destructive 
nature of mega dams and hydro projects, certainly current hydro projects are 
unlikely to be displaced. And what about the added amounts of fossil fuel that 
will have to be expended to construct the mines, operate the machinery, and 
transport the product?

 Of particular concern is the section entitled “Disposal of Nuclear Fuel Waste”. 
This section suggests that it is appropriate for Nunavut to suck and blow at the 
same time. That is, it acknowledges the concerns about disposal of nuclear fuel 
waste and that in 1999 NTI rejected the possibility of disposing of such waste 
in Nunavut, but in the next breath the paper says that Nunavut’s support for 
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uranium mining and electricity production therefrom (and, incidentally, the 
creation of that nuclear waste) is perfectly acceptable. Those in the back yards 
of the nuclear reactors might be heard to say that disposal of nuclear fuel waste 
in the remote, relatively sparsely populated North is more appropriate; i.e. 
back where it came from.

 It is nice to say that NTI would support only peaceful uses of uranium and that 
it will rely upon others (Canada and international agencies) to assure that that 
is the only use to which Nunavut uranium would be put, but that is nothing but 
a statement. In fact, the opening of uranium mines in Nunavut, particularly in 
proximity to salt-water transport (as the Hornby Bay prospective deposit 
appears to be), would perhaps create a security problem of a magnitude yet to 
be faced by CNSC and Canada’s military. 

Under “2. Benefits from Uranium Mining”:
 There is a suggestion that the uranium potential in Nunavut is poorly defined 

and ought to be further analyzed. A uranium-targeted reconnaissance on IOL 
would be unduly expensive. It would probably be more appropriate to lobby 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (“INAC”) to conduct a more detailed, or 
at least a more current, version of the Canadian Geological Survey across 
Nunavut, but perhaps with first efforts directed toward IOL, and not specific to 
any particular geology or mineralization. Such an effort might also provide 
employment opportunities for Inuit.  

Under “3. Ensure Protection of Human Health”:
 This is not strictly NTI’s responsibility, but it is perhaps the most important 

concern to be addressed. Notwithstanding the NLCA, but as specifically stated 
in its preamble, the Inuit of Nunavut retain their Aboriginal rights and human 
rights, as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Section 
15, coupled with Section 7, of the Charter, assures that the Inuit are entitled to 
their lifestyle and to the security of their persons. Given Inuit spirituality and 
its link to the land, this special relationship must colour the meaning of those 
human and Aboriginal rights vis a vis the Inuit. These rights are fundamental 
and cannot be limited by mining regulations. Workers’ compensation 
legislation and regulation is designed to ensure a safe workplace. Such 
regulation is within the ambit of the Nunavut government. NTI, however, can 
and should encourage the highest standard; i.e. best practices in the protection 
of human life and of the environment and fragile ecosystems of the North.

Under “4. Limit Impacts of Uranium Mining”:
 The Saskatchewan experience is cited. Chapter 8 of Volume I does a very 

thorough job of portraying the Saskatchewan success story of the Crown 
corporation, Cameco. One wonders if the Saskatchewan Crown operates 
Cameco because the private sector was, and is, unwilling to bear the risk. If 
that were not the case, then perhaps Cameco would serve as a model for NTI 
or another Nunavut-held corporation to become involved in running uranium 
mining in Nunavut. But that is just an interesting aside. Useful statistics on the 
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safety issues for workers are given under 8.9.1 – Current Results. CNSC 
guidelines are achieved, although the discussion paper does mention a “water 
inflow incident” in 2003 at McArthur River that resulted in “higher exposures 
to some employees than would normally be experienced.” In terms of 
understanding impacts of uranium mining: What are the statistics for other 
jurisdictions where uranium mining is permitted? The need for stringent 
environmental assessment is mentioned. Do we have the baseline data from 
Nunavut? The discussion paper expresses confidence in the potential for 
prospects of higher-grade uranium in Nunavut. If that potential can be 
quantified, then the baseline data ought also to be available. In the absence of 
regulations for the exploratory phase, the suggestion is that the Saskatchewan 
operating procedures should be adopted for Nunavut. Unlike Saskatchewan, 
there is no free miner’s right to explore for minerals and to stake claims. In 
Nunavut, the affected RIA must grant a license of occupation to would-be 
explorers. That puts the onus, and potential liability, upon the RIA to assure 
that exploration is conducted in such a manner that it does not endanger life or 
adversely affect the environment. The standards should necessarily be stricter 
than those employed in Saskatchewan. The concern with respect to the impacts 
upon migration patterns of wildlife, and of caribou in particular, are an 
example. Compensation and mitigation may not be appropriate remedies in 
some RIAs.

