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Foreword

The report "Ontario's Uranium Mining Industry—Past,
Present and Future" is the thirteenth in a series of studies
prepared under the auspices of the Mineral Resources
Branch, of the Mineral Resources Group, Ontario Ministry
of Natural Resources. The series has risen out of the recognition th l each of the major mineral commodities produced in Ontario is a unique entity which has to compete
in the world market place. This paper aims at providing a
comprehensive picture of Ontario's Uranium Mining Industry, not so much for the highly technical audience, but
rather for those who would wish to know more of Ontario's Uranium industry and the factors which govern its
well-being. The Mineral Resources Branch has been particularly fortunate in obtaining the service of Professor
Runnalls, who has had a long association with energy
issues primarily as related to uranium and nuclear energy.
In 1980, preliminary data, Ontario produced from the
Elliot Lake and Bancroft areas 4275 tonnes U worth
413M$ which is some 2/3 of Canada's production. Uranium is Ontario's third most valuable metallic commodity
after nickel and copper, and slightly ahead of both gold
and silver. Ontario had some 62% of Canada's measured
indicated and inferred resources recoverable at prices up to
$200/kg/U and some 7% of the free world's currently economic reserves. Ontario's deposits, however, are comparatively low grade (approximately 0.1% U3O8) and it is the
existence of facilities and infrastructures coupled at Elliot
Lake with large scale mining operations which render the
industry viable at today's costs and prices.
Major expansion is underway at Elliot Lake to meet longterm contracts with Ontario Hydro and Nuclear power is
the cornerstone of meeting Ontario's electrical demand
well into the next century. With assured uranium resources
and the demonstrated high efficiency and safety of the
CANDU reactors, Ontario is blessed with an indigenous
energy source.
Changes in market conditions, shifts in technology and
competition with major deposits in places such as Saskatchewan and Australia may affect Ontario's ability to
compete for the export market. Delays in licensing and
construction of nuclear plants, particularly in the United
States, have led to the temporary oversupply of uranium
and to a marked drop in uranium prices which will continue over the short term. The inexorable demand for
cheap reliable energy; the need for the industrial nations to
shift their energy economies away from oil and gas; and
the environmental and transportation problems associated
with coal, ensure that uranium will play a major role in
meeting the world energy requirements in the medium to
long term.

This report traces the Ontario uranium mining industry
from the first discovery of uranium in Canada north of
Sault Ste. Marie through the uranium boom of the 1950's
when Elliot Lake and Bancroft were developed, the cutbacks of the 1960s, the renewed enthusiasm in exploration
and development of the 1970s to the current position when
continued production for the domestic market is assured.
Ontario with developed mines and operational expertise,
will be in a position to compete for export markets as they
reopen. The low level of expenditures for uranium exploration and the lack of new discoveries are noted. The report also reviews and places in perspective the development of policies and regulations governing the industry
and the jurisdictional relationships of the Federal and Provincial governments.
It is hoped that the readers will find this report a useful
compendium of relevant data and that it will induce a
greater knowledge and understanding of the industry; its
history; its role in the life of Ontario; the problems, challenges and opportunities which it faces; and the legislation
and regulations under which it has to operate.

Hon. Alan W. Pope
Minister of Natural Resources
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UNITS AND CONVERSION FACTORS
Throughout the report, unless otherwise stated, units are
given in the metric system rather than imperial, and prices
and costs are quoted in Canadian dollars. In the metric system uranium content of ores, concentrates etc. is usually
expressed as the element whereas in the imperial system
the content is usually given as the oxide (U3O8). Some
companies or countries may use hybrid systems, e.g. metric tons (tonnes) U3O8.
COMMON CONVERSION FACTORS
1 tonne U
0.77 short ton U3O8
U3O8 x 0.85
1 tonne
1 short ton
11b U3O8 x 0.38
1 kg U x 2 6

= 1 . 3 0 short tons U3O8
=
1 tonne U
= U
=
1.10 short tons
= 0.91 tonne
= kg U
= lb U3Os

Abbreviations
AAEC
AECB
AECL
ALI
BNA Act
BNFL
BRJNEX
CANDU
CCA
D2O
EEC
EIA
EMR
ENL
GMCL
IAEA
ICRP
INFCE
IUREP
JBDC
KLMC
NBEPC
NEA
NPD
NPT
NRX
NUEXCO
OECD
OPEC
pCi/1
PHWR
RCEPP
SMDC
TVA
U
UCAN
UEM
UF6
UG
Ui
UKAEA
UiOs
URAG
USAEC
WAES
WEC
WLM
ZEEP

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Australian Atomic Energy Commission
Atomic Energy Control Board
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited
Annual Limit on Intake
British North America Act
British Nuclear Fuels Limited
British Newfoundland Exploration Co. Ltd.
Canada Deuterium Uranium
Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs
Heavy water
European Economic Community
Energy Information Administration
Energy, Mines and Resources Canada
Eldorado Nucleai Limited
Gulf Minerals Canada Limited
International Atomic Energy Agency
International Commission on Radiological Protection
International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation
International Uranium Resources Evaluation Program
James Bay Development Corporation
Key Lake Mining Corporation
New Brunswick Electric Power Corporation
Nuclear Energy Agency
Nuclear Power Demonstration Reactor
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
National Research Experimental Reactor
Nuclear Exchange Corporation
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
Organization cf Petroleum Exporting Countries
picoCuries per litre
Pressurized Heavy Water Reactor
Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning in Ontario
Saskatchewan Mining Development Corporation
Tennessee Valley Authority
Uranium
Uranium Canada Limited
Uranerz Exploration and Mining Limited
Uranium hexafluoride
Urangescllschaft Canada Limited
Uranium Institute
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority
Uranium oxide—generally used for expressing analytical results
Uranium Resource Appraisal Group
United States Atomic Energy Commission
Workshop on Alternative Energy Strategies
World Energy Conference
Working Level Month
Zero Energy Experimental Pile

Summary
The history of the Canadian uranium mining industry is reviewed from its beginnings in the 1940s, through the boom
of the .50s, the do'dntms of the 60s, the recovery in the early
70s. -*iid ihe softening of the market in the late 1970s and in
1980.
Although the demand for uranium has eased considerably
during the past two years, the impact on Canadian producers has been moderated by the existence of long-term purchase commitments and by the close business relationships
established over many earlier years between producers and
consumers.
The buoyant market in the period 1974-76 led to a revitalization of the Canadian exploration industry with the result
that many promising new domestic uranium deposits have
been found, principally in Saskatchewan. Generally, these
deposits are of high grade and are relatively close to the surface, in contrast to the lower grade ores that have been recovered since the 1950s from deep underground mining
operations in Ontario.
The future of the Ontario industry seems assured for many
years into the future through the protection afforded by firm
contractual obligations to purchase the product. However,
the dearth of investment in exploration for new deposits in
Ontario during the 70s and the continuing depletion of the
Elliot Lake ore body will lead inexorably during the 80s to a
decline in Ontario's output. Consequently, by 1984 Saskatchewan could have assumed the role of the principal
Canadian supplier. Nonetheless, Ontario will continue to
produce substantial quantities of uranium until well into the
next century.
The Canadian industry overall, however, is likely to feel the
competitive effects in the 1990s and beyond from recentlydiscovered uranium deposits in Australia as developments
there mature.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

A) INTRODUCTION
Canada's uranium industry had its embryonic beginnings
when uranium was first reported about the middle of the
nineteenth century on the east shore of Lake Superior, some
80 kilometres north of Sauft Ste. Marie. However, the deposit there has never been exploited. Years later, in 1930,
Gilbert LaBine discovered pitchblende, silver and cobalt on
the shore of Great Bear Lake in the far north of the country.
LaBiiie staked the deposit in the name of the Eldorado Gold
Miniig Company, and a mine was brought into production
at Po;t Radium to recover radium and silver in 1933. The
major constituent of the ore, uranium, had no foreseeable
use at that time and was discarded. By 1940, after a substantial inventory ,pf radium had been acquired, the mine
was closed. Meanwhile, exploration for radium-containing
ores had been underway in Ontario as well. These efforts
were cut back when the radium market approached saturation. Nonetheless, the geological information collected provided a basis for the successful uranium search launched in
Ontario, particularly the Bancroft area, more than a decade
later.
Two years after the shutdown of the Port Radium mine, secret work on nuclear weapons development in the United
States ied to a request for Eldorado to reopen the mine for
recovery of uranium. The American work had indicated that
exceedingly powerful weapons might be fabricated from
either uranium-235 separated from a mixture of uranium
isotopes, or plutonium-239 obtained by neutron irradiation
of uranium-238. The United States had decided to pursue
both possible routes, and in each case there was a requirement for large amounts of uranium, beyond those rather
meagre quantities which had been discovered up to that time
within the U.S.
The strategic importance of uranium now became recognized in Ottawa, and in 1943 Orders-in-Council were
passed reserving for the Crown all discoveries of radioactive minerals in the Yukon and the Northwest Territories.
No further staking and mining of radioactive minerals by
private individuals and companies were permitted, and any
publication of data on uranium occurrences was prohibited.
Similar action was taken by several of the provinces, where
important occurrences had been reported.
The following year, in 1944, the federal government took
over the Eldorado Gold Mining Company by acquiring all
its shares, and a new Crown corporation was formed called
Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltd. Later, this company
was to be renamed Eldorado Nuclear Ltd. The new Crown
company played an important role in the 1940s in searching
for additional uranium deposits, particularly in northern
Canada, in association with the Geological Survey of
Canada.
Canada's nuclear development program was also a direct
outcome of efforts launched during the days of the Second
World War. As mentioned earlier, the United States had decided to produce plutonium-239 by irradiating uranium238. This was accomplished in natural-uranium-fuelled,

light-v.'ater-cooled and graphite-moderated reactors built
near Hanford in the State of Washington. American strategists, however, were concerned, once the decision to build
such reactors had been made, that technical difficulties
might develop which would render plutonium production by
this route uncertain. Therefore, United States officials suggested to their counterparts in the United Kingdom that a
second possible type of plutonium-producing reactor, one
moderated with heavy water, should be built in Britain. The
British were understandably hesitant about building such a
device within bombing range of the German air force, and
suggested instead that a reactor might be built in Canada.
Consequently, a Biitish-Canadian team was formed to develop heavy water reactors. The required scientific and engineering team began to assemble at the University of Montreal in 1944, where a reactor design was conceived based
on natural uranium metal rods cooled with light water and
immen: u in a tank of heavy water moderator. A site for
construction of the reactor was chosen near Chalk River,
Ontario. It was reasonably remote from built-up areas and
had access to a large source of cooling water from the Ottawa River. Some seven miles upstream from the proposed
reactor test site a small community named Deep River was
built to house the scientists, engineers, and technicians required for the work envisaged.
The first facility to be constructed was a critical assembly
referred to as the Zero Energy Experimental Pile, ZEEP.
The ZEEP reactor reached initial criticality on September 5,
1945. Thus Canada became the first country, outside the
United States, to have produced an operating reactor.
Meanwhile, construction of the heavy-water-moderated National Research Experimental reactor, NRX, was in an advanced stage. By 1947, the NRX reactor had been brought
into service. It proved to be an extremely valuable research
and engineering tool, and even to this day, with a current
output of 40 megawatts, ranks as one of the world's best experimental test reactors.
Because of involvement in both the uranium and nuclear industries, federal authorities were well aware by the end of
the war of the strategic importance of atomic energy. This
explains why soon thereafter a new Act was promulgated
having to do with the development and control of atomic energy. It was called the Atomic Energy Control Act, and was
passed in 1946. In the preamble to the Act, it is stated that:
Whereas it is essential in the national interest to make provision for the control and supervision of the development, application and use of atomic energy, and to enable Canada to
participate effectively in measures of international control of
atomic energy which hereafter be agreed upon; Therefore,
His Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate
and House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows-. . .

One should note the particular significance of the phrase
"national interest" in the above preamble, since, under the
terms of the British North America Act of 1867, the devel-

opment and control of atomic energy might have been expected to fall within provincial jurisdiction.
Normally, ownership and control of resources are vested in
the provinces. Uranium proves to be an exception, however, because although ownership still remains within provincial jurisdiction, control became the responsibility of the
federal government once the Atomic Energy Control Act
had been promulgated. The authority for establishing such
federal control is contained in Section 92-10 (c) of the BNA
Act, which reads as follows:
92. In each Province the Legislature may exclusively make
Laws in relation to Matters coming within the Classes of Subjects next hereinafter enumerated; that is to say, . . .
10. Local Works and Undertakings other than such as are of
the following classes: . . .
(c) Such works as, although whoily situated within the province, are before or after their Execution, declared by the Parliament of Canada to be for the general advantage of Canada
or for the Advantage of Two or more of its Provinces.

After the Atomic Energy Control Act had been proclaimed,
a new Board, the Atomic Energy Control Board, AECB,
was formed to administer the provisions outlined in the Act.
One of the first recommendations of the new Board was that
private prospecting and mining for uranium should be encouraged. Consequently, restrictions on staking in the
Yukon and Northwest Territories were removed in 1947,
with the provincial governments following suit. That same
year regulations were evolved by the AECB to ensure that
prospecting and mining for uranium would be developed
under close federal control.
Active prospecting by private individuals and institutions
was started in 1948. The Bancroft area of Ontario was subjected to intensive investigation at that time and several deposits were located. It was not until five years later, however, that mine development was launched.
In the fall of 1948, pitchblende was rediscovered on the east
shore of Lake Superior, and this led to considerable exploration and staking. No viable deposits were found but the
activity led to the first discovery by Aime Breton of radioactive conglomerate near Blind River, Ontario.

B) THE BOOM OF THE 1950S
Exploration for uranium rose dramatically in the early
1950s, because of the launching of programs in both the
United States and the United Kingdom to construct thermonuclear weapons. These countries agreed to purchase uranium from Canada essentially in unlimited quantities and on
a cost-plus basis. As a consequence, exploration efforts
were intensified. Through the persistence of Dr. F. R. Joubin, the presence of a commercially-viable uranium deposit
was demonstrated in the Blind River area in 1953, and the
exploration and development of the Elliot Lake camp began
in earnest. The first production from the Pronto Mine at the
discovery locality was achieved in 1955.
Clearly, the cost-plus incentive, which resulted in a payment to Canadian producers of about $25/kg U in dollars of
the day, produced the effect desired by the Americans and
the British. By 1956, more than 10,000 radioactive occurrences had been discovered in many parts of Canada, and
uranium was leading all other metals in the number of prospects being explored. However, uranium was no longer in
short supply, and the government announced fhat appiica •
tions for contracts at special prices would not be be considered after March 31, 1956. There was an immediate and
predictable decline in exploration activity. Nevertheless,
the impetus of the earlier exploration effort continued to be
felt in a rising output of uranium principally from three
areas in Canada, Elliot Lake and Bancroft in Ontario, and
from the Beaveriodge region of northern Saskatchewan.
The federal government used its Crown corporation, Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltd., as a producer-consumer
intermediary in marketing all the product until it became apparent that uranium in excess of that contracted for sale to
Eldorado might be available on the market. As a result, the
government announced in May, 1958, that the policy would
be amended to permit private producers in future to make
their own arrangements for the sale of any surplus uranium.
Canadian production reached a peak in 1959 when a total of
more than 12,000 tonnes U was produced from nineteen
mills. Eleven of the mills were located in the Elliot Lake
area, three near Bancroft, three in northern Saskatchewan,
and two in the Northwest Territories."' The material produced had a value on the export market of $331 million,*1*
the highest for any mineral or metal exported from Canada
in that year. Ironically, in November of that same year, the
United States Atomic Energy Commission, USAEC, announced that it would not take up its options to purchase additional uranium from Canada. This announcement sent
shock-waves through the industry and the uranium mining
communities, and led to a substantial downward readjustment in the scale of operations.

C) THE DOLDRUMS OF THE 1960S
At the beginning of I960, some twenty-one uranium mines
were in operation throughout Canada. However, it was appaient from the decision by the USAEC not to exercise its
options to purchase additional Canadian uranium, that a
complete collapse of the industry could occur by 1962 or
1963, the years when existing contracts were to expire.
Hence, the federal government became further involved and
through its intermediary, Eldorado Mining and Refining
Ltd., negotiated stretch-outs in delivery for contracted uranium. Under the plan evolved, several mergers were effected, and contracts were transferred from high-cost producers to lower-cost ones so that the lower-cost mines could
continue production for a longer period. Ten mines had
been closed by the end of 1960, a further three in 1961, and
by late 1964, only four mines remained in operation, three
in the Elliot Lake district of Ontario and one in the Beaverlodge area of Saskatchewan. Production had totally ceased
in the Bancroft area by mid-1964. Under the stretch-out
plan, deliveries from those mines still in operation were to
be extended until 1966.
During 1961, an additional agreement was made public, involving material which had not yet been allocated among
producers.(1) Apparently, letters-of-intent had been signed
in 1957 with the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority, UKAEA, whereby Canada was to supply an additional
9,230 tonnes U to Britain at S20.8 per kilogram U, between
March 31, 1963, and December 31, 1966. The British gave
notice, however, that it would be necessary to renegotiate
the terms of the agreement in light of the fact that their uranium stocks were now more than adequate. After many
months of negotiation, a settlement was finally reached, and
the federal Minister of Trade and Commerce announced on
July 30, 1962, that the British would still buy the total quantity earlier agreed, but the delivery period would be extended to 1971, and the price would be reduced to $13 per
kilogram U.
The stretch-out program initiated in the early 1960s helped
to soften the blow to the uranium mining industry. But it
was not sufficient to avoid a serious threat to the viability of
the uranium mining communities. Hence, the federal government decided, primarily for social reasons, that it would
initiate a stockpiling program financed from the federal
treasury. The first stockpile was accumulated from July,
1963, to July, 1964, and consisted of 2,065 tonnes U purchased from three companies: Den'son Mines Ltd., Rio
Algom Mines Ltd., and Faraday Uranium Mines Ltd., for a
total expenditure of $24.5 million.
Meanwhile, Denison Mines Ltd. was negotiating a sale of a
substantial proportion of its reserves to France. This potential sale was not consummated because of the introduction
in June, 1965, by the government of Canada, of a new policy stating inter alia that in future uranium export permits
would be granted only if the uranium was to be used by the
recipient for peaceful purposes (see Appendix 1). France
could not subscribe to such a limitation because its program
at that time had an interwoven mixture of civilian and military objectives.

A second stockpiling program was launched in July, 1965,
and extended for five years, during which period 5,340
tonnes U were purchased at a cost of $76.8 million. The
total cost of these two stockpiles, now commonly known as
the General Government Stockpile, was $101 million, in
dollars of the day and excluding interest charges. The
average unit cost was 513.65 per kilogram U. Denison
Mines was the major beneficiary, receiving nearly $80 million of the total. Some $14 million went to Rio Algom, $3
million to Eldorado, $1.6 million to Faraday, and $0.5 million to Stanrock. The material was shipped to Eldorado's refinery at Port Hope, Ontario, where it was stored in a warehouse under the supervision of Eldorado personnel.
Exploration for uranium remained essentially dormant from
1956 to 1966. Then, activity resumed in 1966 due to increased expectations world-wide for nuclear power growth,
and reached a peak in 1969. By the qnd of the decade, however, interest began to flag once again. Nonetheless, there
were two significant events during the late 1960s, one the
development of the Agnew Lake mine near Espanola, Ontario, and the other the establishment of a new open-pit
mine and a mill near the site of a 1968 discovery at Rabbit
Lake, Saskatchewan.
Meanwhile, the government's uranium policy was set out in
greater detail in June, 1969, by the Hon. Otto Lang, Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources (Appendix 2). The
policy statement of June 19 indicated that, henceforth, all
contracts for the export of uranium would be examined by
the appropriate federal agency with respect to nuclear safeguards, the relationship between contracting parties, reserves, rate of exploitation, domestic processing facilities,
and selling and pricing policy. Further, it was stated that approval would not normally be given to contracts of more
than ten years duration unless provision was made for renegotiation of price. Once an export contract was approved,
export permits covering the actual shipment of uranium
could be issued annually provided that the conditions of the
contract had been maintained. Canada would permit stockpiling of Canadian uranium in foreign countries to meet the
succeeding five-year requirements of each country to fuel
existing or committed nuclear reactors. Additional stockpiling would not be precluded but actual export shipments
would be limited to a moving five-year requirement of the
foreign country.
A few months later, in March 1970, yet another policy
statement on uranium was issued as a result of an attempt by
a foreign-owned company, Hudson's Bay Oil and Gas, to
buy a controlling interest in Denison Mines Ltd. The Prime
Minister announced on March 2, 1970, that the government
would if necessary introduce an amendment to the Atomic
Energy Control Act to take effect as of that date to prevent
such a transaction (Appendix 3). Subsequently in March,
May and September of 1970, the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Resources, the Hon. J. J. Greene, issued supplementary statements regarding foreign ownership in the Canadian
uranium industry (Appendices 4, 5 and 6).

In brief, the government had given notice that legislation
would be put in place to limit to 33 per cent the aggregate
foreign ownership at the mining stage of any uranium property. Foreign owners of uranium companies were permitted
to retain tneir holdings as of March 2, 1970, but any future
sales of such holdings were to be made to Canadian residents until the total foreign ownership was reduced to 33 per
cent.

D) RECOVERY IN THE EARLY 1970S
Within a few weeks of the completion of the second government stockpiling program, which ended on June 30, 1970,
the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources, the Hon.
J. J. Greene, announced that the federal government was
prepared to consider a program of assistance for the uranium industry to replace the two previous stockpiling programs (Appendix 7). Mr. Greene indicated that the government was particularly concerned to ensure that the
community of Elliot Lake be protected from a shutdown by
established producers there. He further stated that the nature
of any assistance would be determined after &a investigation
of the minimum necessary cost of operation of any applicant
producer. Finally, Mr. Greene announced that discussions
were underway with Denison Mines Ltd. at its request.

Prior to the consummation of the Spanish agreement, officials of Denison Mines had obtained a letter of intent from a
Japanese utility, Tohoku Electric Company, to purchase
770 tonnes U. The government agreed to honour this commitment as well, and assigned 770 tonnes from the General
Government Stockpile for this purpose. Formal contractual
ciTOmitmentswere made with the Spanish and the Japanese
in November 1972 and May 1973 respectively. The Canadian signatories were Canada, Uranium Canada, Ltd., and
Denison Mines Ltd., in both cases.

Details of a possible assistance program to Denison were
worked out during the following six months. Consequently,
on December 23, 1970, a further stockpiling program w-is
announced, this time as a joint venture between the federal
government and Denison Mines Ltd. (Appendix 8).

In 1971 and 1972, the international uranium market was in a
chaotic condition because of production over-capacity, the
existence of inventories and stockpiles in both private industry and government warehouses, and because of the continuing efforts of some consuming utilities to utilize one
producer's bid against another in order to reduce the price
paid for uranium to an absolute minimum. Market deterioration became so serious in fact that some uranium
sales were made at prices as low as $10. per kilogram U,
less than the operating costs alone for many producers in the
world.

The piupose of the program was to ensure for Denison a
production level of 1500 tonnes U per year over the period
1971 to 1974. The agreement provided for the acquisition
and stockpiling of 770 tonnes U each year from 1971
through 1973, and some 175 tonnes in 1974. The total cost
to the government for its three-quarters share of the accumulated material was $29.5 million, or $11.85 per kilogram
U.
Under the terms of an agreement effective from January 1,
1971, Denison Mines Ltd. was appointed as the sales agent
for the material in the joint Canada-Denison stockpile. A
new Crown corporation. Uranium Canada, Ltd., UCAN,
was created then to act as an intermediary between the government of Canada and Denison Mines Ltd. in all commercial activities relating to the purchase, storage, and sale of
the joint stockpile. Initially, the officers of UCAN were all
federal government officials. Currently directors of the corporation come mainly from government departments such
as the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council;
the Departments of Energy, Mines and Resources; External
Affairs; Finance; Industry, Trade and Commerce; Justice;
and the Privy Council Office. In 1980, for the first time, an
individual outside government was appointed to the Board
of Directors.
In the early 1970s, both UCAN, acting on behalf of the government, and Denison were anxious to dispose of the joint
venture stockpile at the earliest reasonable time. Such an
opportunity arose early in 1972 when, as a result of aggressive marketing action by Denison officials, it was agreed
that the whole of the joint stockpile would be committed in
a single sale to several electric utilities in Spain. In fact, the
quantities sought by the Spanish exceeded those available
from the joint Canada-Denison stockpile by nearly 1100
tonnes U. This additional amount was committed by the
federal government from the General Government Stockpile.

Therefore, the joint venture stockpile was fully committed,
even before it had been accumulated, and the General Government Stockpile has been reduced as a consequence to its
present level of 5,570 tonnes U.*

Uranium policies originating in the United States served to
exacerbate the difficulties being encountered by uranium
producers. The problems of the Canadian uranium industry
had been accentuated in August, 1964, when President
Johnson signed into law the Private Ownership of Special
Nuclear Materials Act. Under one of the provisions of this
Act, both domestic and foreign uranium customers were
permitted to use the government-owned enrichment facilities being operated by the United States Atomic Energy
Commission. However, as a means of protecting the domestic U.S. uranium industry, the Act made provision to
exclude from U.S. markets any foreign uranium which had
been enriched in such facilities.
Once the USAEC had formally established in 1966 its criteria for enrichment services, foreign producers were effectively barred from competing in the U.S. market, one which
represented at that time 70 per cent of the market in the
western world.
The next year, 1967, the USAEC indicated its willingness
to sell enriched uranium to domestic and foreign customers
with the natural uranium feed component of the input to the
enrichment plant costed at $U.S. 20.8 per kilogram U. This
movs effectively placed a ceiling of $U.S. 20.8 per kilogram on the price which non-U.S. producers could hope to
obtain in the international market.
* The actual amount currently availabe is less, however,
since 770 tonnes U were loaned in 1978 and 1979 to Eluor
Resources Limited, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Eldorado Nuclear Limited. The uranium is slated for repayment in annual instalments, after commencement of mining operations by the Key Lake Mining Corporation in
northern Saskatchewan, with final repayment by the year
2010.

The Canadian government repeatedly advised the United
States government that, in its opinion, the restriction on
utilization of foreign uranium in the United States was in
contravention of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade. However, no corrective action on the part of the
U.S. government was taken. In fact, on October 13, 1971,
the USAEC asked for comments on its plan to defer any decision on relaxing the restriction on the enrichment of
foreign uranium for use in domestic reactors until the latter
part of the decade. At the same time, the USAEC asked for
comments on its plan to sell surplus uranium stocks held by
the USAEC to both domestic and foreign customers. The
proposal contained detailed provisions to safeguard the viability of the domestic industry, but it made no explicit provisions to avoid disruptions of foreign markets.
After considering comments on the disposal of its large
stockpile of uranium, the USAEC, in 1972, adopted the socalled "split tails" approach for operating its diffusion
plants to dispose of its surplus uranium. At the same time, it
deferred any relaxation of the restrictions on foreign uranium until late in the decade.
The quantity of uranium feai to an enrichment plant and the
amount of enriching services required for the enriched uranium product are dependent upon the percentage of uranium-235 left in the waste or tails. As the percentage of
U-23S in the tails increases, more uranium feed is required
to produce the same product, but the amount of enrichment
services, called separative work, is reduced. The waste material is not discarded but is stored at the enrichment plant
for possible recycling through the plant later to recover
some of the residual U-23S if and when it should prove economic to do so. Normally, an increase in the tails assay
would have created an additional market for international
uranium producers, who could sell to non-U.S. utilities who
were using the U.S. facilities to enrich their fuel supplies.
However, under the "split tails" approach proposed by the
USAEC, while the diffusion plant would be operated at a
tails assay in the range of 0.275 to 0.30 per cent U-235, the
enrichment transaction was to be computed on the basis of a
0.20 per cent tails assay. The extra uranium feed requirements would be supplied from U.S. government stockpiles
and customers would be billed for more enrichment services
than were actually necessary to enrich the uranium. In effect, the USAEC exchanged uranium from its stockpile for
increased revenue from the sale of enrichment services.
This increased revenv? has been calculated as being equivalent to $U.S. 27.3 to $31.2per Kilogram U for the uranium
from the stockpile based on a price for enrichment services
of $U.S. 32 per unit of separative work. Uranium was then
selling in the non-U.S. market at distress prices near SU.S.
14 per kilogram U. Hence, the United States government
was using its enrichment monopoly to force consumers,
both domestic and foreign, to purchase uranium from the
government stockpile at about twice the going market
price.
By 1970, the commercial market outside the United States
still was not sufficient to maintain the viability of an international uranium industry. Consequently, the Canadian
government represented by the Minister of Energy, Mines

and Resources, the Hon. J. J. Greene, and the Deputy Minister, Mr. J. Austin, initiated a dialogue with the governments of countries who were customers for Canadian uranium. One of the principal dangers envisaged by the
Canadian representatives was that in the face of devastating
competition, unprofitable operations for producers outside
the U.S., and predatory protective pricing practices of the
U.S. government, little or no exploration outside the United
States was likely to be undertaken in order to prove up the
large quantities of uranium that would be required for projected civilian nuclear power programs for the 1980s and
beyond. The discussions as to how the marketing problems
could be alleviated were pursued by both Ministers and officials of the Canadian government in 1970 and 1971. The reactions to the Canadian concerns were negative or neutral.
Lacking any positive results from these discussions, officials of the government of Canada then explored with government officials of producing countries some means for orderly marketing of uranium in the residua] market available
to them outside the United States.
In early 1972, the Canadian government authorized officials
of two Crown corporations, Eldorado Nuclear Ltd. and Uranium Canada, Ltd., tn meet with international uranium producers to discuss possible marketing arrangements for the
non-U.S. market. The government also requested private
Canadian producers to attend. The Canadian government
wished to keep the governments of major consuming nations informed of such developments and sent a message describing the initial meetings to Washington, Bonn, Tokyo,
London etc. in mid-February, 1972 (e.g. Appendix 9).
The discussions led to an informal marketing arrangement
which excluded: (i) the domestic markets of France, South
Africa, Australia and Canada, and (ii) the United State;,
domestic market.
The Canadian government was informed of and approved
the marketing arrangements negotiated by Canadian uranium producers, and supported the arrangements in Canada
by issuing on 27 July, 1972, a regulation under Section 9 of
the Atomic Energy Control Act. The new regulation was
added to Section 201 and read as follows:
(2) A permit to export prescribed substances shall not be
granted unless the Board is satisfied that the prices stipulated
for, and the quantities of, the prescribed substance proposed
to be exported meet such criteria, if any, respecting price
levels and quantities as may be specified in the public interest
in a direction given to the Board by the Minister.
The first Direction to the President of the AECB was issued
by the Minister on August 17, 1972 (Appendix 10). A few
days later, on August 23, 1972, the Minister announced the
new policy with respect to future export sales publicly (Appendix 11). In essence, the government had decided that
uranium should not be sold below what was considered to
be a reasonable price tor this non-renewable resource, and
the amount to be exported should be distributed on an equitable basis among all producing companies in Canada. This
government policy led to an extensive interchange of ideas
and information between government and industry in order
to evolve and to agree on an equitable distribution of an export market that was substantially less than the available
production capacity.

The initial Direction of August 17, 1972, was revised four
times during the period 1972-74 as prices recovered from
their distressed levels (Appendices 12-15). The last Direction was issued on March 6, 1974. This Direction and a!l
earlier ones were cancelled on March 27, 197S, jecause
uranium prices were such that the specified minimum price
levels had long since been overtaken by market forces.
From early 1974, in fact, international uranium producers
had become concerned, not so much with the price of uranium, but how to meet the burgeoning demand from the
limited available production. From this period on, the informal marketing arrangements proved ineffective in solving
the demand difficulties, although meetings continued intermittently until October 1975.
An early major indication of the market turn-around was the
response to a widely-distributed inquiry by the Tennessee
Valley Authority in October 1973 for some 33,000 tonnes
U. Only two U.S. producers responded, with prices reported to be in the range of $31 to 42 per kilogram U plus
escalation from 1973. These p n . e s were well above the prevailing ones in both the non-U.S. and the U.S. markets.
Shortly afterwards, the Arab oil embargo was imposed, and
the price of imported oil was increased four-fold. The action
by OPEC had an immediate effect on nations which had up
to that time been heavily dependent on imported oil for
power generation. Several countries declared an intention to
expand their nuclear power programs. Soon, there developed an attitude among utilities that prices and availability
of fuel supplies for the longer-term might be uncertain and
insecure. Hence, decisions were taken by consumers to negotiate long-term uranium purchase agreements and, if necessary, to adopt a stockpiling policy.
In 1974, the USAEC proposed to relax the embargo on utilization of foreign uranium enriched in U.S. facilities. The
proposal, which subsequently was put into effect, permitted
a gradually increasing foreign content in uranium feed material enriched in American gaseous diffusion plants for use
by a given U.S. utility as follows:

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

10%
15%
20%
30%
40%
60%
80%
100%

It soon became apparent that there was not enough uranium
to supply all those requests that suddenly appeared in the
market. The situation was further complicated by the withdrawal from the market of several existing and prospective
producers. A new Labour government had been elected in
Australia, for example, and it adopted a policy of not immediately developing the newly-found uranium resources in
the country. Instead, the government commissioned an environmental inquiry to investigate in detail the ramifications
of developing the Ranger deposit in the Northern Territory.
The Commission reported in two stages, in October, 1976,
and in May, 1977.<2> Meanwhile, no new supply commitments could be undertaken.

By 1974, the French had committed themselves to generate
70 per cent of total electrical power by 1985 from nuclear
generating stations. The objective was to have 55,000
megawatts on line by 1985, a program which could require
about 77,000 tonnes U.<3) Thus the French firm responsible
for marketing uranium in the export field, Uranex, withdrew from making new offers in 1974.
Another large producer, South Africa, found that the increase in gold price brought about by the Yom Kippur War
and the associated oil embargo had led to higher unit costs
for uranium production because of the economic feasibility
of treating lower-grade gold ores with associated lower uranium contents.'4) As a result, South Africa was not active in
pursuing new uranium business in 1974.
The consequence was that a strain was placed on Canadian
producers to meet the rising demand. In early 1974, they
began to quote prices in the region of $32. per kilogram U,
well above the then-current Canadian government's minimum directed price. Nonetheless, business was brisk, and
during the first six months of 1974, Canadian producers
committed for sale abroad some 35,000 tonnes U, about ten
times the national annual output at that time.
The sudden shift from a buyers' to a sellers' market in late
1973 and early 1974 was accompanied by the realization in
Canada that domestic resources might soon be committed in
large part to the foreign market, unless steps were taken to
protect domestic fuel supplies for the long-term. The first
indication that the federal government was reacting quickly
to the situation was given in an anaouncement by the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources at a First Ministers'
meeting on energy in Ottawa on January 23, 1974 (Appendix 16). Then, on September 5, 1974, the Minister announced a uranium export policy which was designed to ensure that indigenous fuel would be available for domestic
utilities (Appendix 17).
A Uranium Resource Appraisal Group, URAG, was established within the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources in September 1974, to audit annually Canada's uranium resources. It was intended that such an audit could
then be used to facilitate the implementation of the policy
by establishing reserve allocations for producing companies
and the required forward supply commitments by Canadian
utilities.
Harmonious federal-provincial arrangements have been developed to aid in the auditing process. In the case of Ontario, experts from the Ministry of Natural Resources have
worked as a team with the federal group to evolve each annual assessment.
Since its creation, URAG has published six annual reports.(5-10> In the last report issued, (10) the domestic reserve
allocation totalled 58500 tonnes U for the 14268 MWe of
nuclear power capacity projected to be in service by 1990,
(13001 of which are now operating or committed for Ontario).
Another significant aspect of the 1974 policy was its reference to further processing. It was stated that unless specific
exemption was granted by the regulating agencies, uranium

would have to be converted to the most advanced form possible before it was exported from Canada. This means, in
effect, that most materiel must be exported as uranium hexafluoride, UF,6 unless there is no available production capacity at Eldorado Nuclear Ltd.'s conversion facility, or Eldorado's price is significantly out of line with processing
costs abroad.
By the end of 1974, the world market p i k e had reached
nearly $40. per kilogram U, double that prevailing a year
earlier.
The upward price spiral continued during 197S, doubling
again in that year. One effect which contributed substantially to the price rise during 197S was the announcement by
U.S. Westiaghouse in September that it would be unable to
deliver some 25,000 tonnes U which it had contracted to
sell to various utilities in the United Sates and abroad without, at the same time, obtaining uranium supply contracts to
cover the quantities pledged. Many of the utilities involved
sought to make up for the anticipated shortfall by rushing
into the market. As a consequence, the price reached the
$104. per kilogram level in early 1976.
Many purchasers had accepted by then a new marketing
concept, that of unpriced future deliveries. In the early
1970s it had been possible to buy uranium at fixed prices for
many years into the future. However, beginning in 1974,
contracts were being signed based on a floor price escalating with some indices, or world market price, whichever
was the higher. This concept was evolved by producers to
provide long-term protection in a rapidly-rising market.
A similar policy was evolved, but for different reasons, by
the federal government in late 1976. The government found
itself in the position of being asked to approve at a given
point in time contracts for export of uranium containing
widely-different prices. One could understand, with prices
doubling in each of the years 1974 and 1975, why this situation might develop. Nonetheless, from the political standpoint, logical explanations did not help the government,
which had to be seen by the public as seeking the maximum
opportunity price for Canada's non-renewable resources.
There was serious discussion in late 1976 among federal officials, therefore, about the possibility of establishing a
posted price for uranium, similar to what had been done earlier for oil exports. In the end, however, Cabinet decided
that already-approved contracts would be honoured but all
future ones would have to be based on a pricing mechanism
utilizing an escalating floor price to protect investment in
production facilities, or the world market price renegotiated
annually prior to delivery in a given year, whichever was
higher. The Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources announced the policy in a letter to producers on March 17,
1977 (Appendix 18). This policy has generated considerable animosity among Canada's customers abroad, as has
recently become apparent as the uranium export market has
softened.
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E) THE SOFTENING MARKET IN THE LATE
1970S AND IN 1980
Several significant events of the 1970s led to a substantial
drop in the spot market value of uranium which first became
apparent in 1978 and continued throughout 1979 and 1980.
Perhaps one of the most important causes was the precipitous increase in the price of OPEC oil, first in 1973-74, and
then again in 1979-80. These increases have led to a worldwide recessionary movement, which in turn has resulted in
large decreases in the growth of electrical power consumption. Consequently, utilities have been deferring plans to
build new generating capacity, and have been cancelling
some units in the early stages of construction or still on the
drawing boards. The recession has been accompanied by severe inflation and associated high borrowing costs for capital. The high cost of money is particularly debilitating to
utilities planning capital intensive projects such as nuclear
generating stations. The nucleation and growth of organized
anti-nuclear sentiment world-wide was another factor which
impeded the development of the nuclear industry. Then, to
add further difficulty, the Three Mile Island nuclear accident in March, 1979, has resulted in delays in completion
and start-up of new nuclear plants, and deferrals of decisions to build additional ones.
Recently, several utilities in the United States, faced with
low load-growth, reactor deferrals, high interest rates, and
substantial fuel inventories have decided to move towards
inventory liquidation rather than further uranium accumulation. Hence, the rather strange situation has been reached
where producers are attracted by die prospect of buying inventory material from utilities at prices in many cases less
than their own costs of new production. The price level
reached on the spot market in December 1980, for example,
expressed in constant dollars, had fallen to less than half
that in effect in March 1976. The dramatic drop in price expressed in current dollars is illustrated in Figure 1 . (I1)
Within the past few months, therefore, there has been a
major readjustment in the market, which not only has convinced utilities that ample uranium supplies are likely to be
available for the long term, but has moderated considerably
the future production plans for many uranium producers.
Finally, concern is developing that the destructive cycle of
the 60s and early 70s is about to repeat itself with unfortunate long-term consequences, not only for producers but for
consumers as well.
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THE WORLD'S URANIUM
REQUIREMENTS
A) FUTURE ROLE OF NUCLEAR ENERGY IN THE
WORLD
In 1978 the Conservation Commission of the World Energy
Conference, WEC, published a book entitled World Energy: Looking Ahead to 2020, in which the various options
for future energy supplies were examined.'12' These were
summarized in Table 1 of that publication, which is reproduced below
TABLE 1
POTENTIAL WORLD PRIMARY ENERGY
PRODUCTION, EXAJOULES, 1978<I2>
Resources

1972

1985

2000

2020

Cnal
Oil
Gas
Nuclear
Hydraulic
Unconventional oil
and gas
Renewable, solar,
geothermal, biomass
Total

66
115
46
2
14

115
216
77
23
24

170
195
143
88
34

259
106
125
314
56

0

0

4

40

26
269

33
48S

56
690

100
1000

It can be seen from Table 1 that the view of the WEC experts at that time was that nuclear energy would grow dramatically as a contributor to world energy production during
the next 40 years. On the other hand conventional oil and
gas would have peaked by the end of the century and would
be in decline. Coal would be a major contributor as would
renewable resources, if the many challenges posed by their
development were able to be met through sustained investment in research.
By late 1979, however, members of the Conservation Commission were led to substantially revise the estimates in
Table 1, particularly on the contributions that might be
made in meeting future world primary energy needs by oil
and nuclear power. Two important events shaping these
conclusions were the Iranian revolution in early 1979, and
the Three Mile Island nuclear accident in March, 1979. The
Chairman of the Commission, therefore, published a revised set of estimates as follows:"3*
TABLE 2
POTENTIAL WORLD PRIMARY ENERGY
PRODUCTION, EXAJOULES, 197«KI3>
Resources
Coal
Oil
Gas
Nuclear
Hydraulic
Unconventional oil
and gas
Renewable, solar,
geothermal, biomass
Total

1972

1985

2000

66
46
2
14

115
146
77
23
24

170
146
143
44
34

2020
259
125
125
157
56

0

0

7

44

26
269

33
418

56
600

100
866

115

TABLE 3
ESTIMATED WORLD* INSTALLED NUCLEAR CAPACITY, GWe
Year of
Estimate
Source

1975
NEA" 4 >

WEC<15>

19.7
NEA<16>

WAES<17'

1979
INFCE»8>-NEA(I9>

UI<20)

1980
Nuexco' 2 " Nuexco' 22 * EIA' 2 3 ' UI<24

Year
1985
1990
2000
2020
2025

479-530
875-1004
2005-2480

270
1141
3423

278-368
504-700
1000-1890
2157-6650

291-412
913-1772

245-274
373-462
850-1200
1650-3350
1800-3900

255-280
410-530

265
328

207
297

227
335
450-600

* Excluding Centrally-Planned Economies except for Nuexco references which include People's Republic of China

TABLE 4
ESTIMATED WORLD* ANNUAL URANIUM DEMAND, THOUSAND TONNES U
Source
Year

1980
1985
1990

NEACI9)**

January 1979
29
50
66

Uranium Institute
February 1979<20**
September 1980<24>***
28
50
75

28
46
55

April 1980<21'
26.8
43.1
43.7

Nuexco
November 1980<22>
15.5
32.8
37.6

* Excluding Centrally-Planned Economies except forNuexco references which include People's Republic of China
** Low capacity assumption, no recycling, 0.20% tails assay
*** Committed reactors, 0.20% tails assay
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Quoting from Mr. Kiely's paper,"3' "Nuclear energy is the
one that may very well fall the farthest from our prediction.
What could be might not be, unless present restrictions are
removed so that the nuclear industry can respond quickly
when the next cycle of demand for electrical generating capacity occurs. Unless the restrictions are removed we will
do well to have half as much nuclear in the year 2000 and in
2020 as we predicted [in Reference 12]."
The slipping expectations for installed nuclear capacity are
illustrated from a number of references assembled in Table
3.
One might conclude from Table 3 that an installed capacity
near 200 GWe is a reasonable expectation for 1985. As one
looks further into the future, it would appear that the 1979
INFCE-NEA estimates*18' 19> are considerably optimistic
when compared with figures released recently by the Energy Information Administration in the United States.(Z3)
It may also be observed from Table 3 that Nuexco estimates
separated by only seven months show that nuclear capacity
scheduled for operation in 1985 has decreased about 20 per
cent during that short period. Much of the decrease has
taken place in the United States where continuing regulatory
delays in the aftermath of the Three Mile Island accident
have resulted in further deferrals in reactor completions for
the near term.
If estimates for future installed nuclear capacity decrease,
then foreseen uranium needs will fall as well, as illustrated
in Table 4. The NEA has estimated'19> that the cumulative
requirement for uranium in the world outside the centrallyplanned areas could reach 1.5 million tonnes U by 2000.
This assumes a Light-Water-Reactor-dominated reactor
strategy and no fuel recycling. In view of later estimates of
slower growth rates for nuclear power, the cumulative need
mentioned above could be on the high side. It should be
noted that the data in Table 4 do not take account of additional uranium requirements arising from decisions by some
utilities to stockpile natural uranium, or the contractual
commitments by consumers to enrichment organizations
leading to the production of enriched uranium in excess of
currently-forecast needs.
Clearly, however, the world's foreseen requirements for
uranium have been decreasing for some years and the Lrend
has been accelerating during the past year. Consequently,
plans currently underway to expand the production capability of the industry are probably over-ambitious and cutbacks may be required.