 The monitoring of operations in Saskatchewan has been enhanced by the 
vigilance of local communities. The question this begs is “At what risk?” The 
anecdotal evidence from Saskatchewan is that this has been effective. 
Successful monitoring by the populace is not the general impression one has of 
the Uranium City, Saskatchewan experience. In Nunavut, it may be preferable 
to encourage uranium exploration and development as far away as possible 
from settled areas and to contemplate relocation of such population where 
potential conflicts exist. And the outcomes from the monitoring must be 
explicit. From the outset, there needs to be contribution from the mining 
industry to a mitigation and reclamation fund. It may be best to leave 
monitoring to the CNSC, but in addition to its power to issue orders for 
regulatory compliance, the RIAs and NTI need independent methods to assure 
compliance and reclamation. Leaving radioactive waste that exceeds 
background (baseline) levels of radiation is unacceptable.

 A somewhat presumptuous assumption is made that the Inuit need to take 
advantage of the opportunity to develop uranium mining “in order to have a 
better lifestyle and to secure a more prosperous future”. Surely, the assessment 
of the quality of one’s lifestyle is a subjective one. Those whose lives and 
spirits are entwined with the natural environs may be more than content with 
their lifestyle. And there may be more to success than prosperity. An 
examination of the values of the Nunavummiut may be appropriate in order to 
establish baseline socioeconomic data. To speak of the enhancement of 
lifestyle and prosperity and to speak of the need to mitigate impacts in the very 
next sentence is perhaps instructive.
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Under “5. Promote Community Participation”:
 It should be mandatory that local community-based committees be established 

to facilitate communication between the mining company and its contractors 
and the local citizenry. The RIA should have a role in such committees, 
perhaps even as chair, so that there is an opportunity for enforcement of 
resolutions passed at committee meetings. The industry could fund such 
committee activity, but that too should be obligatory to assure against undue 
influence. Topics of importance to the community such as the language of the 
workplace, the availability of translation services, appreciation for cultural 
events or practices, and migratory seasons, might be dealt with here, as well as 
the notification to the people of anticipated mining or exploration activities, 
such as air reconnaissance, blasting schedules, training and job opportunities. 
There are many models for such committees, but they ought not to be a 
substitute for regulatory agencies such as the NIRB. They can be of great 
assistance to the NTI in assuring compliance with NLCA Sections 26 & 27, 
among others. Such committees need to be adequately funded; not only for 
attendance at meetings, but also to conduct independent impact studies and to 
retain external expertise, as required.

 There is mention of the need for cultural awareness. This cannot be 
emphasized enough. Cultural sensitivity training should be made a requirement 
at an early stage, perhaps as early as the issuance of the land occupation 
license. The whole purpose is to build good relationships and that can only be 
achieved through the establishment of trust.

Under “Implementation”:
 The provisions for implementation ought to be entrenched in law. NTI and 

RIAs are bodies corporate. Their rules and procedures may be overridden by 
legislation and regulation or amended by resolution. Putting rules in statutory 
and regulatory form makes them more enforceable and less likely to be 
changed. This may not be in the better interests of NTI and the RIAs when the 
developments are on IOL, but they would be preferable when the proposed 
activities are on Crown land.