16

B) CANADA'S NUCLEAR PROSPECTS
The principal effort in Canada in the development of nuclear power continues to be focused in Ontario, although
one 600 MWe CANDU Pressurized Heavy Water Reactor,
CANDU-PHWR, is under construction in Quebec and another in New Brunswick. The reactors in operation in Ontario are listed in Table 5.

TABLE 5
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS IN OPERATION IN
ONTARIO
Net Output,
MWe

Reactors

Owner

NPD

Atomic Energy of
Canada Limited
Atomic Energy of
Canada Limited
Ontario Hydro
Ontario Hydro

Douglas Point
Pickering 1 to 4
Bruce 1 to 4

22
208
2056
2984

The CANDU-PHW type of nuclear-electric generating station has exceeded the performance of any other kind of nuclear station in the world.(2S) Recent data for the Pickering
and Bruce Generating Stations are enumerated in Table 6.

TABLE 6
CAPACITY FACTORS* FOR ONTARIO HYDRO'S
PICKERING AND BRUCE GENERATING
STATIONS**)

Pickering 1
Pickering 2
Pickering 3
Pickering 4
Bruce 1**
Bruce 2**
Bruce 3**
Bruce 4**

Lifetime to
End of
1980,%

1980 Capacity
Factor, %

79.5
81.5
76.1
78.1
74.8
68.6
82.6
77.6

74.1
83.3
92.1
82.2
86.5
93.7
91.7
76.7

* Capacity Factor = Actual Energy Produced
Perfect Production
*• Includes supply of steam
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Nuclear power now provides about one-third of Ontario
Hydro's total output, and at unit energy costs which are little more than half those of coal-fired stations of the same
vintage in the system.'25' It is a remarkable record of
achievement.
Twelve additional reactors are being constructed by Ontario
Hydro as described in Table 7.<27>

TABLE 7
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS UNDER
CONSTRUCTION FOR ONTARIO HYDRO'27'
Reactor

In-Service Date

Net Output,
MWe

Pickering 5
Pickering 6
Pickering 7
Pickering 8
Bruce 5
Bruce 6
Bruce 7
Bruce 8
Darlington 1
Darlington 2
Darlington 3
Darlington 4

December 1982
June 1983
November 1983
April 1984
October 1983
July 1984
April 1986
January 1987
November 1988
August 1989
November 1990
August 1991

516
516
516
516
756
756
756
756
881
881
881
881

Hence it may be seen that at present the nuclear power plant
output in Ontario is 5,270 MWe, and it should grow to
13,882 by 1991.
In Quebec, it would seem unlikely that the 250 MWe Gentilly-1 would be resuscitated as a power producer. The latter
reactor reached criticalily in November 1970, and produced
its first electrical power in April 1971. The station has been
plagued with a number of technical problems which have
kept it frequently inoperative during the intervening nine
years, and there is serious talk of shutting down the facility
permanently.
The construction of a second reactor in Quebec, the 637
MWe Gentilly-2, was launched in 1974 by Hydro Quebec.
The federal government agreed to participate in the financing of the reactor on the basis of providing leans up to onehalf of the originally estimated cost of $301 million. Later,
the estimate climbed to more than double the original figure, and the Quebec government sought additional financing from Ottawa, without success. Reactor start-up has been
delayed because of the necessity to rebuild the steam generators in situ, following the discovery of serious fabrication
defects. The latest estimate indicates that the reactor should
be in-service by 1982.

The future growth of the nuclear power industry in Quebec
is in some doubt at present, given the fact that ihe current
government favours as a matter of policy the development
of remote hydroelectric sites rather than the construction of
nuclear generating stations. The situation could change,
however, if a different government were to be elected in the
upcoming provincial elections in 1981.
When die decision to build Gentilly-2 was taken, the prospects for nuclear power development in Quebec and for the
export of CANDU reactors abroad seemed promising indeed. As a result, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited decided to build a heavy water production plant with a
throughput of 800 tons D2O per year near the Gentilly reactor site, at La Prade. That plant was never completed, however, due to shrinking prospects for the sale of CANDU
reactors, both in Quebec and abroad. The partially-constructed La Prade plant was mothballed in 1979 to be held in
readiness for resuscitation should the markets revive.
The Province of New Brunswick also entered the nuclear
power field when it was decided in 1975 to launch the design and construction of a 630 MWe CANDU reactor at
Point Lepreau under the management of the New Brunswick Electric Power Commission, NBEPC. The federal
government agreed to participate in the financing of the reactor, on the basis of the provision of loans for up to onehalf the estimated capita] cost. As the costs at Lepreau escalated, so also did the federal contributions until a limit of
$350 million on federal monies was imposed by Ottawa. It
is believed now that the Lepreau reactor will cost in excess
of $1 billion.
The New Brunswick government has argued that the limit
on federal contributions should be lifted, quoting the announcement of the Prime Minister on December 6, 1973,
indicating that the federal government would be prepared to
ent^r into discussions with any province interested in assistance in financing construction of an initial nuclear generating station in a given province. This announcement was followed up by a statement of the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Resources, Hon. D. S. Macdonald, on January 23,
1974 (Appendix 16), stating that the federal government
was willing "to provide 50 per cent financing at Crown corporation borrowing rates for the first nuclear unit in any
province." Nonetheless, provincial officials have been unable to convince their federal counterparts that further
monies should be forthcoming.
On-site repairs to the steam generators have been required at
a late stage of plant construction at Lepreau as at Gentilly-2.
As a result, the in-service date for the Lepreau reactor has
been delayed until 1982.
According to EMR estimates/9' the average thirty-year uranium requirement for the current vintage of CANDU reactors is some 4.31 tonnes U per MWe when the reactors are
operated at an average annual capacity factor of 80%. This
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translates to a total throughput of about 90 tonnes U per year
for each of the two reactors, Gentilly-2 and Lepreau. If one
combines these figures with recent estimates from Ontario
Hydro on its uranium requirements up to 1995,(27) the domestic demand for the next fifteen years can be summarized
as shown in Table 8. The assumption is made that no nuclear stations additional to those already mentioned are
likely to be in-service prior to 1996. This may be a rather
pessimistic assumption, but is the view held at present in
Ontario, at least by officials of Ontario Hydro.(27) A senior
representative of NBEPC is more optimistic about the situation in his province, however, anticipating that a second reactor in New Brunswick, Lepreau-2, could be committed
and in-service by the early 9Os.(28)

The demand figures for Ontario Hydro from Table 8 are
plotted along with contracted supply data published by Ontario's Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning/29'
RCEPP, in Figure 2. Under current contracts, Ontario
Hydro has adequate uranium supplies overall to provide for
its present nuclear generation program until the mid-90s.
However, the supply and demand curves are not in exact
balance from year to year. Hence, Ontario Hydro could find
it economically desirable to make up any short-term deficit
in uranium by borrowing from the federal government
stockpile administered by Uranium Canada Limited.* Such
a loan was consummated in January, 1979 when 300 tonnes
U were borrowed for return on or before December 31,
1983.W

From Table 8 it may be seen that Canada's annual uranium
requirements over the next fifteen years will grow at a modest rate to approximately twice that of current consumption.

The data in Figure 2 also indicate that Ontario Hydro could
have a contractual obligation to purchase some 1000 tonnes
U/yr of uranium surplus to its needs beginning in the mid905 if there are no further nuclear generation commitments
leading to additional requirements by then. In such an unlikely event, Ontario Hydro could decide to sell any surplus
material on the world market. A prospective customer could
very well be the Japanese who, after purchasing uranium
from Denison Mines Limited for over twenty-five years,
would have seen its long-term contract expire in December,
1993. In fact, the winding up of the Denison-Tokyo Electric
Contract is the principal reason for the sudden increase in
supply to Ontario Hydro shown in Figure 2.

TABLE 8
CANADIAN DEMAND FOR URANIUM, 1981-1995,
TONNESU

Year
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995

Ontario Hydro
1050
1200
1250
1350
1400
1550
1600
1800
1850
1900
1950
1950
2000
2100
2100

Hydro Quebec
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90

NBEPC
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90
90

Annual
1230
1380
1430
1530
1580
1730
1780
1980
2030
2080
2130
2130
2180
2280
2280

Total Demand
Cumulative
1230
2610
4040
5570
7150
8880
10660
12640
14670
16750
18880
21010
23190
25470
27750

* Editorial Note: The federal stockpile was transferred in
toto to Eldorado Nuclear Ltd., effective 31 March
1981.
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THE RESOURCE PICTURE

A) WORLD SCENE
The uranium resource position for the world excluding the
centrally-planned economies has been compiled regularly
(now every two years) by the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development, OECD. Data from the
latest report issued in 1979<19> are reproduced in Tables 9
and 10*. It should be noted that many of the data are
derived from questionnaires submitted to individual countries. Hence, there is an inevitable variability in standards
which makes absolute comparisons between countries difficult. As an example, the resources reported by Australia
would appear to be understated, whereas those given by the
United States seem optimistic.
Nonetheless, it is seen from Table 9 that three-quarters of
the world's Reasonably Assured Resources, as currently delineated, exist in only five countries: Australia, Canada,
South Africa, Sweden and the United States. As noted also
in Table 9, local authorities in Sweden have vetoed for environmental reasons, at least for the present, the recovery of
uranium from a large low-grade clearly-defined deposit. So
far as Estimated Additional Resources are concerned, more
than three-quarters of such resources are thought to exist in
two countries, Canada and the United States.

* The resource categorie. are defined in Appendix 19.
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TABLE 9. WORLD* REASONABLY ASSURED RESOURCES OF URANIUM*19)
(1,000 TONNES U)
DATA AVAILABLE 1st JANUARY, 1979
Cost Range

<$80/kg U
Reserves

Algeria
Argentina
Australia
Austria2
Bolivia
Botswana
Brazil
Canada1
Central African Republic
Chile
Denmark
Egypt
Finland
France
Gabon2
Germany, Federal Republic of
India
Italy
Japan
Korea, Republic of4
Madagascar2
Mexico3
Namibia
Niger2
Philippines2
Portugal
Somalia3
South Africa
Spain
Sweden5
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States of America
Yugoslavia
Zaire2
Total (rounded)

28
23
290
1.8
—
0
74.2
215
18
0
0
0
0
39.6
37
4
29.8
0
7.7
0
0
6
117
160
0.3
6.7
0
247
9.8
0
2.4
0
531
4.5
1.8
1.850

$8O-13O/kg U
0
5.1
9
0
0
0.4
0
20
0
0
27
0
2.7
15.7
0
0.5
0
1.2
0
4.4
0
0
16
0
0
1.5
6.6
144
0
301
1.5
0
177
2
0
740

Total
at <$130/kg U
28
28.1
299
1.8
0
0.4
74.2
235
18
0
27
0
2.7
55.3
37
4.5
29.8
1.2
7.7
4.4
0
6
133
160
0.3
8.2
6.6
391
9.8
301
3.9
0
708
6.5
1.8
2,590

— Less than 100 tonnes U.
1. The material reported as reserves is mineable at prices up to $Cdn 125/kg U and other Reasonably Assured Resources are
mineable at prices between $Cdn 125 and $Cdn 175/kg U.
2. Source of data: Ref. 16.
3. Data refer to resources "in-situ", rather than recoverable.
4. Reported as 13,000,000 tonnes of ore with an average gracie of 0.04% U3O8.
5. No uranium production allowed in a deposit of 300,000 tonnes U due to a veto by the local authorities for environmental
reasons.
* Data were not supplied nor included for the USSR, Eastern Europe, and China.
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TABLE 10. WORLD* ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL RESOURCES OF URANIUM'19'
(1,000 TONNES U)
DATA AVAILABLE 1st JANUARY, 1979
Cost Range

<$80/kg U

$80-130/kgU

Algeria
Argentina
Australia
Austria2
Bolivia2
Botswana
Brazil
Canada1
Central African Republic
Chile
Denmark
Egypt
Finland
France
Gabon2
Germany, Federal Republic of
India
Italy
Japan
Korea, Republic of
Madagascar2
Mexico3
Namibia
Niger2
Philippines2
Portugal
Somalia3
South Africa
Spain
Sweden
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States of America
Yugoslavia
Zaire2
Total (rounded)

0
3.8
47
0
0
0
90.1
370
0
5.1
0
0
0
26.2
0
7
0.9
0
0
0
0
2.4
30
53
0
2.5
0
54
8.5
0
0
0
773
5
1.7
1,480

5.5
5.3
6
0
0.5
0
0
358
0
0
16
5
0.5
20
0
0.5
22.8
2
0
0
2
0
23
0
0
0
3.4
85
0
3
0
7.4
385
15.5
0
970

Total
at <$130/kg U
5.5
9.1
53
0
0.5
0
90.1
728
0
5.1
16
5
0.5
46.2
0
7.5
23.7
2
0
0
2
2.4
53
53
0
2.5
3.4
139
8.5
3
0
7.4
1,158
20.5
1.7
2,450

1. The material reported as reserves is mineable at prices up to $Cdn 125/kg U and other Reasonably Assured Resources are
mineable at prices between $Cdn 125 and $Cdn 175/kg U.
2. Source of data: Ref. 16.
3. Data refer to resources "in-situ", rather than recoverable.
* Data were not supplied nor included for the USSR, Eastern Europe, and China.
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During 1976, when appreciable concern existed as to
whether or not enough uranium would be available for a
rapidly growing nuclear generation program, the NEA and
the IAEA launched a joint program known as the International Uranium Resource Evaluation Project, IUREP, to determine additional uranium discovery potential around the
world. Phase One of that study, now completed, was carried out by investigating uranium prospects in 185 countries.' 3 " As a result, a compilation of speculative resources
that might be available at costs up to $U.S. 13O/kg U was
evolved and is reproduced in Table 11.

TABLE 11.
SPECULATIVE RESOURCES OF URANIUM
LISTED BY CONTINENT'31'

Continent
Africa
America, North
America. South and Centra!
Asia and Far East*
Australia and Oceania
Western Europe
TOTAL
Eastern Europe, USSR,
Peoples Republic of China

Number of
Countries
51
3
41
41
18
22
176
9

Speculative
Resources,
(Million
Tonnes U)
1.3-4.0
2.1-3.6
0.7-1.9
0.2-1.0
2.0-3.0
0.3-1.3
6.6-14.8
3.3-7.3**

* Excluding Peoples Republic of China and the eastern
part of USSR.
** The potential shown here, is "Estimated Total Potential" and includes an element for "Reasonably Assured
Resources" and "Estimated Additional Resources" although those data were not available to the Steering
Group.

It is to be noted from Table 11 that some two-thirds of the
speculative resources are thought to exist in those areas of
the world excluding the centrally-planned economies. Furthermore, North America and Australia are believed to hold
considerable promise for future discovery, while the prognosis for Western Europe is not encouraging.

The potential for uranium discoveries in the world has been
summarized by Ruzicka.*32- 33> As he has indicated, the uranium resources of the world can be categorized into six
types of deposits, according to a classification adopted by
the NEA and the IAEA.""The categories are as follows:
(1) quartz-pebble conglomerate deposits;
(2) Proterozoic unconformity-related deposits;
(3) disseminated magmatic, pegmatitic and contact deposits in igneous and metamorphic rocks;
(4) vein deposits;
(5) sandstone deposits;
(6) other types of deposits.
Ruzicka has published a series of world maps^32' outlining
those areas in the world where the various types of uranium
deposits are known tc occur. These are reproduced in Figures 3-7. These figures point up the particularly favourable
geological potential that exists in Canada for uranium discovery.
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Fig.3 AREAS WITH URANIUM OCCURRENCES AND DEPOSITS IN EARLY PROTEROZOIC QUARTZ-PEBBLE
CONGLOMERATES [after Ruzicka (32) ]
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Fig. 4 AREAS OF PROTEROZOIC UNCONFORMITY-RELATED (U) AND VEIN (V) DEPOSITS
[after Ruzicka (32 ^]
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Fig. 5 AREA OF DISSEMINATED MAGMATIC, PEGMATITIC AND CONTACT DEPOSITS IN IGNEOUS AND
METAMORPHIC ROCKS [after Ruzicka( 32) ]
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Fig. 6 AREAS WITH URANIUM DEPOSITS IN SANDSTONES [after Ruzicka (32) ]
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Fig. 7 ARt.AS FAVOURABLE FOR URANiFEROUS DURICRUSTS [after Ruzicka (32) ]
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B) THE CANADIAN PICTURE
Once the uranium export policy had been announced in September 1974 (Appendix 17), a Uranium Resource Appraisal
Group was formed within the Department of Energy, Mines
and Resources in Ottawa, as mentioned earlier, to carry out
an annual assessment of Canada's uranium resources under
four categories, measured, indicated, inferred and prognosticated. The former two classifications, measured and indicated, when summed are equivalent to the international definition of Reasonably Assured Resources mentioned in the
preceding section, and the latter two are equal to Estimated
Additional Resources.
Up to the present time, six annual assessments have been
completed,15"101 as mentioned earlier. The results of the
1979 assessment, which has just been released,(10) are
shown in Table 12. Included in brackets are the estimates
made when the first assessment was published in mid1975.
When the first assessment is compared with the latest, one
finds that even though nearly 28,000 tonnes uranium have
been produced during the five-year period, Canada's resources in the three categories used in setting the "domestic
reserve allocation",* measured, indicated and inferred,
have increased 45 per cent from 404,000 to 587,000 tonnes
U. Although some of the increase was due to an increased
market price and some to reassessmcr' of existing deposits,
much can be attributed to the substantial ferowth in uranium
exploration which has taken place in Canada since 1974.
The 1979 estimate of Canada's prognosticated resources is
tabulated in Table 13 and is compared there with figures
from the 1977 assessment.
Hence the uranium resource position in Canada continues to
improve with time. This should net prove surprising in light
of the large land mass of the country, and the favourable
geological potential for uranium discovery. Canada already
has several areas where uranium resources have been identified (see Figure 8). In addition, there are many other areas
in the country which are thought to be favourable for the
discovery of further commercially-exploitable uranium deposits (see Figure 9).

* An amount of uranium sufficient to enable each nuclear
power reactor currently in operation, or planned to come
into operation within the next ten years, to operate at an
average annual capacity factor of 80% for 30 years from
now, or from the in-service date of the nuclear
whichever is later.
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TABLE 12
1979 ESTIMATES'10) OF CANADA'S MINEABLE URANIUM RESOURCES*
Measured
Upto$130/kg U
$13O-$2OO/kg U

73 000
4 000
77 000

(59 000)
( 3 000)
(62 000)

Tonnes U Contained in Mineable Ore
Indicated
157 000
25 000
182 000

(82 000)
(13 000)
(95 000)

Inferred
238 000
90 000
328 000

(182 000)
( 65 000)
(247 000)

* Figures in brackets are from the 1974 assessment using price categories of up to $15/lb U3O8 ($39/!:g U) and $ 15/lb U3OB to
$30/lb U3O8 ($39 to $78/kg U).

TABLE 13
1979 ESTIMATES'10' OF CANADA'S
PROGNOSTICATED RESOURCES OF URANIUM*
Mineable at uranium
prices
Upto$130/kgU
$130 to $200/kg U
TOTAL

Tonnes U contained in
mineable ore
(thousands of tonnes)
143
_299
442

(161)
(227)
(388)

* Figures in brackets arc from the 1977 assessment, using
price categories of up to $110/kg U and $110 to $160/kg
U.
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Although there have been no recent discoveries, Ontario has
favourable potential. Within its area of 412,582 square
miles there is a wide variety of geological environments
with bedrock units ranging in age from Early Precambrian
to Cretaceous. Two currently-viable uranium mining areas
exist in the province, one at Elliot Lake,(34) and the other at
Bancroft.<35> They account for 62% of Canada's measured,
indicated and inferred resources, and 39% of the prognosticated resources/10'
The Ontario Geological Survey and predecessor organizations has described numerous additional known occurrences
of uranium mineralization scattered throughout the province.(36> 37> 38> 39) The latter publications, some of which are
under revision, provide listing and classification of Ontario's uranium occurrences and reference lists to more detailed descriptions, reports, and maps. The Assessment
Files Research Office and the Geoscience Data Centre of
the Ontario Geological Survey, and the Resident Geologists
of the Ministry of Natural Resources maintain files on uranium occurrences and on exploration carried out.
While exploration has been focused principally on further
deposits of the Elliot Lake (conglomerate) and Bancroft
(pegmatite) types there has been exploration of the alkalic
complexes, calc-silicate marbles of the Bancroft area, veintype pitchblende deposits including possible analogues of
the unconformity-related type, and miscellaneous occurrences of problematic or unknown genesis.
Given the grade and tonnage characteristics of Ontario deposits—particularly those of pegmatite or marble associations, research into processing including pre-concentration
of the ores and the development of portable mills or of central mills serving a number of sites could assist in bringing
such deposits into production.
The search for uranium in Canada was at a low ebb in the
early 1970s. Then during the period 1973-74, coincident
with the upsurge of the influence of the OPEC oil cartel and
the rapidly-rising oil price, the uranium market shifted from
a buyers' to a sellers' one. Consequently, the price began to
increase and the interest in investing in uranium exploration
was resuscitated. This is illustrated in Figure 10, where it is
noted that annual uranium exploration expenditures in Canada rose about fifty-fold during the period 1971-79. Exploration activity continued at a high level during 1980, particularly in northern Saskatchewan. Although official figures
have not yet been compiled, exploration expenditures
should equal the $130 million reported in the 1979 EMR
assessment.*10'

In 1977, 1978 and 1979, about 50% of all domestic exploration funds were expended in Saskatchewan, as is illustrated
in Table 14. The principal area of interest is in the Athabasca Sandstone Basin shown in Figure 11.

TABLE 14
URANIUM EXPLORATION EXPENDITURES IN
CANADA/ BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY, 1977,
1978 AND 1979C "»
(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

Saskatchewan
Northwest Territories
Quebec
Newfoundland
British Columbia
Nova Scotia
Yukon Territory
New Brunswick
Ontario
Alberta
Manitoba
Unspecified
TOTAL

1977

1978

1979

35.3
13.8
8.4
2.3
2.2
1.5
0.8
1.0
2.6
1.0
0.4
2.4
71.7

43.6
17.0
7.4
2.8
7.0
2.4
1.0
1.2
2.3
1.1
0.2
4.0
90.0

70.5
26.4
7.0
6.8
3.9
3.8
2.7
2.3
2.1
1.6
0.6
1.8
129.5

* Does not include expenditures on EMR's Uranium Reconnaissance Program.

The information on uranium exploration reported in Table
14 was obtained by the Department of Energy, Mines and
Resources in Ottawa through the use of a questionnaire sent
to those companies thought to be exploring. About 127
companies responded to the EMR request in 1979. About
27 of those had annual exploration budgets exceeding $1
million. The ten most active companies, accounting for
some 50% of the $130 million total were, in alphabetical
order:
Amok Limited
Asamera Oil Corporation Limited
British Newfoundland Exploration Limited (Brinex)
E & B Explorations Limited
Eldorado Nuclear Limited (ENL)
Gulf Minerals Canada Limited (GMCL)
SERU Nucleaire (Canada) Limitee
Saskatchewan Mining Development Corporation (SMDC)
Uranerz Exploration and Mining Limited (UEM)
Urangesellschaft Canada Limited (UG)

It will be noted from Table 14 that exploration in recent
years has been Canada-wide, with some expenditures being
made in each of the provinces and in both of the Territories.
The investment appears to have been worthwhile.
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NORTHWEST TERRITORIES

ATHABASCA BASIN
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Beits of Aphebian metasediments

Fig.11 URANIUM DEPOSITS OF NORTHERN SASKATCHEWAN
(after R.E.Lloyd, SMDC)
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The upsurge in exploration activity in the 1970s has ledxto
the discovery of many new deposits, particularly in Saskatchewan*. The first significant one was made in 1975 by
a joint venture team from UEM, SMDC, and Inexco Oil
when the Gaertner deposit was found near Key Lake on the
south-eastern edge of the Athabasca Basin. The following
year, an extension of the anomaly was discovered, and it
was named the Deilmann deposit. Then in 1977 a relatively
small deposit was found on the north-west side of Lake
Athabasca near Maurice Bay.
In 1978 important finds were made in the Rabbit Lake area
of northern Saskatchewan, at Midwest Lake and at Collins
Bay " B " , and in the Schultz Lake area near Baker Lake in
the Northwest Territories. The Collins Bay " B " deposit is
sometimes referred to as the April Bay deposit, and was
first tentatively outlined in the fall of 1977 by Gulf Minerals
Canada Limited. The Midwest Lake discovery was announced in early 1978 by Esso Minerals Canada, one participant in a joint exploration venture with Numac Oil and Gas
Limited and Bow Valley Industries Limited, which had
been exploring in that area of Saskatchewan for many
years.
Other encouraging prospects east of the Midwest Lake
strike are being investigated by Asamera Oil Corporation
Limited in the Keefe Lake—Henday Lake area. Two of
these are referred to as the Dawn Lake and the Hole Number
11 areas. Asamera has several partners in this venture, including Saskatchewan Mining Development Corporation,
Canadian Kelvin Resources Limited, and other interests.
The Asamera and SMDC holdings in the venture are 25 and
50 per cent respectively.
The prospect for uranium discovery in the Northwest Territories is encouraging, although there has been considerable
difficulty administratively in the area over the native rights
issue. A particularly promising deposit has been discovered
by Urangesellschaft Canada Limited in the Schultz Lake
area at a site called Lone Gull. In spite of the administrative
difficulties several other companies are active in the Baker
Lake area, and some prospects are encouraging.
A joint venture group operated by Canadian Occidental and
Inco Metals Company was successful in discovering what
appears to be a commercial deposit, some 11 kilometres
north-west of Rabbit Lake in Saskatchewan near McLean
Lake. In December, 1980 Inco announced that the deposit
averaged 1.8% U3O8 in concentration and contained about
5400 tonnes U at a depth of 150 metres, f40'

In Quebec, the James Bay Development Corporation,
JBDC, confirmed in 1979 that potentially important uranium occurrences had been outlined near Lake Gayot in the
James Bay area of northwestern Quebec. <4I> The property is
owned 50:50 by JBDC and UEM. Earlier, other showings
have been reported in Quebec at Sakami Lake, Johann
Beetz, and near the Otish Mountains, but none are believed
to be economic at present.
In Labrador, Brinex has discovered glacial boulders with
uranium contents up to 18% U3O8 some 10 km south of the
Michelin deposit, in the Melody Hill area. A search for the
source rock is now underway.
The prospects in British Columbia had also been encouraging with resources there reported to be 4000 tonnes U at
Blizzard in ore containing 0.18% U, 730 tonnes U at Consolidated Rexspar in ore containing 0.07% U, and 650
tonnes U in a deposit of Tyee Lake Resources. However,
development efforts were abruptly terminated in February
1980 when the provincial government imposed a 7-year
moratorium on uranium exploration and mining. This sudden government move also resulted in the termination of a
provincial inquiry which had been launched in late 1978,
with the objective of recommending new standards for uranium mining. A three-member Commission had been appointed to carry out the inquiry, and had begun its hearings
in mid-1979, with a first interim report issued in August
1979. In that report ii had been indicated that current exploration methods were not adequate to provide proper protection of the public and the environment. A further recommendation had been made that the province should initiate a
licensing procedure for uranium exploration, based on strict
guidelines aimed at more careful control. The Commission's recommendations were rendered redundant by the
later precipitate government action. Nonetheless, a final report on the partially-completed hearings is expected
shortly.*
Apart from the negative picture emanating from British Columbia, therefore, one concludes that the enhanced levels of
exploration expenditure characteristic of the late 1970s are
beginning to yield dividends in new discoveries. The discoveries in turn are leading to an increase in Canada's resource base while providing, at the same time, for an increased output in production.

Perhaps one of the most exciting developments in 1980 was
revealed in the recent announcement by Gulf Minerals Canada Limited. A substantial deposit has been discovered at
Eagle Point on Wollaston Lake which is near Rabbit Lake
on GMCL property. Apparently, the deposit extends onto
adjoining joint venture holdings of GMCL, SMDC, and
Noranda Mines Limited.

* Note added in proof: In a report just issued by the Key
Lake Board of Inquiry ,(10I> a table of uranium ore reserves
in Saskatchewan was published. The information has
been added to this report in Appendix 30.

* The Report of the Royal Commission of Enquiry into
Uranium Mining was released by the Province of British
Columbia early in 1981.
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C) ONTARIO'S PROSPECTS
It will be evident from Table 14 that the investment in exploration being made in Ontario during the generally expansive atmosphere of the late 1970s was not only a small component but a diminishing one. Ontario's share of
exploration dropped from some 3.6% in 1977 to about 2.5%
in 1978, then decreased again to 1.6% in 1979. Now that
the market for uranium has turned down so dramatically it
would not be surprising if exploration expenditures countrywide were to be decreased. One might expect in the Ontario
case, however, that expenditures would not decrease much
below the already-low levels.
Fortunately, Ontario already has a large resource base. Of
the total resources listed for 1979 in all three categories in
Table 12, for instance, about 62% are in Ontario as already
mentioned. Saskatchewan accounted for some 33%, and
that percentage will grow undoubtedly as recent discoveries
are more exactly defined in the coming years and are added
to the resource base. Much of Ontario's commercial uranium is contained in quartz-pebble conglomerate in the
northern part of the province near Elliot Lake. The uranium
content in the ore generally ranges from 0.05 to 0.1% U3O8
and is recovered by underground mining at depths of up to
1,000 metres. In contrast, many of the Saskatchewan deposits are much richer and close to the surface. As an example, the ore bodies at Key Lake are only 20-100 metres underground and have an average grade of 2-3% U3O8 . (42) It
should not be surprising, therefore, to find that production
costs from the Elliot Lake area could be higher than those
being experienced or in prospect from the new and proposed
mines in northern Saskatchewan.

TALLE 15
URANIUM PRODUCTION*19' (TONNES U)
Country
Argentina
Australia
Brazil
Canada
France
Gabon
Germany, Federal Republic of
Japan
Mexico
Namibia
Niger
Portugal
South Africa
Spain
United States of America
Zaire
TOTAL

Pre-1975

1975

1976

1977

1978

278
7,800
0
103,670
19,531
5,448
56.2
33
42
0
3,342
1,729
70,076
170
191,000
25,600
428,775.2

22
0
0
3,510
1,731
800
57.1
3
0
0
1,306
115
2,488
136
8,900
0
19,068.1

40
359
0
4,850
1,871
n.a.
37.8
2
0
654
1,460
88
2,758
170
9,800
0
22,089.8

100
356
0
5,790
2,097
1,408
14.7
3
0
2,339
1,609
95
3,360
180
11,500
0
28,851.7

126
516
0
6,803
2,183
1,022
41.1
2
n.a.
2,697
2,060
98
3,961
191
14,200
0
33,900.1

1979
(Planned)
185
600
103
6,900
2,180
1,000
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
3,692
3,300
85
5,195
339
14,800
0
38,379
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THE PRODUCTION SCENE

A) WESTERN WORLD
The uranium production that has been achieved in the Western World up to 1978 is illustrated in Table 15.(19> It is to be
noted in Table IS that of all the uranium produced in the
world prior to 1975, nearly 70 per cent of it was mined in
North America. Even to this day the United States and Canada rank first and second in output. It will also be noted
from the NEA/IAEA data that the planned production in
1979 was 38.4 thousand tonnes U. The amount actually
achieved was close to that, as indicated in Table 16.

TABLE 16
ESTIMATED WORLD URANIUM PRODUCTION
FOR 1979, THOUSAND TONNES U
United States
Canada
South Africa
Other African Countries*
Other Nations**
Total

1 4 . 4 (43)

4.0.(45)
3. 7 (46)

38.3

* Includes Namibia, Niger, and Gabon.
** Does not include outputs from Centrally-Planned Economies.
It will be noted from Table 17 that the production actually
achieved was about 10 per cent less than the attainable production capability reported in 1979 by die NEA/IAEA
Working Party on Uranium Resources.(19> Also, the working Party predicted that production capability could be more
than doubled by 1990, to 119.3 thousand tonnes U.<19>
A recent forecast of world uranium production compiled by
the Nuclear Exchange Corporation/22' however, indicates
that total output could remain essentially constant during the
next ten years. The Nuexco data are reproduced in Table
18. One particularly interesting feature of the forecast is that
United States output could decrease from 34 per cent of the
total in 1980 to only 14 per cent in 1990. The decrease is attributed to declining ore grades, the depletion of ore bodies,
and production cutbacks due to high costs and low prices.
There have been many sjch cutbacks in the U.S. in recent
months, and, as a result, output in 1980 is expected to be
about 30 per cent lower than capacity.W)

TABLE 17
ATTAINABLE PRODUCTION CAPABILITIES*19*
(TONNES U)

Argentina
Australia
Brazil1
Canada
Central African
Republic
France
Gabon
Germany, Federal
Republic of
India2
Italy
japan
Mexico2
Namibia
Niger
Philippines2
Portugal
South Africa
Spain
Sweden
United States of
America
Yugoslavia

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

185
600
103
6,900

200
600
510
7,200

280
2,300
510
9,000

380
3,800
810
9,900

680
5,000
970
11,000

680
6,500
970
13,500

680
12,000
970
14,400

680
13,600*
970
14,500

680
15,200*
970
14,500

680
16,800*
970*
14,700

680
18,400*
970*
15,t00

680
20,000
970*
15,500

0
2,950
1,000

0
3,450
1,000

0
3,650
1,000

1,000
3,870
1,500

1,000
4,020
1,500

1,000
4,020
1,500

1,000
4,020
1,500

1,000
4,520
1,500

1,000
4,520
1,500

1,000
4,520
1,500

1,000
4,520
1,500

1,000
4,520
1,500

100
200
0
30
90
3,700
3,350
38
85
5.240
339
0

100
200
0
30
170
4,100
4,300
38
95
6,500
678
0

150
200
120
30
550
4,400
4,500
76
100
7,300
678
0

150
200*
120
30
550*
4,550
4,500
76
100
8,600
678
0

150
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
5,800
76
100
9,900
678
400

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
8,000
38
270
10,400
678
400

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
10,500
0
270
10,600
1,272
400

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
12,000
0
7.70
10,700
1,272
#.d

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
12,000
0
270
10,700
1,272
400

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
12,000
0
270
10,600
1,272
400

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
12,000
0
270
!0,600
1,272
400

200
200*
120
30
550*
5,000
12,000
0
270
10,400
1,272
400

19,000
0
43,900

20,900
0
50,100

24,300
120
59,300

33,600
180
87,800

34,100
180
98,000

35,000
180*
102,700

38,400
245*
107,800

40,800
310*
111,900

42,600
375*
H6,100

1. Planned production capacity.
2. Source: Ref. 16.

27,100
120
68,000

30,900
120
78,200

44,200
440
119,300

* Estimate of the NE A/IAEA Working Party on Uranium
Resources.

TABLE 18
WORLD URANIUM PRODUCTION FORECAST*, THOUSAND TONNES
Year

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Country
Australia
Canada***
Niger, Gabon
France
Namibia
South Africa
United States
Other Countries**
Total

1.1
6.9
5.0
2.1
3.8
5.9
13.1
0.5
38.4

2.2
6.3
5.9
2.8
3.8
7.3
11.2
0.5
40.0

4.2
7.5
5.9
3.0
3.8
7.6
10.4
0.6
43.0

4.2
7.4
5.9
3.0
3.8
7.8
10.0
1.0
43.1

4.2
8.5
5.9
3.2
3.8
8.0
9.2
1.0
43.8

4.6
8.8
5.9
3.2
3.8
8.2
8.1
1.2
43.8

5.8
9.6
5.9
3.2
3.8
8.3

5.8
10.4
5.9
3.2
3.8
8.3
7.1
1.2
45.7

5.8
10.5
5.9
3.2
3.8
8.3
6.5

5.8
10.5
5.9
3.2
3.8
8.2
6.3

10.5
5.9
3.3
3.8
8.2
6.3

7.5
1.2
45.3

4.6

1.2

1.2

1.2

45.2

44.9

43.8

* Derived from Nuexco data'22' for countries outside Communist Areas.
** Includes Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Chile, Portugal, Spain and others.
*** Note that Nuexco's forecast for Canada is substantially below that derived by the author in Table 25.
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If the Nuexco production forecast for the next decade
should prove correct, then the United States would move
from its long-standing position of being the world's principal uranium producer to one of second-order importance behind Canada and South Africa. In the 90s, output from Australia could grov,- to exceed that from the U.S. as welJ.
Furthermore, U.S. domestic production could fall behind
apparent future consumption as early as 1983 as indicated in
Table 19. Inventories on hand and in prospect could extend
by several years beyond that time the need for utilities to
supplement domestic supplies with new commitments to
foreign producers. Nonetheless, in the absence of government intervention to protect a sagging, high-cost domestic
industry, foreign uranium supplies could play a dominant
role in the U.S. scene by the late 80s. Given the long history
of protectionism in the United States and the current sensitivity about growing reliance on foreign energy sources, it
would be surprising if the U.S. government did not take
steps soon to stem the tide of decay in the domestic industry. Any such intervention would lead almost certainly
to higher uranium prices within the United States.
An important aspect of the world production picture outside
the United States is that output levels are likely to be markedly influenced by the intervention of government agencies which exert control through the authorization of exports. For example, it has been stated recently by the
Chairman of the Australian Uranium Export Office that
Australian production capacity could reach 5,400 tonnes U
by 1985, but lower tonnage could result if there was continued slippage in reactor construction and start-up dates.(48)
Clearly the Commonwealth government is very much in
control of the rate at which new production will be allowed
to come on-stream. Similar cautions in developing new
near-term production capacity are likely to be exhibited in
Canada, where both federal and provincial governments
will play a meaningful role.
Regarding developments in Australia it is interesting to note
that two South Australian projects, Beverley and Honeymoon, have been referred to as ones that could be in production in the 1980s, whereas the extensive copper-uraniumgold deposit discovered at Roxby Downs is expected to
require some three years of evaluation work, making it
"premature to predict a possible date for commencement of
mining operations" .(48) Nonetheless, during the 1990s
Roxby Downs could become a major producer in the Australian scene and have a large impact on the world market. It
should be noted that one recent estimate*49* suggests that
South Australia has potential commercial resources of some
500,000 tonnes U3O8. Extensive drilling of the Roxby
Downs discovery area is underway now on an 800 metre
grid. Already several drill cores have revealed a vast ore
body with some seams exceeding 100 m in thickness and
containing up to 3% Cu and 0.05% U.'50' The same
source'49) estimates the indicated resources for the whole of
Australia in excess of 1 million tonnes U3O8, a figure compatible with reports on individual deposits. These figures
are considerably in excess of OECD or AAEC figures
which only refer to deposits under consideration for nearterm production.