 Land use guidelines are simply that – guidelines. They need to be flexible in 
order to meet specific standards. There is a suggestion that until the guidelines 
are developed, companies should “comply with the best available industry 
procedures”. With or without guidelines, that should be the required standard 
anyway. It could be problematic to issue licenses and leases in the expectation 
that they will be made subject to the guidelines (or regulations) if and when 
they are available. Take, for example, the situation where the guidelines 
ultimately determine that mining operations should be set back from water 
sources or populated areas by, say, one kilometer. Would any facilities located 
pursuant to one of these prematurely issued leases be grandfathered so that 
they would not have to relocate outside the subsequently prescribed setback 
perimeter? Retroactive guidelines or, (more preferred), regulations are always 
difficult to impose or to enforce. The result may be a compromise of the ideal 
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guidelines to assure that the expectations created by the grant of the license or 
lease is not upset.

 The discussion paper contemplates that the NTI should be responsible for 
locating and assessing uranium deposits on IOL. The baseline geology should 
be available through the Canadian Geological Survey. A large part of the risk 
in mine development is the exploration phase and the conduct of economic 
feasibility. It does not seem appropriate for NTI to have to determine the 
potential for uranium exploitation on IOLs. Some sort of prospecting license 
might be contemplated but it should not override the RIAs’ right to determine 
who is entitled to a license to enter upon IOL and for what purposes.

 It is not clear what “uncertainties regarding uranium mining” in current land 
use plans need to be addressed by the Nunavut Planning Commission 
(“NPC”). Once a decision is taken to encourage uranium exploration and 
development, then the NPC will have to review the land use plans, but the 
important input in that regard will come from the RIAs.

 It may be beyond NTI’s authority to drive an initiative with ICC to change the 
ICC’s stance against uranium mining. It is of concern that it is considered 
necessary to lobby the ICC to change its stance on uranium mining. Once the 
political decision is taken to pursue uranium mining, then it would be up to the 
ICC to decide whether to listen to arguments from NTI in support of NTI’s 
stand. Is NTI the appropriate party to do that or should it be INAC? The 
political fallout from reaction of ICC members is more important to manage.

There are several “Next Steps” proposed in Volume II of the discussion paper:
 It suggests that the role of the Lands Policy Advisory Committee (“LPAC”) 

with respect to drafting a policy concerning uranium mining in Nunavut needs 
to be confirmed and that the LPAC should approve the steps recommended in 
the discussion paper to formulate the policy. This presumed delegation of NTI 
Board authority must be examined. The LPAC terms of reference (as cited by 
footnote #1 on page 14 of Volume II of the discussion paper) are clear and 
careful in setting out the LPAC’s mandate. Theirs’ is an advisory role to the 
NTI Board and to the RIAs. They provide a forum for discussion. That is fine 
with respect to gaining input from the communities and from the RIAs, but the 
NTI Board (or a committee thereof) together with the proper staff, should take 
the responsibility for receiving input from the Nunavut government, the 
Canadian government, and, probably, the ICC.

 Gaining more in depth knowledge is suggested for the LPAC. If the NTI Board 
determines it wants to look further into the merits, then it would be appropriate 
to include in any delegation to see first hand the Canadian experience, the NTI 
Board members, RIA representatives, Nunavut government and INAC 
representatives, perhaps guided by the CNSC folks.  

 The consultation process is critical. It must provide opportunities for public 
examination of the policy and for reaction and input. Obviously, 
accommodation in the way of timing, location, translation, and transportation 
must be managed. It may be that an independent facilitator would assist. In 
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fact, that would be almost essential if the LPAC finds itself in the role of 
defender of the policy.

 A somewhat disturbing statement is that while the consultation process is 
going on and the policy is being settled and approved, ongoing exploration for 
uranium is to be encouraged, or at least contemplated. It begs several 
questions: Under what regulations? What is the competition? What is the 
hurry? There is still a large gap in that nothing has been put forth respecting 
market evaluation or transportation. What opportunities will be lost? Why is 
there “a need to proceed quickly”?