TABLE 19
APPARENT FUTURE CONSUMPTION,*
THOUSAND TONNES U
Year

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985
12.6
14.0
4.5
1.8

1986
13.6
14.6
4.5
2.3

1987
13.5
17.3
4.1
2.9

1988
14.4
16.3
3.7
2.8

1989
15.5
16.6
3.3
2.2

1990
15.5
16.4
3.4
2.3

United States
Europe
Far East**
Others***

6.4
6.6
1.5
1.0

8.0
9.8
2.7
1.2

8.8
11.1
2.7
2.0

10.4
13.6
2.6
2.3

11.7
11.8
4.3
2.0

World Total

15.5

21.7

24.6

28.9

29.8

32.9

35.0

37.8

37.2

37.6

37.6

* Derived from Nuexco data.'22'
** Japan, Korea, China, Taiwan
*** Excludes Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Finland (two USSR-supplied reactors), Hungary, Poland, Romania, USSR.
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B) CANADIAN OUTLOOK
There were only six companies producing uranium in Canada during 1979. These included Denison Mines Limited
and Rio Algom Limited in the Elliot Lake area of Ontario,
Madawaska Mines Limited near Bancroft, Ontario, Agnew
Lake Mines near Espanola, Ontario, Eldorado Nuclear Limited, near Uranium City, Saskatchewan, and Gulf Minerals
Canada Limited, near Rabbit Lake, Saskatchewan. The
Agnew Lake mining operation was shut down except for
leaching of already broken ore in the spring of 1980 due to
lower-than-expected recovery rates, so only five companies
are carrying out mining operations. A new venture near
Guff Lake, Saskatchewan, has been under development,
however, by Amok Limited in partnership with SMDC, and
should be in production early in 1981.
Total uranium output in 1979 reached 6,817 tonnes U compared with the 1978 production of 6,803 tonnes. Shipments
in 1979 were somewhat higher than production, totalling
6,956 tonnes U; 64 per cent was shipped from mines in Ontario, and the remaining 36 per cent from Saskatchewan.
The estimated value of 1979 shipments was $664 million,
compared with $618 million for the 8,211 tonnes U shipped
in 1978.w> Preliminary estimates for 1980 indicate that
Canadian production dropped somewhat to 6,368 tonnes U
valued at $638 million.(51> Production from Ontario of
4,275 tonnes U made up 67% of the total and was worth
$413 million.'5"
Outstanding export commitments of all Canadian producers, as of January 1980, totalled abou 52,400 tonnes U. As
a consequence, most producers are pi tected for the future
with long-term export contracts. In addition, there is appreciable extra security provided by contracts in place between
domestic utilities and producers, one of which extends to
the year 2020. Hence the producing industry is in an inherently more stable situation than that existing during the
difficult times of the early 1970s.
In early 1981, when EMR's latest assessment of the supply/demand picture was released, the estimated future annual production capability from deposits known in Canada
in 1979 was tabulated and is reproduced in Table 20.

TABLE 20
CANADIAN URANIUM PRODUCTION
CAPABILITY"0)
(TONNES U CONTAINED IN CONCENTRATES)
Year

Projected Production
Capability

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

7 700
8 500
9 300
9 700
11 400
13 000
13 600
14 400
15 200
15 300
15 300

The estimates in Table 20 were compiled by the Uranium
Resource Appraisal Group beginning late in 1979, and may
not take full account of several significant changes that have
occurred in the Canadian uranium scene since that time.
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As already mentioned, the British Columbia government in
February 1980 imposed a seven-year moratorium on uranium exploration and mining. The principal casualty of the
moratorium, apart from several promising exploration ventures in the province, was the plan to mine the Blizzard
property near Kelowna, under a joint venture headed by
Norcen Energy Resources Limited. Contracts totalling 2500
tonnes U had been signed in late 1979 by Norcen-Lacana
(1665 tonnes) and by E & B Explorations-Geomex (846
tonnes) with the Korean Electric Company for delivery of
Blizzard uranium during the period 1983-93. Consequently,
formal approval was never sought from federal regulatory
authorities to deliver some $300 million worth of uranium
from the B.C. deposit.
Difficulties were experienced during 1979 in the Northwest
Territories. There, the Inuit natives sought to establish in
the Federal Court of Canada that they possessed both aboriginal title and surface rights to the land. While the case was
in the Court, a temporary injunction against exploration had
been in effect. Then, in November 1979, the Court ruled
that the Inuit had aboriginal title to some 130,000 km2 in the
Baker Lake area, giving them the right to hunt and fish. In
addition, the Court ruled that the Inuit did not possess the
surface rights to the land. Therefore, at year-end, the injunction against exploration was lifted, and activity was resumed by several companies holding exploration rights to
promising property in the Baker Lake area. The issue is still
not completely resolved, however, and further legal challenges and political intervention can be anticipated. The effect of such interventions will be to delay the time when one
might expect production to be generated from such promising discoveries as that at Lone Gull, as well as to inhibit the
deployment of risk capital for exploration in the general
area.
Another delay has occurred in the Province of Newfoundland involving the Kitts-Michelin deposits* which are under
development by the 60:40 joint venture between British
Newfoundland Exploration Limited, Brinex, and Edison
Development Canada Incorporated, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Commonwealth Edison of Chicago. The group
decided in early 1980 to defer plans to develop a mine-mill
complex producing 500 tonnes U per year by 1982 because
of weak conditions in the uranium market. Later, the provincial government ruled, following the receipt of a report
from a three-man Board of Inquiry ,(52) that the development
of the Kins-Michelin deposits should not be approved until
adequate mill tailings disposal techniques had been demonstrated. It is understood also that the native rights issue is a
potential obstacle that must be overcome before the project
there can proceed.
Another potential development which is now not likely to
be in production as soon as earlier anticipated is that of Rio
Algom relating to the rehabilitation of the Milliken Lake
mining ~ea near Elliot Lake in northern Ontario. This pro* According to the Canadian Mining Journal, September,
1979, the Kitts deposit contains 1139 tonnes U in ore
grading 0.48% U and the Michelin deposit has 6628 tones
U in ore containing 0.10% U.

posed project has a foreseen production lifetime of some
three decades, but requires substantial "front-end" financial participation by the consumer if uranium is to be recovered and contracted for long-term sale from the relatively
low-grade ore. No prospective customer has been committed as yet to aid in the financing of the project, although discussions with several interested parties are continuing.
Two other properties which had earlier contributed to the
anticipated future production capability during the 1980s
will now no longer be in operation. One, as mentioned earlier, is the Agnew Lake mine near Espanola, Ontario. A
second, in northern Saskatchewan, Cenex, suffered a
serious fire shortly after production was begun in 1979, and
subsequently went into receivership.
The anticipated start-up dates for new and prospective facilities in Saskatchewan have slipped somewhat during the
past year, although new production from Amok is expected
momentarily. Final details on target dates and expected production from the Key Lake discovery area, and from Midwest Lake are not yet settled. Meanwhile, at Rabbit Lake
the anticipated life-time of the mill there has been extended
appreciably because of the recent discoveries of viable deposits of uranium at Collins Bay and at Eagle Point.
A joint-venture project between SMDC, UEM and Eldor
Resources Limited at Key Lake in northern Saskatchewan is
likely to be the first new mine in operation after Amok's
Cluff Lake Project. The three partners noted above have
formed a corporation, called the Key Lake Mining Corporation, KLMC, to direct the development with participation of
50, 33-1/3, and 16-2/3% respectively. Within the last few
weeks, environmental hearings on the proposed project
have been completed in Saskatchewan, and word is expected soon from the Saskatchewan government on whether
or not KLMC is to be allowed to proceed with the construction of a mine-mill complex, with a projected start-up date
of 1983. The precise output from the new venture has not
been defined but would probably fall in the range from 3000
to 4500 tonnes U per year. A more exact definition will
have to await the outcome of current marketing efforts
being made by the partners in the joint venture to obtain future long-term purchase commitments.
The next project foreseen for operation in Saskatchewan is
that at Midwest Lake. A senior official of Esso Minerals
Canada, the operator of the venture, indicated in late 1979
that the mine-mill construction phase would be initiated
sometime in 1981 with production to begin in the mid1980s.<53>The planned output would be approximately 1700
tonnes U per year. More recent information*54' has indicated
that the targeted output remains unchanged with initial production scheduled for 1986. As with the Key Lake endeavour, however, the specific nature and timing of the project
will be dependent on the outcome of current marketing efforts.
The projected production capability now foreseen up to
1990 will be somewhat below that reported in the last EMR
assessment.(10)
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C) ONTARIO PRODUCTION

Four companies produced uranium in Ontario in 1979, and
their output is summarized in Table 21.

TABLE 21
1979 PRODUCTION FROM
ONTARIO URANIUM MINES
Company
Rio Algom Limited
Denison Mines Limited
Madawaska Mines Limited
Agnew Lake Mines Limited
Total

Output, tonnes U
2188<5«
1729«6>
233(57)
172'58'
4322

Ontario's output totalled some 63 per cent of all the uranium
produced in Canada in 1979.
The Elliot Lake expansion program was continued during
1979 as a result of the rehabilitation of the Panel mine and
mill. When one combines its output of 2990 tonnes of ore
per day with that from the Quirke operation, the nominal
ore processing rate at Rio Algom's Elliot Lake mines is now
about 9300 tonnes per day.*10'
Another project involving Rio Algom Limited in the Elliot
Lake area is the rehabilitation of the Stanleigh mine and
mill. The project is being carried out as the result of a contract entered into by Preston Mines Limited and Ontario
Hydro in January 1978 for the provision of about 28,000
tonnes U over the period 1984 through 2020. Preston Mines
was amalgamated with its affiliated corporation, Rio Algom
Limited, On January 30, 1980, so that its operations in future will be conducted under the name of the latter corporation.(59) The mine rehabilitation program is progressing
satisfactorily and on schedule.
The other major operator in the Elliot Lake area, Denison
Mines Limited, has continued with its expansion program.
The company's objective is to double the capacity of its
operating mill to nearly 14,000 tonnes ore per day supplied
from expanded underground operations at Denison and
Stanrock. The project received a set-back earlier this year
when a fire in the mill addition created substantial damage.
However, current production rates were not markedly affected, and first deliveries to Ontario Hydro under a longterm contract, signed on December 15, 1977, have begun.
It is expected, under this contract, that some 48,000 tonnes
U will be delivered to the provincial utility during the period
1980 through 2011.

The output from the 1360 tonnes per day mill of Madawaska Mines Limited near Bancroft improved steadily
throughout 1979. The long-term ore reserve position was
encouraging at that time and there were prospects for adding
to existing reserves. However, due to the current depressed
uranium market, the income from uranium sales is declining
in a period of continuing escalation of costs. For example,
the average selling price for the 1979 output was $113.28
per kg U.<57' That had decreased to $110.76 per kg U for the
first nine months of 1980, with the expectation that the net
selling price would decrease to $95.55 per kg U during the
final quarter of 198O.(6O>
At the Agnew Lake Mines Limited operation near Espanola, rock-breaking underground was stopped in the spring
of 1980. However, the underground and surface heap leaching operations have been continued throughout the year and
the expectation is that 196 tonnes U should be recovered
during 198O.'58' Nonetheless, operations will gradually be
phased out in the current year. The shutdown has eliminated
some reserves and has changed the status of potential resources in the Agnew Lake area as determined by EMR and
the Ministry of Natural Resources.
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GOVERNMENT INFLUENCE ON THE
INDUSTRY

A) FEDERAL POLICIES
It will have become apparent from earlier sections of the report that the federal government became involved in the
uranium industry during the Second World War, and has
become more deeply involved since that time. Such involvement has been an outcome largely of the promulgation
of the Atomic Energy Control Act of 1946, whereby control
of the uranium and nuclear industries was vested in the federal government.
Although the provinces accepted the need for such special
legislation and subsequent control at the time, there has
been a growing campaign ever since to win back the lost jurisdiction. The provincial claim, which focusses on uranium, is that this element, although having strategic
aspects, nevertheless is an energy commodity similar to
others such as coal, oil or natural gas. The desire to win
back provincial control in uranium jurisdictional matters has
resulted in a rare showing of provincial unanimity in opposition to federal attempts to preserve the status quo.
To-illustrate, one could refer to two Bills introduced by the
federal government in recent years, which were intended to
provide legislative form for some existing government policies. Bill C-14 was tabled for first reading in the House of
Commons in November 1977. It was an updated version of
the Atomic Energy Control Act of 1946, and was entitled
the Nuclear Control and Administration Act. (See Appendix
20). A second example was Bill C-64, tabled for first reading in June 1978, and entitled the Uranium and Thorium
Mining Review Act. (See Appendix 21). Bill C-64 was intended to provide a legislative vehicle for those restrictions
on foreign ownership in uranium mining which had been
announced by the Prime Minister and the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources during 1970 (Appendices 3-6).
Both C-14 and C-64 generated vehement protests from provincial officials who interpreted the actions by the federal
government as attempts to become even more firmly entrenched in the uranium industry. During the latter half of
1978, therefore, the intensity of opposition to the Bills from
the provinces increased. Consequently, both C-14 and C-64
were allowed to "die on the order paper"' when the parliamentary session ended in October 1978. Since then they
have not been resuscitated, and there seems to be no nearterm likelihood of federal-provincial discussions being
called to reach agreement on reconstituting the Bills in a
form suitable to both parties.
In the meantime, the Atomic Energy Control Board has
been modifying past Regulations and introducing new ones
to achieve needed changes in the regulatory structure which
had been anticipated under a promulgated C-14.
Although Bill C-64 failed to be converted into legislative
form, nonetheless the principles contained in it have been
adopted as those representing current policy on foreign

ownership, thus replacing the more stringent rules laid
down in the policy statements of 1970 (Appendices 4-6).
The failure to promulgate Bills C-14 and C-64 into legislative form compound the difficulties that are faced by the
uranium-producing industry in Canada in an atmosphere already overburdened with regulatory controls. As a federal
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources commented on
one occasion, to a large extent the uranium industry is
governed by press releases. The foreign ownership policy
intentions stemming from their first introduction nearly 11
years ago are a prime example. So far as the industry is concerned, the elements of uncertainty, debate and confusion
over jurisdictional control and policy interpretation place
more restrictions on development of the industry than is the
accustomed case for other metals and minerals.
The several other federal policies already mentioned, particularly those having to do with export restrictions, further
processing, pricing, and safeguards (Appendices 17, 18, 22
and 23) have been the subject of considerable criticism from
industrial spokesmen. As outlined by Lowell recently,(61)
Canada currently operates under the most restrictive commercial export policy of any of the competing supplier nations. Producers in the United States, by contrast, are entirely free to export natural uranium in any form, for any
contract term, and at any price they wish. The only restriction on exports from that country is due to its existing safeguards regime.
The prospects for significant change in these policies, however, do not seem high in the near-term future. This is due
partly to the inertia of the bureaucratic process, and also because of the hesitancy of federal officials to precipitate further controversy with their provincial counterparts at a time
when there is serious federal-provincial conflict on the
question of constitutional reform, and over the recentlyintroduced National Energy Program.(62)
The pricing policy, published by the Minister of Energy,
Mines and Resources in March 1977 (Appendix 18) elicits
particular complaints from consumers. Their view is that in
the realities of today's soft market, a pricing formula based
on an escalating floor price or the world market price,
whichever is the higher, is unrealistic. Such criticism seems
to have had an impact on the Uranium Exports Review
Panel, judging from unotficial comments which would indicate that the Panel has been taking a pragmatic view in the
interpretation of the March 1977 policy, even to the extent
where contracts based on prices negotiated for a two or
three-year period in advance are being considered favorably. Furthermore, it is understood that in some cases the
Panel has recommended to Ministers that export contracts
be approved where price is based not on negotiation in advance, but rather by reference to certain market indices.
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For a time, it was thought that one aspect of the September
5, 1974, export policy statement (Appendix 17) might play
a critical part in the Canadian export scene. The pertinent
reference taken from the poMcy statement is as follows:

remaining production period. Up to the present at least, it
appears that the domestic reserve allocation has not imposed
any severe hardship, either on producing companies or on
consumers abroad.

"Uranium producers are now required to submit their sales
contracts for uranium exports to the Board for examination
prior to being granted a license to export the uranium. Producers will now be required also to submit their contracts for
domestic sales of uranium to the Board for information purposes. While recognizing that considerable time may elapse
between negotiating a sale and completing a contract, the
Board will require producers to submit, within 90 days of the
acceptance of an offer by a purchaser, documentation giving
the basic pricing, quantity and delivery conditions. This documentation is supplementary to the detailed contract which
must still be approved by the Board. Such approval will not
normally be given if the pricing conditions for foreign customers are more favorable than those offered to domestic purchasers."

A federal policy that does introduce potential difficulties,
however, is that relating to nuclear safeguards (Appendices
22 and 23). The unilateral imposition by Canada of a uranium embargo during the whole of 1977 to countries of the
European Economic Community, Switzerland and Japan
has left a legacy of unease among consumers, and uncertainty about the security of future supply. Even those countries which signed the required bilateral agreement with
Canada, such as Sweden, continue to object about the prior
consent clause on enrichment and reprocessing, imposed as
one of the necessary conditions for Canadian uranium supply. The Japanese signed a bilateral agreement with Canada
in late 1977, but the Swiss have still not agreed to the Canadian terms. An interim agreement was worked out with the
EEC during the period that the International Nuclear Fuel
Cycle Evaluation, INFCE, was underway, that agreement
expired at the end of 1980. It is understood that Canada/EEC negotiations may soon resume to attempt to negotiate a settlement of the problem. In the meantime, although
uranium producers in Canada perceive the possibility of
there being difficulties in obtaining export approval for
shipments in early 1981 to customers in EEC countries, it is
expected that the interim agreement will be extended until
the end of 1981.

The important sentence is the last one in the above quotation. One might have thought that such a restriction would
have been enforced rigorously by federal officials because
of the political necessity to be seen to be treating domestic
consumers at least as preferentially as foreign ones. However, the exigencies of the market would seem to overrule a
strict interpretation of this policy principle. In short, judging once again from unofficial comment, the Uranium Exports Review Panel would appear to be adopting a pragmatic approach in comparing pricing terms of domestic and
export contracts.
The point at issue is whether or not market-price export contracts, for example, signed several years ago and requiring
annual renegotiation, should be considered as new contracts
each year, to be compared with the latest commitments by a
given producer in the domestic market. The general principle which seems to be evolving as the Uranium Exports Review Panel faces the many problems injected by a softening
uranium market and a less-than-vibrant nuclear power picture, is that the comparison between foreign and domestic
pricing conditions should take place when the contracts are
first submitted to Ottawa to ensure that domestic purchasers
are not being treated unfavorably. Any later pricing negotiations called for under either government policies or contractual terms should fall within reasonable limits as imposed
by the market at that time. If indeed this is the practice that
is being evolved by the Panel, it would seem that many potentially difficult problems of negotiations with foreign customers would have been overcome. Furthermore, the Panel
continues to make a major contribution in ensuring that contracts between producers and consumers, some with filial
connections, are negotiated at arms-length.
One other aspect of the export policy of September 5, 1974,
was the establishment of the domestic reserve allocation referred to earlier. Although this allocation still exists as a potential hurdle for exporters to overcome, because of the
dearth of markets in the domestic scene currently it should
not pose any serious problem. In any event, an exemption
from the allocation can be recommended by the Uranium
Exports Review Panel if a particular mine is within five
years of its end of lifetime, and if there are no domestic customers for the allocated reserve during the mine's planned

Unfortunately, one of Canada's good customers in Europe,
Spain, is no longer a qualified candidate for new contracts
because it is not a party to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). Earlier, after the issuance
of the 1974 policy statement (Appendix 22), a comprehensive trilateral safeguards agreement had been worked out
between Spain, Canada and the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, which culminated in a formal signing ceremony in 1975. The basis was laid, therefore, for
Spain to purchase Canadian uranium, which it did in substantial quantity. Then, with the issuance of the December
1976 policy (Appendix 23), the Spanish no longer qualified
as an accredited customer, and to this day Spain is not able
to establish new contracts for Canadian nuclear materials,
technology or equipment.
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B) PROVINCIAL INVOLVEMENT
It seems to be generally accepted by provincial governments
that jurisdictional responsibility for the uranium industry
rests with the federal government at present. Nonetheless,
governments of producing provinces exert substantial influence on the industry through the implementation of legislation covering many aspects of the required mining and processing activities.
For example, uranium mining operations in Ontario must
conform to several provincial statutes which are administered under the Ministries of Natural Resources, Labour,
and Environment. The pertinent Acts are as follows:
Natural Resources

Labour
Environment

— The Mining Act
— The Public Lands Act
— The Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act
— The Pits and Quarries Control
Act
— The Forest Fires Prevention Act
— The Occupational Health and
Safety Act
— The Ontario Water Resources
Act
— The Environmental Protection
Act
— The Pesticides Act
— The Environmental Assessment
Act

An extensive account of the interaction and impact of these
various pieces of legislation on the industry was prepared by
Ontario's Secretariat for Resource Development for submission to the Environmental Assessment Board Hearings on
the expansion of the uranium mines in the Elliot Lake
area.(63) Later, a detailed account of the sub-division of responsibilities in matters of health and safety in uranium
mining and processing between various federal and provincial bodies such as the AECB, Labour Canada, and the Ontario Ministry of Labour was submitted to the Select Committee on Ontario Hydro affairs/64' The latter document
indicates that the complexities of shared responsibilities in
this sensitive, important area appear to have been mastered.
Also in Ontario, the tradition has developed over past years
whereby Ontario producers have always sought approval for
uranium exports from the Ontario Cabinet under Section
113 of the Ontario Mining Act. Although strictly speaking
that Section of the Act has to do mainly with further processing, many additional aspects of the proposed export receive consideration by the Cabinet also. Some might argue
that Ontario has no jurisdictional right to comment on such
matters. Nevertheless, over the years the government has
come to expect that right. To quote an example, the contractual agreement between Denison Mines Limited and Tokyo
Electric Power Company for the delivery of 15,000 tonnes

U over the period 1984 through 1993 was discussed in detail
at Queen's Park some months before it received serious
consideration in Ottawa. The subject of further processing
was not at issue at the time because conversion to the most
advanced form possible in Canada had already been called
for as a pre-requisite for export approval by the federal Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources some nine months
earlier (Appendix 16). After detailed study, the contract
was approved by the Ontario Cabinet in September 1974,
nine months before federal approval was forthcoming.
One should expect, therefore, that the Ontario government
will continue to play a significant role in the uranium scene
in future, particularly because of the existence of a large
fraction of Canada's resource base ii. Ontario, and due to
the commitment of a substantial fraction of that resource to
the growing Ontario Hydro nuclear power generation program.
Another government which will exert appreciable inf!-.;nce
on the uranium industry during the 1980s will be that of
Saskatchewan. This results not only from the many highgrade deposits that have been discovered in the northern
part of the province in recent years, but also because of the
creation of the provincial Crown corporation, the Saskatchewan Mining Development Corporation. Currently SMDC
is a participant in more than 200 uranium exploration and
development projects within the province.
The present government in Saskatchewan has taken a prodevelopment stance on new uranium projects, following the
creation by the Saskatchewan government of the Cluff Lake
Board of Inquiry in 1977 under Mr. Justice Bayda, and the
report of the Bayda Commission in 1978<65) supporting uranium development in the province.
The Saskatchewan government has additional influence on
the uranium market because of the promulgation of its Uranium Legislation of 1976. The Legislation was incorporated
in the Mineral Disposition Regulations of 1961, and was
later amended somewhat, on March 7, 1980. A copy of Part
VIA and section 103 of the amended Regulations which
consolidates the 1980 amendments with the uranium Part of
the Regulations is included in this report as Appendix 24
Under the Saskatchewan legislation, the Minister of Mineral Resources has the right to advise the producer on what
he considers is a fair market value for uranium. The producer then has sixty days to show that a fair market value
for the uranium sold or to be sold is less than the amount set
out in the Minister's notice. Otherwise, the value specified
by the Minister will be used in calculating royalty payments.
The Saskatchewan royalty is sub-divided into two parts.
One is a basic royalty paid at the rate of 3% on gross sales.
The other is a graduated royalty which increases with
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operating profits. At the top end, it equals 50% of the
amount by which operating profits exceed 45% of capital
investment. (See Appendix 24.) According to some observers/47' the imposition of such a stiff royalty in Saskatchewan shifts the over-all recovery costs above those achievable in the new mining areas of the Northern Territory in
Australia.
In many ways, however, the attitude of the Saskatchewan
government is not unlike that in evidence in Australia. Relatively high-grade near-surface uranium deposits have been
discovered in recent years in both areas, and there appears
to bs a similar attitude in each jurisdiction, namely that new
developments should not be allowed to proceed at a rate
which would undermine the market. In the Saskatchewan
case, this was evident from press interviews with the Premier of Saskatchewan following an extensive visit overseas
by him and a team of advisers in 1979. More recently, there
has been yet another reference to "phased development" by
the President of SMDC.r66> In Australia, a similar philosophy has been expressed by the Chairman of the Uranium
Export Office.(48) Phased development in Australia appears
necessary for another reason—to placate those special-interest groups which are campaigning to protect the environment and native rights.
As earlier mentioned, the provincial government of British
Columbia has become heavily involved in a political sense
in the uranium industry, and has opted to shut down uranium exploration and mining in that province by declaring a
seven-year moratorium. The government has even prohibited the mining of other ores if uranium is present in
quantities exceeding 0.0I%.'67) Hence, little activity in uranium should be expected in British Columbia until the end
of the 80s.
It has already been outlined that in the case of Newfoundland the government there has taken a stand, at least for the
moment, against permitting the development of the KittsMichelin uranium properties in Labrador. This anti-uranium
stance was not expected by the industry in light of the earlier encouragement for the project by the government. The
reasons for the apparent change of attitude may be related to
the current focus in Newfoundland on off-shore oil developments, difficulties with the native rights issue, and the realization that the customer for the uranium, Commonwealth
Edison of Chicago, is not pressing for an early start on the
program. One suspects that once the customer is ready to
proceed, then the government will be prepared to give
serious consideration to the proposed development.
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C) FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL CONFLICTS
Ever since the Atomic Energy Control Act was promulgated
in 1946, the provinces have been attempting to win back
jurisdictional control over the uranium industry. Regularly,
at the annual federal-provincial Mines Ministers' Conference, the issue has been reised by the provinces. Little
headway has been achieved, however, in satisfying the provincial desire for more jurisdictional responsibility in the
area. Rather, so far as the provinces are concerned, the tabling of Bill C-14, the Nuclear Control and Administration
Bill, and C-64, the Uranium and Thorium Mining Review
Bill, has been interpreted as attempts by the federal government to entrench even more firmly federal jurisdictional
rights in the uranium industry.
On Bill C-14, the federal government's objectives seemed
clear. They were, briefly, to upgrade a 30-year-old Act introduced following the Second World War in light of the extensive experience that had been gained in the uranium and
nuclear industries since that time. Furthermore, there was a
desire to separate the regulatory agency from the same Ministry where new policies in uranium and nuclear energy
were being evolved, i.e. in the Department of Energy,
Mines and Resources. Hence, the new Bill C-14 was subdivided into two principal parts. Part One was to be concerned with health, safety, security, safeguards, and environmental matters, whereas Part Two would focus on
commercial and promotional aspects. Part One was to be
administered by a reconstituted Atomic Energy Control
Board to be called the Nuclear Control Board, and Part Two
by the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources.
The associated Bill, C-64, had roots extending back to
March 2, 1970, when the Prime Minister announced in the
House of Commons that steps would be taken to prevent the
take-over of Denison Mines Limited by an Americancontroiied company, Hudson's Bay Oil and Gas Company
Limited (Appendix 3). The policy statements issued shortly
thereafter by the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources
(Appendices 4-6) served as the basis for federal administration of foreign ownership limitations in the uranium industry for some eight years. During that period several attempts were made to bring forth suitable legislation which
would incorporate the principles contained in these policy
statements, and which could still be administered sensibly.
Finally, Bill C-64 was evolved in which the original limitations on foreign ownership were relaxed from 33 per cent to
50 per cent, and elements of control were introduced so that
the legislation would be complementary to the Foreign Investment Review Act.
Once Bill C-14 had been tabled in November 1977, it soon
became apparent that there were several components which
displeased the provinces. Ontario was unhappy about the
extensive reference to public hearings, fearing that the
entrance of the federal bureaucracy into formal public in-

qoiries for site selection of uranium and nuclear plants could
introduce further substantial delays in construction programs. Ontario also raised questions about the nature and
purpose of the proposed Radioactive Decontamination Fund
which was defined but vaguely in the draft Bill, and the federal licensing role for heavy water separation plants.
The government of Nova Scotia took issue with the reference in Part Two of the Bill to an apparent intrusion of the
federal government into the field of issuance of exploration
permits, pointing out that under existing Nova Scotia legislation, there would be a clear federal-provincial conflict.
Saskatchewan was also concerned about the perceived new
thrust of the federal government into the uranium exploration and mining business.
At the same time there was general unhappiness in Quebec
with the whole philosophy of Bill C-14, because it was
viewed primarily as a further attempt by the federal government to intrude into provincial affairs. Quebec was also displeased, as mentioned earlier, with its lack of success in obtaining more federal financing for the Gentilly-2 reactor,
and because of the unilateral announcement by the federal
government in August 1978 that it would initiate discussions with Quebec with the objective of "mothballing" the
unfinished La Prade heavy water plant.
Hence, in many parts of Canada the elements of a serious
federal-provincial disagreement were taking shape. The
confrontation surfaced in dramatic fashion in the fall of
1978, when provincial Mines Ministers exhibited a rare display of agreement by collectively denouncing Bill C-14.
The Ministers also sought assurances at that time from the
federal government that Bill C-14 would not be reintroduced to Parliament until extensive discussions had taken
place with the provinces. The related Bill C-64 was also
condemned but in less than unanimous fashion.
During 1979, bilateral discussions were held between federal officials and those from several protesting provinces in
an attempt to resolve some of the problems. However, little
further progress has been made since mid-1979.
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D) FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL INQUIRIES
The government of Saskatchewan as mentioned earlier appointed a three-person Board of Inquiry in February 1977,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Justice Bayda, to determine
whether a uranium mining and milling operation proposed
by Amok Ltd. should be allowed to proceed, and to recommend on the future expansion of the uranium industry in the
province. After extensive hearings in many parts of Saskatchewan, where both expert witnesses and interested individuals had an opportunity to testify, the Bayda Commission issued its final report in May, 1978.(65) This report is
now recognized throughout the world as a classic example
of the potential advantage of a judicial inquiry, where fact
can be separated from rhetoric, with resulting overall advantage to the general public.
Several other inquiries in the uranium and nuclear field have
been conducted in recent years. Two have already been
mentioned One was the three-man Board set up by the
Newfoundland government to report on the proposed development of the Kitts-Michelin deposits in Labrador. A second was the Bates Inquiry launched by the British Columbia
government in late 1978 with a three-person Commission to
recommend standards for uranium mining. This Inquiry was
aborted as a result of the precipitate action of the British Columbia government in February 1980 when a seven-year
moratorium on uranium exploration and mining was imposed. Soon, a report on the partially-completed hearings
should be released.*

need for nuclear power development on a global scale has
been even more forcefully presented in a recent submission
to a Committee of the House of Commons.(70)
Another group convened by the Ontario government was a
Select Committee of the Provincial Legislature which was
appointed in 1977 to investigate Ontario Hydro affairs. One
of the first tasks of the Select Committee was to examine the
contracts which had been signed by Ontario with Denison
Mines Limited and Preston Mines Limited in December
1977 and January 1978 respectively. The composition of
the Committee reflected that of the Legislature where the
Progressive Conservatives have been leading a minority
government. As a result, there were more representatives on
the Committee representing opposition Liberals and New
Democrats (four from each party) than there were Progressive Conservatives (six). Furthermore, the Chairman of the
Committee was a representative of the New Democratic
party. It did not come as a surprise, therefore, when after
extensive hearings and the calling of many expert witnesses, the three parties represented on the Committee
could not agree on a recommendation to the Legislature.
Nonetheless, the government gave its approval to both contracts on February 28, 1978. Since that time the Select
Committee has held inquiries into a number of aspects of
uranium and nuclear energy, including mill tailings disposal, reactor safety, and spent fuel management.

One of the most extensive inquiries into uranium and nuclear issues in Canada was carried out by the Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning in Ontario, RCEPP,
under the chairmanship of Dr. Arthur Porter. The Commission issued a nine-volume report in February 1980, after
more than four years of comprehensive effort.(29) In an interim report published in September, 1978,<68> th-: Sorter
Commission indicated there was some concern about
whether or not sufficient uranium was available in Ontario
to meet the needs of the provincial utility, Ontario Hydro.
However, as pointed out by federal officials,1691 the worries
appeared to have arisen from some confusion over resource
definitions.

Following the demise of Bills C-14 and C-64 in October
1978, preliminary discussions took place between federal
and provincial officials with a view to evolving legislation
that would be acceptable to both sides. Although these discussions were not particularly fruitful, from the federal
standpoint they were looked on as a valuable prelude to the
full-blown airing which was expected during an upcoming
parliamentary inquiry into the nuclear industry. This inquiry
had been announced by the minority Progressive Conservative federal government elected in May 1979, and its terms
of reference had been published in October 1979.(71) However, the minority government fell after losing a Vote of
Confidence in the House of Commons in December 1979,
before the inquiry was actually launched.

In the final RCEPP report'29' there was much less concern
expressed about possible long-term shortages of domestic
uranium supplies because cf downward revisions in 1979
and 1980 in Ontario Hydro's load forecast, and decreased
foreign pressures to purchase Canadian uranium stemming
from reduction in nuclear power programs. The Porter
Commission was firmly supportive of the important role
being played by nuclear power in the Ontario Hydro system.1291 Dr. Porter's personal conviction of the pressing

Then, a Liberal government returned with a clear majority
in February 1980, declared that it had no intent!^- r.f fS!
lowing the official inquiry route espoused by the previous
Progressive Conservative government. Rather, the new administration decided to carry out an internal nuclear review,
the results of which should be available to the public in
1981. It is understood, however, that in the internal review
being conducted, there is no serious discussion on uranium
issues and on the resolution of the federal-provincial prob-

* The Report of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into Uranium Mining was released by the Government of British
Columbia early in 1981.
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lems raised by the tabling in 1977 and 1978 of Bills C-14
and C-64 respectively. Perhaps there is the hope, to quote
an old adage, that "the problems may wear out before they
are worked out''.
In the meantime, the industry of necessity has had to struggle on with imprecise, sometimes confusing, directives
from both federal and provincial jurisdictions, and in the absence of oft-promised, badly-needed legislative rules.
Yet another inquiry launched by the federal government has
been underway for over three years. It owed its origins to
the international uranium marketing arrangement evolved in
1972 largely as the result of a Canadian-government-led initiative. Four years later, when several private corporations
in the United States, as well as U.S. government departments, and congressional committees were attempting to
commandeer documents relating to the formation and
operation of the group from Canadian-incorporated companies, the government of Canada decided to promulgate the
Uranium Information Security Regulations of 1976. (See
Appendix 25.) The prime objective of issuing the Regulations was to counter such attacks from abroad on Canada's
national sovereignty.
Nearly one year later, in August 1977, Parliament had been
recalled to Ottawa from a summer recess to debate the question of the desirability of building a natural gas pipe-line
from the Mackenzie delta up the Mackenzie Valley. Just before Parliament reconvened, however, the National Energy
Board had recommended that an alternative route should be
chosen: the Alaska Highway Pipe-Line route. Hence, parliamentarians found themselves present in Ottawa with no
pipe-line issue to debate.
Instead, the Progressive Conservative opposition chose to
raise in the House of Commons the international uranium
marketing arrangement, referring to it in most uncomplimentary terms. Furthermore, the newly-discovered, although nearly one-year-old Uranium Information Security
Regulations were branded as "gag rules" by members of
the official opposition to the delight of members of the
media, hungry as they were for a new issue because of the
failure of the earlier expected pipe-line debate to develop.
The leader of the opposition party, the Hon. J. Clark, and
several members of his party, challenged the validity of the
Regulations in the Ontario Supreme Court, a challenge
which was rejected some months later. However, as a consequence of the political debate, the government decided to
revise the Security Regulations (Appendix 26).
Furthermore, the government of the day was goaded into
some rather unusual action. For the first time since its formation, the Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs, CCA, was instructed by the Canadian government to
launch an investigation. Normally such a decision would
have been taken by the Department itself. CCA's instructions were that a probe was to be carried out into the international uranium marketing arrangement to determine whether
there had been any infringement of the Combines Investiga-

tion Act. The inquiry was ordered by the Minister pursuant
to1* section 8(c) of the Act.'72' Hence, on September 30,
1977, representatives of the Department of Consumer and
Corporate Affairs were authorized to appear en masse,
without prior notice, in the offices of all those G uadian
companies which participated in the international marketing
arrangement, including the headquarters of the two Crown
corporations involved, Hldorado Nuclear Limited and Uranium Canada Limited.
Thousands of pages of documents were collected, copied,
catalogued, cross-referenced, and studied in scrupulous detail for some 20 months. Then on May 31, 1979, the Director of Investigation and Research of CCA mace formal application to take oral evidence pursuant to Section 17 of the
Combines Investigation Act.'72'
Nine days earlier, the Progressive Conservatives had assumed power for the first time in many years, having won
the general election of May 22, 1979. The minority Conservative government was to be a short-lived one, however,
falling on a Vote of Confidence on its first Budget in the
House of Commons on December 13, 1979. It was replaced
with a majority Liberal government as a result of the general
election on February 18, 1980.
Meanwhile, the taking of oral evidence by the Department
of Consumer and Corporate Affairs has continued for 18
months, and as of November 1980 the hearings were still
underway.*72' Hence, after more than three years of investigation, mere is still no official indication as to when the
probe might be concluded, and the results made available.
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HEALTH, SAFETY, AND
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

A) HEALTH AND SAFETY
There arose in Ontario in 1974 an intense concern about the
health and safety of mine workers. One of the main issues
responsible for this concern was an apparent increase in the
incidence of silicosis and lung cancer among workers from
Ontario's uranium mines. Consequently, Professor J. M.
Ham was appointed in September, 1974 as a one-man Royal
Commission to report on the health and safety of workers in
Ontario mines. After an intensive and thorough study, he
submitted his report to the Lieutenant Governor of the Province on June 30, 1976.<T3>
Some years prior to the establishment of the Ham Commission, there had been growing concern among international
experts that the standards for radiation exposure in uranium
mines were not sufficiently stringent. When Ontario mines
began production in 1955, for example, the maximum permissible concentration of radon-222 and its daughters in air,
as recommended by the International Commission on Radiological Protection, ICRP, was 100 picoCuries per litre,
(pCi/1). Such a value was essentially equivalent to the
W urking Level* recommended for adoption in mines in the
United States at the time by the U.S. Public Health Service.
This level was accepted as a guideline in Ontario in 1958.
Then in 1959 the ICRP revised downwards the recommended maximum permissible concentration of radon and
its daughters in air to 30 pCi/1 (3.6 WLM rounded to 4) for
those exposed to such an atmosphere for a forty-hour
week.(74) The new recommendation was incorporated under
a code of requirement within the Province of Ontario over a
period of some years as indicated in Table 22:
The three-fold decrease in radiation limit introduced during
the two-year period 1973-75 was met through the expenditure of substantial funds by the producers for additional ventilation facilities and radiation control measures. As one example, the largest fan installation in North America is now
located in the Denison mine where two upcast fans of
1750 hp each deliver a total of 2 x 106 cfm of air.'75' The
positive impact of actions taken by the Elliot Lake producers to meet the changing standards is illustrated in Table 23
using data extracted from the Ham report.'76'
Currently, all Ontario uranium mines are operating within
the AECB-specified radiation limit of 4 WLM/yr and a
* One Working Level has been defined as the amount of
any combination of short-lived radioactive decay products
of radon-222 in one litre of air that will release 1.3 x 10s
MeV of alpha particle energy in decaying to lead-210.
One Working Level Month, WLM, results from the exposure to mine air for 170 hours when the radioactivity in
that air averages one Working Level over the period.

maximum of 2 WLM/quarter.<77> Furthermore, there is no
evidence available to either provincial or federal authorities
that would suggest there should be any further downward
revision in the current annual limit of 4 WLM.'771
One problem area that continues to command special attention, however, is that of dust control, particularly in the Elliot Lake mines.(77> The reason is that the ore being mined
there contains 60-70% free silica compared to a 5-15% level
at Bancroft. Hence a special hazard is posed with respect to
the possibility of miners developing silicosis over a period
of many years of work underground. The problem was extensively examined in the Ham report,(73> and although corrective dust reduction and control measures have been taken
by mine operators in recent years, continued vigilance is required to ensure ihat long-term damage to miners' health is
minimized.
The increase in knowledge of the hazards posed by radon
and its daughters during recent years has led to the formation of a federal-provincial task force to assess the low level
radiation levels existing in homes across the country. As
might be expected, there is a particular interest in monitoring those areas where uranium mining has been or is now
being carried out. From Ontario's standpoint, the Ministries
of Housing and Environment have played important roles in
assessing radiation levels and in recommending corrective
measures. The Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources has
been represented on the federal-provincial task force on radioactivity.
A special sitting of Ontario's Environmental Assessment
Board, EAB, was convened in March, 1978 at Elliot Lake
to discuss the subject and to recommend criteria and approval procedures concerning naturally-occurring radiation
in new construction for the area.'78* The EAB concluded at
the end of the sitting that it was satisfied the Province had
acted reasonably in accepting the regulatory criterion of
0.02 Working Levels as the maximum annual average exposure to radon and radon daughters encountered in the residences of a uranium mining community. Furthermore, the
Board decided that since none of the homes in Elliot Lake
exhibited naturally-occurring gamma radiation readings in
excess of the AECB criterion of 0.05 milliRem/hour as a
maximum annual average, there did not appear to be a problem.'78)
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TABLE 22
STANDARD FOR RADIATION EXPOSURE LIMIT
IN ONTARIO MINES
Date
1955-67
December, 1967
January, 197Z
January, 1974
January, 1975