The discussion paper concludes with one observation and one threat. The observation is 
that if LPAC does not support a position that NTI encourage uranium mining, then the 
issues respecting ownership of land and minerals would have to be resolved. If 
interpretation of the NLCA does not adequately respond to these issues, then they need to 
be resolved in any event. The threat is that NTI may be hypocritical in its position on 
climate change. NTI would not be hypocrites for not wanting to substitute an unknown 
threat to health and lifestyle for a manageable one. Nor would they be inconsistent with 
the policy of ICC, to which they are a party. Nunavut, with help from Canada, could 
build more adequate infrastructure and save on transportation fuel costs and consumption. 
Building codes could be reviewed. There is also a jurisdictional issue. It may not be up to 
NTI and Nunavut to decide whether uranium development is necessary. It may be a 
decision to be made under the Federal jurisdiction over peace, order and good
government and the national interest. The current position of NTI with respect to the 
management of climate change is consistent with that of the Federal government’s 
directives under the Kyoto Accord. So far, they are not advocating nuclear power plants 
on every other corner. Perhaps a relevant question is: Why not?    

Findings and Conclusions
To this point, this opinion has reviewed and commented upon the discussion paper in 
order to identify issues that may still be of concern or worthy of more analysis before the 
NTI Board takes a decision to allow or to deny uranium mining in Nunavut. It is now 
necessary to apply that review and commentary to these specific questions:

1. Are the conclusions drawn in the discussion paper valid and based on relevant 
facts and information and on sound assumptions?
Insofar as the impact on climate change is concerned, it is correct that the 
generation of electrical energy from nuclear reaction does not contribute 
greenhouse gases. Whether that is material to Nunavut’s, Canada’s and the globe’s 
climate is not quantified by the discussion paper. It mentions that Nunavut will be 
tied to fossil fuel generated electricity for some time to come and fails to take into 
account the increased amount of fossil fuel that will be consumed in the mining, 
milling, and transporting of the uranium. The policy with respect to disposal of 
nuclear waste is stated to be beyond the scope of the discussion paper and any link 
between mining uranium and generating nuclear waste is denied. On a global basis 
at least, that position is not credible. That transportation was not discussed is a 
serious deficit, not only from the safety and security perspective, but also from a 
cost/benefit perspective. What effect will travel infrastructure and travel fuel costs 
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have on the netback to the mine-head? Especially, against ever increasing travel 
costs.
Insofar as the conclusion that uranium may be safely mined and in a way that the 
health of workers and residents and flora and fauna and the environment is 
protected, there is considerable evidence cited in the discussion paper based upon 
the Saskatchewan experience. Except for one mishap that appears to have been 
confined to the McArthur mine site, there is a very good track record in 
Saskatchewan and the CNSC would confirm that. There is still a question as to 
why private industry has not embraced uranium mining in Saskatchewan, although 
private operators do seem to be active in exploration. It is only recently that 
Cameco began to show a profit. The discussion paper does not speculate as to 
whether the risks associated with uranium mining have discouraged private 
investment. The paper does acknowledge price volatility, but does not explore the 
market in any detail.
Although the paper suggests that there is great potential for high-grade uranium in 
Nunavut, to date that still has to be proven through extensive exploration. There is 
a suggestion that if there were a positive policy statement, uncertainty would be 
removed and exploration would boom. But there is also a suggestion that NTI 
would do well to do work in prospect identification. One of the differences that is 
not explored in the paper is the difference in the approach to mineral exploration 
between Saskatchewan and Nunavut. Nunavut does not have the free miner’s 
license. The Nunavut system is preferable, in that there is a commitment by the 
would-be explorer from the outset. It is probably too soon to make an accurate 
assessment of the potential for uranium reserves in Nunavut. Further, the 
discussion paper says uranium mining presents an opportunity for the 
Nunavummiut to improve their lot in life through the opportunities uranium 
mining would present. This imposes a set of values that may not be appropriate to 
the Inuit. Lifestyle of the Inuit is tied to the land and all is linked, according to 
their spirituality. Disruption to that lifestyle may not be doing them any favours. 
Compensation for a lost way of life has proved time and time again not to be 
particularly successful. Substituting a life underground in a uranium mine for eight 
or twelve hour shifts for a long-established life of hunting caribou and guiding 
fishermen may not be everyone’s ideal.