Standard, WLM per year
(12) (Guideline only)
12
8
6
4

TABLE 23<76>
RADIATION EXPOSURE FACTORS FOR
ELLIOT LAKE I ANIUM MINES,
WLM/yr
Year

Standard

Rio AlgomNew Qirke

1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

12
12
12
12
12
8
6
4

2.4
2.4
2.4
1.2
2.4
2.4
2.4
1.8

Deniso
13.2
8.4
8.4
7.2
4.8
4.8
4.8
4.4
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B) ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
There has been much discussion in recent years about the
potential damage to the environment resulting from the production of tailings from the uranium mining and milling
process and their eventual storage near the mine-site. Thus
far about 100 million tonnes of tailings have been produced
by the uranium mining industry in Ontario.
The contaminants may be broadly separated into two categories, radioactive and nori-radioactive. The radioactive
isotopes of principal concern are all daughters of uianium238 and include thorium-230, radium-226, and lead-210,
with Ra-226 being the most important as a potential hazard
to man. Among the several non-radioactive effluents, those
of particular import include ammonium, sulphate and nitrate ions.
In 1959, the ICRP issued a report on permissible dose for
internal radiation from many isotopes171" and recommended
that the annual iimit on intake, ALI, from Ra-226 in drinking water be set at 100pCi/l. Canadian government authorities accepted the ICRP data but set the federal standard for
the general public at 10% of the recommended ALI, i.e. at
10 pCi/1. Government officials in Ontario reasoned that
there might be differences in uptake and retention from one
individual to another, and therefore established the Ontario
limit at 3 pCi/1.
Then in 1979 the ICRP published further recommendations
on intake of radionuclides by workers.<79> In the case of Ra226, many new data had been accumulated during the preceding two decades which indicated that radium was excreted more rapidly from the body than earlier believed.
Furthermore, a more thorough analysis of low level radiation effects had become possible. The important impact of
these new data was that the ICRP's recommended ALI for
Ra-226 was increased in 1979 from 100 pCi/1 to 2700.(79)
According to ICRP studies, no cancers in humans have been
attributed to Ra-226 when the total amount of radium accumulated in the body has been less than 0.5 ftCi. If an individual were to drink 2 litres/day of water containing 2700
pCi/1 of Ra-226, after 50 years he would have accumulated
0.1 fid of Ra-226, five times less than the observed cancer
threshold. The ICRP has incorporated this five-fold factor
of safety in establishing the Ra-226 limit in the body at 0.1
/uCi, i.e. from an intake of 3.7 x 10* 1 of water containing
2700pCi/l.<79>
One might have expected from past practice that a new federal standard would have been based on 10% of the ICRP
recommendation. Instead, Health and Welfare Canada published new guidelines for drinking water recently'80' in
which the maximum acceptable concentration for Ra-226
was recommended as 1% of the ICRP value, 27 pCi/1, and
a target concentration was set at 0.1%, 2.7 pCi/1. Mean-

while, Ontario's standard remains at 3 pCi/1 although there
are unofficial indications that the Province may soon adopt
the newly-recommended federal value.
Given the new standards, Ra-226 levels in drinking water
near uranium mining areas are satisfactorily low. For example, the e /idence presented before Ontario's Environmental
Assessment Board indicated that radium levels at the mouth
of the Serpent River which drains the Elliot Lake watershed
have been in the region of 4-6 pCi/1 during the late 70s.' 8 "
One part of me mill tailings disposal pro .ess that requires
continuing attention, however, is thst related to the chemical treatment of the water stream from tailings ponds as they
are being utilized. At present, the overflow stream is treated
with barium chloride and then allowed to move only slowly
through a precipitation pond where an insoluble sludge of
barium-radium sulphate settles out.
Once a tailings pond has been filleu, efforts nay then be
concentrated oc the contouring and ditching of the deposit
so that it will shed precipitation from the surface readily.
The next step is to encourage the growth of vegetation on
the surface by a suitable application of lime, fertilizer and
top soil. Much development work has been undertaken by
the mining companies in recent years to specify a suitable
combination of seed and sub-strate which will provide a
perpetual protective cover.
The exclusion of surface water is particularly important in
the case of the Elliot Lake tailings where pyrite, FeS2, is
currently present to the exten: of some 6%. In the presence
of air and water, i.e. an oxidizing environment, pyrite is
converted to iron cxide and sulphuric acid. It is the release
of the acid that may prove harmful to the environment. Such
oxidation and acid release is reduced when a protective
cover of vegetation is provided. It is clear from the EAB report(82) that pyrite stabilization or removal would reduce
considerably the environmental concern over mill tailings
from the Elliot Lake mines.
Meanwhile, research and development work is being conducted in many universities, in government laboratories,
and at the mines themselves to ensure that ever more acceptable, long-term solutions are evolved for environmentallysound mill tailings management.
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EXTERNAL INFLUENCES
A) FOREIGN LITIGATION
The world's uranium industry has been caught up in a massive amount of litigation, ever since the Westinghouse Electric Corporation in the United States announced in September 1975 that it would not honour fixed price contracts
to deliver some 25,000 tonnes U. Initially, Westinghouse
claimed as its principal defense an inability to perform
under its contracts, referring to Clause 2-615 of the Uniform
Commercial Code citing reasons of "commercial impracticability ". (83)
As Joskow has pointed out/841 it is difficult to understand
why Westinghouse would have signed fixed-price contracts
without also securing associated uranium supplies through
forward contracting or development of its own uranium reserves. Whatever the reasons for Westinghouse's marketing
behaviour, the company was forced into the position of deciding to abrogate long-term uranium supply contracts with
utilities, both in the United States and abroad. As a consequence there were strong upward pressures on the uranium
market in late 1975 and early 1976.
Later in 1976, Westinghouse introduced the idea that uranium producers acting in collusion had played a substantial
role in preventing the company from meeting its contractual
commitments. Thus Westinghouse appeared to change its
original defense where refuge under the Uniform Commercial Code was sought, to a strategy which focussed on the
damage done to Westinghouse by foreign and domestic uranium producers who were alleged to have been engaged in a
general price-fixing conspiracy.(84)
Then, Westinghouse launched anti-trust suits against
foreign and domestic uranium producers, charging that they
had conspired to drive up the price of uranium, and had attempted to prevent Westinghouse from buying uranium on
the open market.(85)
It seems clear from a paper prepared by D. S. Robertson'86*
for several American utilities who sued Westinghouse for
damages in Richmond, Virginia, in the Court of Mr. Justice
Merhige, that the prices established by foreign uranium producers under the international marketing arrangement
lagged considerably behind those existing within the free
market in the United States. Regrettably, Robertson's paper
was never tabled in the Richmond hearings.
Most of the lawsuits launched by utilities against Westinghouse have now been settled out-of-court in favour of the
plaintiffs. Westinghouse's charges against twenty-nine uranium producers, both domestic and foreign, have not been

resolved as yet by the courts. Meanwhile, a few out-ofcourt settlements have been reached recently, Getty Oil,
Gulf Oil (including GMCL), and Homestake Mining Company being notable examples. Other settlements might well
be negotiated before court actions proceed in Chicago later
in 1981.*
An additional component in the complex legal maze was introduced in early 1978, when the Tennessee Valley Authority launched a lawsuit on anti-trust grounds against uranium
producers around the world—with one notable exception.
They did not file charges against any Australian producers.
This is an anomaly which undermines TVA's continuing
contention that it had initiated such lawsuits as a matter of
principle. Soon thereafter, TVA's anti-trusi litigation was
amalgamated with that of Westinghouse in a Chicago court,
thus producing the strange situation of a WestinghouseTVA team against producers on the one hand, while on the
other TVA was suing Westinghouse in the Richmond, Virginia, courts for abrogation of uranium supply contracts.
The situation became even more confused when TVA decided, in July 1979, tc repudiate unilaterally a September,
1974 purchase contract for 6538 tonnes U from Rio Algom
Limited which was based on deliveries extending from 1979
through 1990. TVA did so by taking legal action in a New
York court, with the clear objective of voiding the purchase
contract. Unfortunately, Rio Algom Limited was unable to
appear as a defendant in the case because of an earlier policy decision diat had been taken by the company not to appear in the so-called "Chicago action" of Westinghouse in
its anti-trust suit against the world's uranium producers.
Such a decision had been reached because Rio Algom had
received legal advice that if it were to appear, and if a judgment was to be made against the company in the Chicago
court, then according to the legal traditions of the past, the
damages levied could be c!r;med by Westinghouse operating dirough the courts in Canada. Therefore, Rio Algom's
Canadian assets could be at risk.
Consequently, during the early hearings in the Chicago
case, representatives of Rio Algom Corporation, a U.S.
subsidiary of Rio Algom Limited, did appear, but there was
no representation from the parent Canadian firm. The judge
hearing the case, Mr. Justice Marshall, in due course declared that Rio Algom and other companies that did not appear, such as Rio Tinto Zinc of London, were in contempt.
He ordered that all assets of these companies in the U.S.
were to be frozen, so that no such assets could be transferred outside the country, to Canada, for example.

* As of 17 March 1981, all Canadian companies involved
had reached an out of court settlement "without any admission of wrongdoing".
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Rio Algom responded against TVA by lodging a suit in the
Supreme Court of Ontario in August, 1979, claiming $600
million in damages. A few weeks later, another suit was
brought by Rio Algom in the Ontario Supreme Court, this
time against Westinghouse and TVA, wherein it is claimed
that the two companies have conspired against Rio Algom,
with subsequent damage to the latter company. The claim in
this case is for $1 billion in damages. Both cases are still
being considered in the Ontario law courts.
Another contract which may be affected by the Westinghouse-TVA litigation is one which was also signed in September 1974, between Duke Power Company of the United
States and Rio Algom Limited. This contract calls for the
delivery of 7700 tonnes U over the period 1981-90. An application has been made to Mr. Justice Marshall's court in
Chicago by Duke Power Company to permit the transfer of
funds to Canada in payment for the uranium contracted for.
A decision on the matter has not yet been issued by the
court, but it is understood that the plaintiffs in the Chicago
case do not support Duke's request.*
The Canadian government has been growing increasingly
concerned over the multitide of legal attacks being perpetrated in the U.S. law courts against Canadian-incorporated
companies operating in response to policy objectives of the
go'ernment of Canada. Many nations around the world
have responded in recent years to this extra-territorial thrust
of U.S. law by passing protective legislation. In the uranium field such legislation has been promulgated in Australia, France, Great Britain and South Africa. Canada also has
reacted recently by tabling Bill C-41 in the House of Commons on July 11, 1980, to prohibit or restrict the production
or disclosure of information before foreign tribunals, and to
prohibit the enforcement in Canada of foreign judgments
obtained in anti-trust proceedings (see Appendix 27). Judging frc • i a public statement made by the Minister of External Affairs on October 18, 1980,<87> one assumes that the
government intends to move with resolve through the required second and third readings of Bill C-41, thus converting it into legislative form.
The above examples are but a few of the many legal actions
which have been generated during the last few years in the
wake of the rapid increase in uranium price during the 197476 period. As a uranium company official so aptly put it on
one occasion, the uranium industry appears to have become
little more than a "Lawyers' Heritage Fund".
* As of 17 March 1981, all Canadian companies involved
in litigation with Westinghouse and with TVA had
reached out of court settlements "without any admission
of wrongdoing".

67

B) FOREIGN REACTION TO CANADIAN
POLICIES
There is a perception abroad that the Canadian uranium industry is one of the most highly-regulated ones in the world.
The reasons for such a view are not difficult to fathom when
one examines the many statements that have been made by
the government of Canada, and indeed by several provincial
governments during past years. Of necessity, customers
have accepted such government involvement, even though
each new statement usually imposes more restrictions on the
buyer. The main reason for such acceptance stems from the
perception that, among the uranium-rich nations in the
world, Canada ranks high in the areas of economic and political stability. Put another way, security of supply is of
considerable importance to those many countries with nuclear power programs who do not have adequate indigenous
fuel supplies.
Nonetheless, in a buyers' market such as the one existing at
present, the commercial restrictions imposed by the limitations on exports, further processing, safeguards, and pricing
policies, make it difficult for Canadian companies to compete effectively against foreign producers. To further complicate matters, an interim safeguards agreement with countries in the EEC expired at the end of 1980 and will require
renegotiation in a rather hostile atmosphere (see, for example, Reference 88). Nevertheless, the lure of long-term,
reasonably-assured supplies of uranium fuel from Canada
should be of considerable aid in counteracting the negative
effects of the unilateral uranium embargo of 1977, and the
perception abroad of frequent government intrusions into
the industry.
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THE PROSPECTS FOR ONTARIO'S
URANIUM-PRODUCING AREAS

A) ELLIOT LAKE
Underground mining from the relatively low-grade ore, ~0.1
per cent U3O8, at Elliot Lake has been underway now for
some 25 years, and it is likely that operations there will be
continued for perhaps another 50 years but at even lower
grades. Most of the output in the 1950s and early 1960s was
devoted to the U.S. and U.K. nuclear weapons programs.
The income up to 1963 was over $1.6 billion as indicated in
Appendix 28. Since the late 60s, however, the emphasis has
shifted to providing uranium for nuclear power reactors.
Production statistics for Ontario mines in the 60s and 70s
are tabulated in Appendix 29.
The two operating companies in the Elliot Lake area at present are Denison Mines Limited and Rio Algom Limited.
Denison's principal customers for some fifteen years have
been Japanese utilities, whereas Rio Algom has been producing uranium for a wider spectrum of customers—
Ontario Hydro, Hydro Quebec, New Brunswick Electric
Power Commission, British Nuclear Fuels Limited, and utilities in the United States. In addition, some quantities have
been provided to utilities in Japan.
For many years into th' future, the principal foreign customer for Denison's output will be the Tokyo Electric
Power Company, Tepco, in Japan. Denison has contracted
to supply Tepco with a total of 7700 tonnes U during the
period 1980 through 1983. Then, an additional 10-year supply contract takes effect, extending from 1984 through
1993, whereby Denison has a contractual commitment to
provide Tepco with 1540 tonnes U per year. Currently,
Denison has two other customers. One is Enusa in Spain,
where there is a relatively small commitment between now
and the end of 1982, about 230 tonnes U in total. The other
customer is Ontario Hydro, which has begun to accept the
first small amount of uranium in 1980 under a contract
signed on December 15, 1977, and approved by the Ontario
government on February 28, 1978.<89) The contracted deliveries extend until the year 2011, as indicated in Table
24.

It will be apparent from Table 24 that deliveries from Denison under the Ontario Hydro contract are designed to increase slowly each year until 1994, when the Tepco contract
will have expired. At that point, and for nearly the next two
decades, essentially all of Denison's output will be devoted
to Ontario Hydro's needs.
In the case of Rio Algo/n, the contractual position was secure until TVA unilaterally repudiated its 6500 tonne purchase contract in mid-1979. Since that time, it is understood
that about three-quarters of the forfeited quantity has been
placed once again in the export market. One irnp-oruint sale
of 1600 tcnnes U, for example, has been committed for sale
to the Korean Electric Company, over the period 1981-90.
Another is with Preussen^'ektra in the Federal Republic of
Germany, for delivery of 1300 tonnes U over the period
1983 through i995.<90) Other earlier-consummated important contracts are the one with Duke Power, as already mentioned, for 7700 tonnes U extending from 1981 through
1990, and another with British Nuclear Fuels Limited,
signed in 1974 for the provision of 770 tonne-- U per year
for a 10-year period beginning in 1982. This contract extends a producer-purchaser relationship between BNFL and
Rio Algom which has been in place for many years.
Another of Rio Algom's long-term customers is Ontario
Hydro, which signed a contract in 1967 for the supply of
4500 tonnes U during the period 1976 through 1983.'»"
When that contract expires, a new long-term one extending
to 2020 will take its place. Under the latter agreement, some
28,000 tonnes U will be provided in total from the rehabilitated Stanleigh property at a rate of about 770 tonnes U per
year. This particular contract was negotiated over nearly a
four-year period btrween Preston Mines Limited, now
amalgamated with Rio Algom, and Ontario Hydro, and was
signed on January 1, 1978.(92) As with the Denison-Hydro
contract, it was approved by the Ontario Government, on
February 28, 1978.

TABLE 24
PLANNED DELIVERIES OF URANIUM
CONCENTRATES FROM DENISON MINES LTD.
TO ONTARIO HYDRO
Period
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985-93
1994-2010
2011
Total

Deliveries, tonnes
U per year
38
77
230
385
690
770
2300
885
-48000
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Both long-term contracts were subjected to exhaustive study
by a Select Committee of the Ontario Legislature in early
j97g i9?> fyjost consultants who appeared as witnesses during the Select Committee hearings concluded that the pricing provisions in each contract were fair ones to both the
mining companies and to Ontario Hydro, and recommended
that the contracts should be approved. The Ontario government evidently agreed with such expert testimony because
the contracts were approved by Order-in-Council on February 28. 1978.
The pricing provisions differ in the two contracts. In the
Denison case, Ontario Hydro is providing interest-free advance payments for expanding the Denison Mine, estimated
at $151 million in 1975 dollars.*8" The price for the uranium product to be paid by Ontario Hydro is either a base
price, or halfway between that and a price negotiated in advance of delivery, whichever is the higher. The base price is
calculated from the actual costs incurred by Denison and
consists of five components. They include: operating costs,
allowance for depreciation, mining taxes imposed on the
production, a non-escalating increment of $1.3 per kg U as
an allowance for exploration for new reserves, and an escalating profit component of $13 per kg U. Escalation is computed from January 1, 1976. <89>
In the case of the Preston-Rio Algom proposal, Ontario
Hydro is committed to pay Rio Algom a base price escalated from January 1, 1976, or the base price plus one-third
of the difference between this base and a price negotiated in
advance of delivery, whichever is the higher.'92' The base
price is established as the audited cost of operation in the
year of delivery, plus a fee of $13 per kg U adjusted for
escalation. The cost of operation includes mining taxes,
capital taxes pertaining to interest-free advanced funds of
$188 million, and a depreciation-amortization allowance.
During the extensive period of negotiation of the two contracts over the 1974-77 period, and while they were being
scrutinized in detail by the Select Committee and its consultants, the uranium market was strong and gave every indication of remaining that way for years into the future. However, in spite of the prognostications at that time the market
has turned dramatically downwards within the past few
months, reaching a spot market level of $78/kg U in February, 1981. Hence, in 1980, the first year of delivery of the
initial small amount of 38 tonnes U from Denison, Ontario
Hydro paid about $125 per kg U, some 40 per cent higher
than the spot market price.(94) An important reason for such
a substantial premium, however, was that the negotiated
price used in calculating the amount to be paid had been
agreed many months earlier and reflected the more buoyant
market existing in 1978.
Before first deliveries are made from the Stanleigh project,
the current spot market could have turned upwards once
again, particularly if the U.S. government should take steps
to keep in operation many of its mines now operating with
low-grade ores at high costs. Of more importance, from the
Ontario standpoint, is the probable operating costs of Rio
Algom and Denison over the long-term.

The deposits being developed for Ontario Hydro by Rio
Algom and Denison are relatively high cost ones because
they involve the mining of low-grade ore from deep underground. /95) This is reflected in the experts' testimony before
the Sekct Committee durirg detailed examination of the
contracts in January and February, 1978.<93>
The output from the rehabilit-ion of the Stanleigh mine was
expected to reach a base price less the profit component
($13/kg U) of $60-65/kg U in 1976 dollars.'96' In addition, the interest component representing the value of the
interest-free front-end money was calculated as being equal
to about $5-8/kg U.<97>
According to the 1979 Rio Al'.cm annual report,'551 unit
production costs in 1979 from the New Quirke and Panel
operations were $54.3/kg U. Hence, production from Stanleigh is likely to be more costly thin that from existing
Elliot Lake operations. This is not surprising because the
ore grade is lower and the deposit is at greater depth.
In the case of the Denison contract, Ontario Hydro's consultants estimated the base price less the profit component of
$13/kg U to be $52-57/kg U in 1976 dollars until the year
2000, then increasing to about $78/kg U by 2010.'98' The
value of the interest-free front-end advances was equated to
$4-5/kg U.'99' It is not possible to determine precisely the
current uranium extraction costs from Denison's 1979 annual report.<S6) However, the grade of ore mined by Denison
in 1979 was about 10% lower than that by Rio Algom.' 55 ' 56)
Thus, scaling up from Rio Algom's costs, Denison's current costs could be about $60/kg U in 1979 dollars, reasonably close to the estimates made by Ontario Hydro's consultants for an expanded operation meeting both domestic and
export commitments.
The conclusion to be drawn is that Ontario Hydro's costs for
uranium from its two long-term Elliot Lake contracts may
be somewhat higher for the next few years than for material
which might have been purchased on the currentlydepressed spot market. However, in the longer term the
value of having a contracted, assured supply extending for
forty years into the future will undouotedly work to the financial benefit of the utility. It should be remembered that
the ore reserves of the Stanleigh mine have been dedicated
completely by Rio Algom to Ontario Hydro. In the case
of Denison, no specific block of ore has been set aside.
Nonetheless, according to evidence presented before the Select Committee on Hydro Affairs in 1978, it is reported by
D. S. Robertson"00' that the total contracted amount can be
supplied to Ontario Hydro by 2012 from the available reserves.
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B) BANCROFT
The uranium mining operations in the Bancroft area might
be looked on as of second order significance since the output is little more than 5% of that from the Elliot Lake district. Nonetheless, Madawaska Mines Limited is an important employer in the area with some 400 employees on its
pay-roll.
Except for the material that must be set aside for the domestic reserve allocation, all remaining production from
Madawaska has been contracted for sale to Agip in Italy.
The purchase price is related to certain tnarket indices.
Should the market price continue at current levels for an extended period, the operation at Bancroft could be in jeopardy due to inexorably rising costs of production. However,
the long-term uranium needs of Italian consumers are so
high as to suggest that a suitable accommodation on price is
likely to be reached between the producer and consumer.
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C) PRODUCTION PROSPECTS
A number of detailed enquiries of individual producers were
made to determine probable uranium production during the
1980s. The data have been amalgamated to protect proprietary information from each company and are tabulated in
Table 25.
If current expectations of producers and potential producers
are met, output from Saskatchewan will exceed that from
Ontario by 1984 and will be more than 50% higher by the
end of the decade. Meanwhile, production from Ontario in
the latter half of the 80s will begin to decrease appreciably
as higher grade parts of the ore deposit in the Elliot Lake
area are mined out. During the 90s Canadian producers are
likely to be subjected to intense pressure from Australiam
competitors. A measure of relief may be forthcoming, however, if South African gold and uranium production should
decline as some resource experts are predicting. Further-

more, the relentless pressure on demand from a utaniaumdeficient United States could be the key component in maintaining a healthy supply industry world-wide.
Unfortunately, in Ontario, the current relatively small investment in exploration for uranium is not likely to lead to a
significant replenishment of the dwindling identified resource. Nevertheless, Ontario will continue to be a major
contributor to total Canadian uranium production until well
into the next century. By that time, the possible utilization
of thorium in CANDU fuel cycles could be receiving
serious consideration. If so, a new industry in Ontario based
on thorium recovery from the then-existing uranium mines
or from uranium mill failings accumulated over many preceding decades could emerge.