2. Does the discussion paper fully take into consideration the concerns expressed by  
      Inuit during the Kiggavik project in the Baker Lake area between 1988 and 1990  
      and has uranium mining evolved to the point where those earlier concerns would 
      not be relevant today?

Chapter 13 of Volume I of the discussion paper is devoted to trying to respond to 
this question. 13.2.2 summarizes the public concerns and sets out the guidelines 
as to what was expected to be in the Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”). 
The public concerns were pretty much what one would expect. The guidelines 
were comprehensive. In spite of Urangeselschaft’s efforts, the public was not 
convinced. The discussion paper blames that on three things: Poor efforts at 
consultation of the Inuit by the proponent; no translation of the text of the EIS; 
and an inability to convince the populace that radioactivity would not negatively 
affect the caribou. 
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The facts were that the EIS was found to be deficient, but a plebiscite was held in 
the Hamlet of Baker Lake and 90% of 72% of those eligible to vote were opposed 
to the uranium mine. The concerns included concern for short and long term 
effects on the land, concern for wildlife, concern for people, and concern for the 
traditional economy. The company called a halt. 
13.3 of the discussion paper discusses the lessons learned at Kiggavik. All the 
same issues would need to be addressed. They are not handled in the generic 
policy suggested by the decision paper. The paper suggests that these are all the 
same concerns that would have to be addressed by any mining venture. The 
suggested solutions include more sensitivity and the use of translation in an 
enhanced consultation process, the use of NIRB, and the requirements of Articles 
26 & 27 of the NLCA. No doubt those changes would greatly improve the 
chances for a favourable outcome if the matter were to arise again. The paper says 
that the quality of the uranium at Baker Lake is low and that it is unlikely that it 
would be considered for mining for some time to come. That makes the question 
somewhat academic. The broader issues that were raised at Kiggavik still remain, 
however. Those are the global concerns that were expressed by many NGOs. The 
ICC was a party opposed and there is nothing to indicate that they would not 
object again. The discussion paper says that issues of global significance raised at 
Kiggavik are outside of the environmental assessment process, but they are 
nevertheless still relevant.  

3. Are the anticipated rewards for Inuit from the recent price increases for uranium 
likely to be sustained and should those rewards outweigh earlier concerns 
expressed by the Inuit? 
The first part of the question is not answered by the discussion paper because it 
contains no detailed market analysis. Reasons for the recent spikes in price are not 
explained. It may be that tightened security respecting the availability of 
secondary sources is having an effect. Maybe uranium prices are tracking energy 
fuel price hikes generally. It is doubtful that prices are increasing because of a 
sudden perceived need to convert to nuclear energy to generate electricity, 
especially given the United States’ continuing thirst for fossil fuels. Perhaps 
Cameco has reasoned price forecasts, but that specific consultation appears to have 
not taken place. And, as stated earlier, whatever the price, it is the netback that is 
most relevant.The costs to mine, mill, transport, and market Nunavut uranium 
have not been analyzed. To answer the second part of the question, to the extent 
that the concerns of the Inuit were purely economic, then if there is considered to 
be sufficient evidence of sustained high prices for uranium, then one would have 
to think that their concerns would have been met. To those Inuit who believe 
money is not the answer to everything, their concerns would not have been 
alleviated. Without having conducted the consultation that the discussion paper 
recommends, it is difficult to say whether the traditional spirituality and tie to the 
land is less now or could be managed through the improved processes of NIRB 
and the NLCA. With respect to mining generally, that, optimistically, is the case. 
Whether it would extend to uranium mining is not likely until the necessary 
education and trust is established.
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4. What are the direct benefits for Inuit from renewed exploration for uranium and 
thorium in Nunavut?
There are no direct benefits identified in the discussion paper specifically with 
respect to thorium mining. Thus far, it has no commercial uses. In fact, this 
opinion raises the concern as to what is done with the thorium that is mined and 
presumably concentrated in the milling process. With respect to uranium mining, 
the direct benefits are presumably the same as with any other mining operation: 
skills training, jobs, increased spending power, improved access to the outside 
world, spin-off employment opportunities, and the like. The social costs to achieve 
those benefits must also be quantified.

5. Is the information on uranium/thorium and the industry that mines these minerals 
sufficiently balanced and clear for the NTI Board of Directors to exercise due 
diligence in developing a policy to permit mining of uranium and thorium in 
Nunavut? 
To respond to this question, it is appropriate to revisit NTI Resolution 99-5, the 
NTI Uranium Resolution, 1999. It is noted that the recitals (the “Whereas” 
paragraphs) to that resolution remain valid today and are not called into question 
by the discussion paper. The resolution called for the NTI Lands Department to 
develop a discussion paper to canvas the assumptions in the recitals and other 
issues as may arise and which are relevant to the creation of a comprehensive 
policy concerning uranium mining in Nunavut. Volume I of the Wayne Johnson 
Associates discussion paper is the result. A further resolution called upon the NTI 
Executive Committee to establish a committee “to create a comprehensive 
“Draft” Policy Concerning Uranium Mining in Nunavut”.
That committee is to present the draft policy to the board for its consideration. 
It should be noted that the resolution uses neutral language. It asks for a study and 
then asks the committee, working together with the Lands Department, to draft a 
policy. Volume II of the Wayne Johnson Associates purports to be the result, 
although it is still presented as part of the discussion paper. It is not clear whether 
the committee established by the resolution endorses Volume II as the draft policy 
to be put before the full Board for consideration, but that is the assumption made 
in rendering this opinion. 
The information contained in Volume I is comprehensive and clear in its 
explanation of the nature of uranium and of the mining process. Because Volume I 
appears to be geared to support the draft policy in favour of uranium mining in 
Volume II, it is difficult to say that the discussion paper is “sufficiently balanced” 
for the NTI Board to rely completely upon it in evidencing its due diligence to 
support a pro-mining policy. That concern is expressed at the outset of this 
opinion. That is why this opinion goes into some detail in analyzing the discussion 
paper to try to create the balance the Board needs to have to do its work. There are 
deficiencies identified. Whether or not they are significant enough for the Board 
(or, more appropriately, the committee struck by the resolution) to seek further 
clarification, is for the Board or committee to decide. This opinion clearly 
expresses concern with respect to the lack of market analysis; the lack of 
consideration of the global ramifications (particularly for the Inuit as represented 
by the ICC), except as pertains to effects on climate change; and the lack of 
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consideration of placing the stake of the Inuit and NTI higher on the value chain if 
uranium mining, milling, use, and disposal of its waste is now an acceptable 
practice. Then there is the assumption that the Inuit way of life would be improved 
through its alteration and that they would welcome the prosperity associated with 
the mining activity. By raising these matters as possible concerns that do not 
appear to be adequately addressed in the discussion paper or the draft policy, it is 
to be hoped that the Board will take them into consideration in its deliberations. 
Again as stated at the outset, it is not the purpose of this opinion to be for or 
against the mining of uranium in Nunavut. It is perhaps unfortunate that the 
discussion paper seems to lean toward support for the draft policy it incorporates.

Respectfully submitted this 8th day of May, 2005 by

Jim Hope-Ross 