TABLE 25
ESTIMATED CANADIAN URANIUM
PRODUCTION, 1981-1990, TONNES U
Vear

Ontario

Saskatchewan

Canadian
Total

1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

5100
5100
5100
5800
5800
5700
5600
5500
5400
5100

3400
3400
3900
7000
7000
7000
8700
8700
8700
8700

8500
8500
9000
12800
12800
12700
14300
14200
14100
13800
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Conclusions
1. The recovery of the uranium market in the early 1970s
has been followed by a decided softening in 1979 and
1980.
2. By January, 1981, spot market prices for uranium expressed in constant dollars had decreased about twofold from the peak level reached in early 1976. Much
of the decrease occurred in 1980.
3. Price fluctuations for the output from Canadian mines
are likely to be moderated because there are relatively
few producers, all have a substantial fraction of output
corr.rr.iUed through long-term contracts, and harmonious producer-consumer relationships have been developed over many years of interaction.
4. The predicted future world demand for uranium has descreased appreciably during the past two years with
estimated consumption for 1990 now nearly halved
over forecasts carried out in early 1979.
5. Canada's nuclear program also has been slowed down
to reflect low growth rates in power consumption, and
new reactor commitments do not appear likely in the
near-term.
6. Consequently, domestic consumption of uranium will
grow at only a modest rate, doubling from current
leve)c by about the mid-90s.
7. Given the currently-foreseen modest rates of growth in
uranium consumption, the resource picture world-wide
is encouraging and fuel supplies are likely to be adequate for existing and planned reactors.
8. The Canadian identified resources have been growing
substantially, primarily because of the discovery of
new deposits in the Athabasca Sandstone Basin of
northern Saskatchewan and the Baker Lake area of the
Northwest Territories.
9. Such discoveries have resulted from the investment of
appreciable exploration funds in the two areas during
the past few years.
10. By contrast, exploration investment in Ontario has
been low, and is decreasing.
11. Currently, Ontario has a large resource, primarily because of the massive reasonably well-defined deposit of
low-grade ore near Elliot Lake which was discovered in
the early 50s. However, this resource is not being replenished at a rate to match depletion through production.

12. In northern Ontario, much of the area underlain by the
Huronian sedimentary rocks has now been explored.
Should a new deposit of Elliot Lake grade be discovered, it would not be considered an economic proposition for underground mining given the current soft market and the high cost of development.
13. Nearly two-thirds of Canada's present output is mined
in Ontario.
14. Saskatchewan's production will increase markedly during the 80s while Ontario's will decrease slowly after
1985, so that by 1990 the output from Saskatchewan
could be nearly double that of Ontario,
15. Governments, both federal and provincial, will continue to be heavily involved in the industry through
their ownership of Crown corporations, and their responsibilities for evolution and administration of policies on export, further processing, pricing, safeguards,
foreign ownership, radiation control standards, royalty
structures etc.
16. The long-standing dispute between the federal and provincial governments over jurisdictional authority is unlikely to be resolved in the near-term. Hence the industry, of necessity, will continue to make decisions
within a highly-regulated atmosphere but in the absence of clarifying legislation.
17. Several out-dated federal policies are in place which
put the industry at a competitive disadvantage in the
world market-place. Nevertheless, there is some evidence that a pragmatic approach is being taken by federal authorities because of the approval of recent export
contracts which reflect the current, difficult market
conditions.
18. Stringent new regulatory controls have been imposed
by both federal ?nd provincial authorities to ensure that
the health and safety of miners are protected and to
minimize damage to the environment. The industry has
responded positively and quickly in satisfying the new
criteria.
19. External influences give cause for concern about possible future damage to the Canadian industry. A principal worry comes from the massive amount of anti-trust
litigation underway in the United States. The Canadian
government is moving to ward off some of the potential
risk but current actions may not be effective in preventing serious disruptions in the industry.
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20. Barring such extra-territorial damage from the United
States, the Canadian industry would appear to be in a
potentially strong position to survive in the current
sparse and intensely competitive market. An important
reason is that most of the low-grade high-cost mines are
in Ontario and are protected with long-term future contracts. Furthermore, the two largest Ontario producers,
Denison and Rio Algom, have extensive commitments
to supply Ontario Hydro with uranium to the years
2011 and 2020, respectively, on a basis which will ensure that costs plus a reasonable profit can be recovered. Newly-discovered deposits in Saskatchewan, on
the other hand, are both high-grade and near-surface,
thus offering attraction for utilities abroad which are interested in secure, competitive supplies extending into
the 1990s and beyond.
21. Deposits similar to the Athabasca deposits occur in the
Alligator Rivers area of the Northern Territory in Australia, and p major deposit is being explored at Roxby
Downs in South Australia. Subject to the vagaries of
the Australian political process, Australian uranium
production can be expected to increase during the next
two decades, and Australia, like Saskatchewan, will
have a major influence on uranium marketing in the intermediate to longer term.
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APPENDIX 1
URANIUM*
CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO GRANTING OF
EXPORT PERMITS—STOCKPILING
PROGRAM
Right Hon. L. B. Pearson (Prime Minister): Mr.
Speaker, I should like to ask for the unanimous consent of
the House, and I do this following consultations which have
taken place, to revert to motions in order to make a statement.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is this agreed?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.
Mr. Pearson: Mr. Speaker, as the House is aware the
Government has been reviewing its policy with respect to
the export of uranium.
World requirements for uranium for peaceful purposes
will increase very greatly in the years to come. Canada
holds a substantial portion of the known uranium reserves of
the world and in the future may well be the largest single
supplier for the rest of the world. It is vital that the Canadian
industry be in the best possible position to take advantage of
expanding markets for the peaceful uses of this commodity.
As one part of its policy to promote the use of Canadian
uranium for peaceful purposes the Government has decided
that export permits will be granted, or commitments to issue
export permits will be given, with respect to sales of uranium covered by contracts entered into from now on, only if
the uranium is to be used for peaceful purposes. Before such
sales to any destination are authorized, the Government will
require an agreement with the government of the importing
country to ensure with appropriate verification and control,
that the uranium is to be used for peaceful purposes only.
Canada has been a member of the International Atomic
Energy Agency since its inception and successive governments have vigorously supported the principle of safeguards
on uranium sales. This policy is a fundamental part of Canada's general policy to work internationally to avoid the
proliferation of nuclear weapons.
As to the commercial aspects of the policy, two general
principles will apply, designed to facilitate exports and to
ensure that the requirements of both export and domestic
consumers are met in an orderly way.
First, the Government recognizes that countries constructing or planning to construct nuclear reactors will wish
to make long term arrangements for fuel supply. Accordingly, the Government will be prepared to authorize forward commitments by Canadian producers to supply reactors which are already in operation, under construction, or
committed for construction in other countries for the
average anticipated life of each reactor, generally calculated
for amortization purposes to be 30 years.
Second, and in addition, the Government will be prepared to authorize the export for periods of up to five years
of reasonable quantities of uranium for the accumulation of
stocks in the importing country.

Within the terms of the policy I have outlined, the Canadian Government will actively encourage and assist the
Canadian uranium industry in seeking export markets. The
commercial aspects of the policy will, of course, be reviewed from time to time in the light of changing conditions.
Finally, in order to avoid any reduction in the current
level of employment and production in the industry in Canada, the Government will purchase uranium for stockpiling
to the extent that current sales prove insufficient to achieve
this objective during the nexi five years. These purchases
will be made at a price of $4.90 per pound of uranium
oxide. Purchases will be made only from companies which
have previously produced uranium and will be limited, in
the case of each company willing to sell at $4.90, to the
amount necessary to maintain an appropriate minimum
level of employment and production for that company.
As soon as the details of the stockpiling program, including arrangements for eventual disposal, have been discussed
with the uranium industry and decided upon they will be announced to the House and Parliament will be asked to approve the necessary expenditure for the current fiscal year.
* This statement is taken from the "House of Commons
Debates—Official Report", June 3, 1965. Pages 1948 to
1949.
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APPENDIX 2

STATEMENT IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS
BY THE HONOURABLE OTTO E. LANG
MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES
JUNE 19, 1969
Canadian Uranium Policy Statement
I should like to inform the House of the government's
policy with respect to future sales of uranium to other countries.

selling and pricing policy. Approval will not normally be
given to contracts of more than ten years duration unless
provision is made for renegotiation of price.

On June 3, 1965, Prime Minister Pearson outlined to this
House a policy regarding uranium exports which provided
for the stockpiling of uranium to enable operation of Canadian uranium mines to be continued while markets developed for this material.

Once an export contract is approved, export permits covering the actual shipment of uranium or thorium may be issued annually provided that the conditions of the contract
have been maintained. Approval will be granted only for the
supply of uranium and thorium for peaceful purposes to customers in countries with which Canada has completed a
safeguards agreement, or following the coming into effect
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, with customers in countries
which have concluded the necessary safeguards agreement
with the International Atomic Energy Agency.

Many significant changes have taken place since 196S in
the world uranium market. There is a growing world requirement in relation to available supply and a demand for
long-term contracts. The increasing dependence on uranium
fuel for future electrical power generation is providing an
incentive for many countries to become concerned with uranium activities in other countries. At the same time the recent signature by many countries of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty will, we hope and believe, curtail the spread of nuclear armaments.
These developments will have an impact on the Canadian
uranium industry. Accordingly the government is now setting out its uranium policy in greater detail to ensure that
full account is taken of the Canadian public interest in these
new circumstances.
The basis of Canada's uranium policy is stated in the preamble to the Atomic Energy Control Act, namely that "it is
essential in the national interest to make provision for the
control and supervision of the development, application,
and use of atomic energy, and to enable Canada to participate effectively in measures of international control of
atomic energy which may hereafter be agreed upon".
To protect the national interest in the different circumstances which now face us we will henceforth require that
all contracts covering the export of uranium or thorium be
examined and approved by the appropriate federal agency
before any application for an export permit is considered.
The examination will cover all aspects and implications of
the contract such as nuclear safeguards, the relationship between contracting parties, reserves, rate of exploitation, domestic requirements, domestic processing facilities, and

Canada will permit stockpiling of Canadian uranium in
foreign countries to meet the succeeding five-year requirements of each country to fuel existing or committed nuclear
reactors. Additional stockpiling in Canada will not be precluded, but actual export shipment will be limited to a moving five-year requirement of the foreign country. The shipment of small quantities of materials for atomic energy
research projects will continue to be permitted without safeguards arrangements.
We will continue to require that all persons engaged in
uranium or thorium mining in Canada be incorporated under
federal or provincial legislation, that they operate under license from the Atomic Energy Control Board and that they
provide information as required under the regulations of the
Board.
The government believes that the administration of Canada's uranium policy in this manner, with regulations such
as the foregoing, will enable the Canadian primary and secondary uranium industry to grow and take advantage of its
opportunities in the world uranium market.
In the implementation and administration of these national policies, the federal government will maintain close
contact with provincial governments on matters of common
concern with respect to the uranium industry.
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APPENDIX 3

STATEMENT IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS
BY THE HON. P. E. TRUDEAU
PRIME MINISTER OF CANADA
REGARDING FOREIGN OWNERSHIP IN THE
CANADIAN URANIUM INDUSTRY
MARCH 2, 1970
"Last week the government of Canada learned that a substantial ownership interest in Canada's largest uranium mining company might be passing into non-Canadian hands.
The government cannot delay making its position clear because it is understood the transaction may be close to completion.
Our reservations about this change of control of Canadian
uranium resources are such that if necessary the government
will introduce an amendment to the Atomic Energy Control
Act, to take effect as of today, to prevent such a transaction.
I have delayed this announcement until after the closing of
the stock markets today."
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APPENDIX 4
STATEMENT OF HON. J. J. GREENE
MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES
REGARDING FOREIGN OWNERSHIP IN
THE CANADIAN URANIUM INDUSTRY
MARCH 19, 1970

"I should like, pursuant to the Prime Minister's statement of March 2, to inform the House of the Government's
position with regard to ownership in the Canadian uranium
industry. That position rests upon the special importance of
this industry in relation to the national interest, as reflected,
for example, in the Atomic Energy Control Act and in a
number of statements of general policy of which the most
recent was made in the House on June 19 of last year. In
light of that special importance, the ownership and control
of enterprises in Canada engaged in the extraction and processing of this vital mineral are matters of important concern to the national interest and to Canadians generally. For
this reason we propose to limit, by regulation, the extent of
ownership of uranium producing enterprises in Canada by
non-residents of Canada.
The regulations will apply to any uranium property or
plant in Canada which the Atomic Energy Control Board
may determine to be producing, or to have the capability of
producing, a specified quantity of uranium oxide per
annum.
They will require that, by a specified date following such
a determination by the Board, the property or plant be
owned legally and benefically by a company incorporated in
Canada.
The regulations will limit foreign ownership both in the
aggregate, and on the part of any individual or group of
foreign investors. They will distinguish between existing
properties of demonstrated productive capacity, and those
developed in future on the basis of exploration. Specifically, the regulations will set a limit of 33 per cent upon the
aggregate foreign ownership of any uranium property of established productive capacity, and a limit of 10 per cent of
the ownership of such a property which may be held by any
one foreign investor or group of associated investors. It is
not our intention to limit the ownership of enterprises engaging in exploration, but when such exploration leads to
the discovery of a commercially exploitable uranium ore
body, the foreign ownership of the company bringing it into
production will be limited to 33 per cent. In this case of a
new mine, however, the regulations will allow the permissible 33 per cent of ownership to be held by the single
foreign investor or group of associated investors which held
it through the exploration and development phase.

With regard to existing mines, uu- regulations will be effective as from the date of the Prime Minister's statement on
March 2nd but will not be retroactive in the sense of requiring foreign interests then holding more of the ownership
than the prescribed limits to divest themselves of those surplus holdings. However, any transaction which would bring
either individual or aggregate foreign holdings above their
prescribed limits, of if they are already above them would
increase the amounts by which the limits are exceeded, will
be precluded. Present foreign owners will be permitted to
retain their existing holdings, but if they reduce them by
sale to Canadians with a consequent reduction in the percentage of ownership in foreign hands, that reduced level of
ownership will become the new permissible ceiling down to
the prescribed limits of 10 per cent and 33 per cent. Furthermore, we shall require, in the case of foreign holdings by an
individual or group of associated investors amounting to
50 per cent of total ownership or higher, that while such
holdings may be retained by their present owners, any
transfer of them must be to Canadians only, down to the 33
per cent aggregate foreign ownership limit. Where individual holdings by foreign interests are now below 50 per cent,
however, their transfer to other foreign investors will be
permitted.
A further point concerns foreign enterprises now engaged
in uranium exploration which have not yet established the
presence of commercially productive uranium deposits.
Such enterprises will be given a certain period of time
within which to establish the commercially productive capacity of their properties in order •' qualify for the exemption from the ceilings which wii, be available to present
foreign owners of existing mines; otherwise they will be regarded as new mines.
Finally, the Government may wish to bring forward special conditions applicable to enterprises in which one or
more foreign governments may have a substantial interest.
In this statement I have sought to inform the House as
promptly and as fully as possible of the criteria which the
Government will apply in this matter. The preparation of
detailed regulations reflecting these criteria, in the course of
which there will be consultation with interested parties, will
go forward with all possible speed, and we shall make the
results known as soon as possible.
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APPENDIX 5
STATEMENT BY HON. J. J. GREENE ON
URANIUM POLICY
MAY 5, 1970
In my statement of March 19 to the House of Commons
on the subject of foreign ownership in the Canadian uranium industry, reference was made to the fact that foreign
enterprises then engaged in uranium exploration would be
given a certain period of time to establish the commercial
viability of their properties and thereby qualify for the same
ownership controls which will be applicable for present producers.
The detailed regulations required to implement the policy
statement are now being drafted and will be promulgated at
the earliest possible date following consultation with interested parties. However, in view of the scheduling of exploration programs during 1970 and the not unnatural concern
expressed by exploration companies over the uncertainties
raised by the policy statement, I wish to take this opportunity to give forther elaboration on the policy as it will apply
to exploration activity.
First of all a company shall be deemed to have been actively engaged in uranium exploration on March 2, 1970 if
it held, prior to that date, valid provincial or territorial authority to mineral rights or an undivided interest therein,
and in addition, can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Atomic Energy Control Board that it was engaged in a uranium exploration program on the property to which the mineral rights apply.
Having established this fact the companies involved will
then have six years—until March 2, 1976—to submit documentation to the Control Board which will prove to the satisfaction of the Board that they have a commercially viable
deposit or deposits of uranium ore on the mineral rights
under exploration on March 2, 1970.
In recognition of the presently depressed uranium market
and the four to five years needed to place a mine in operation, the government will not require actual production or
the existence of a sales contract within the six year period.
Companies which can meet these two criteria will, for the
purposes of foreign ownership regulations, be treated in the
same manner as that applicable to present producers. Present foreign owners of such companies will be permitted to
retain hidings existing on March 2, 1970 but any sales of
such holdings must be to Canadian residents until the total
foreign ownership is reduced to 33 per cent. At that point
sales between non-residents will be permitted but in such a
way that the 33 per cent aggregate foreign ownership level
is not exceeded and that no greater than 10% of the ownership of the property is held by one foreign investor or group
of associated foreign investors. You will note that inherent
in this statement is the fact that the government has decided
not to differentiate between companies with less or greater
than 50% non-resident holdings on March 2, 1970. This
would apply, of course, to present producers and the exploration companies qualifying as a result of this statement.

Finally I would like to note that the Regulations we are
now preparing will stipulate that persons carrying on exploration programs by way of joint venture agreements and
holding thereunder undivided interests, will be allowed to
proceed subject to the same criteria on ownership of such
interests as are applicable to share ownership.
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APPENDIX 6
CONTROL OF FOREIGN OWNERSHIP OF
CANADIAN URANIUM PROPERTIES AND
FACILITIES
SEPTEMBER 18, 1970
Honourable J. i. Greene, Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources, announced today in Ottawa that a careful study
had been completed of regulations proposed to be issued by
Government in accord with policy statements made by him,
on behalf of the Government of Canada, in the House of
Commons on March 19th 1970, and May 5th 1970, concerning questions of foreign ownership relating to investment and participation in the uranium industry in Canada.
"It was proposed", the Minister said, "to bring into
force regulations under the Atomic Energy Control Act for
the carrying out of Government policy with respect to the
control of foreign ownership of Canadian uranium properties and facilities, but legal counsel now advise that some
of the provisions which will be required by Government
will necessitate legislation rather than regulations. Accordingly, the Government is preparing legislation to be introduced to Parliament during the forthcoming session, but it
will take some additional time for this legislation to be made
ready."
Because it was believed that the effective regulations
would be completed by late summer, the Government had
not intended to rule on applications made by various companies for clarification of their status, on the basis that the regulations, when issued, would clarify most if not all circumstances. In view of the continuing postponement and the
decision to proceed with legislation, the Government has
decided to act on behalf of applicants in two categories so as
not to delay further decisions which will affect their exploration and development programs and planning in 1970 and
1971.
The first of these categories involves cases in which,
under an executed and binding legal agreement an obligation had arisen prior to March 2nd 1970 for the transfer of a
beneficial interest in a uranium property in Canada from one
party to another. These agreements will be allowed to be
carried out by the parties according to their terms. The second category concerns transfers from a foreign owner of an
interest in uranium mineral properties and rights in good
standing on March 2nd 1970, where it can be shown to the
satisfaction of the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources
that negotiations for such transfer had commenced prior to
March 2nd 1970, and had reached a firm stage of written
agreement between the parties prior to March 2nd 1970 on
the major terms of their arrangements. Parties in these circumstances will be permitted to conclude their legal documentation on or before December 31st 1970, and on so
doing will be allowed to carry out their agreement according
to its terms.
On the basis of the rules set out under the categories mentioned above, which will be provided for in the proposed
legislation, the Government of Canada will advise Brinex,
Consolidated Canadian Faraday Corp., Gulf Minerals Company and Kerr-McGee Corp., that no exception will be
taken to their applications for transfers of interests in uranium properties in Canada to foreign owners. The transfers

will, however, be required to be carried out according to the
terms of legal agreements in existence on March 2nd 1970,
or alternatively, according to terms not inconsistent with
those entered into in writing by the parties as evidencing
their intent and signed prior to March 2nd 1970.
The Minister also announced that following transfer of
title permitted under the two aforementioned categories, no
further transfer of interest would be permitted without the
approval of the Government of Canada or until such time as
the legislation proposed to be introduced to Parliament is
enacted into law, after which, any further transfer shall be
in accordance with such legislation.
The Minister further advised that nothing contained in his
statement was intended in any way to derogate from the requirements of the Atomic Energy Control Act, and the regulations made thereunder and in force at this time. He further
stated that the interest of foreign owners in uranium properties in Canada, and in the production of uranium ore
there from, is required to be held in the form of Canadian incorporated companies and that the sale of products of production would be by a Canadian company or companies in
such manner that the full profit potential of the sale will accrue in Canada.
If there are persons who have not made application for
clarification of their status under the previous ruling, who
believe that they fall within the two categories under which
transfers will be exempted as explained here, then such applications should be made immediately, Mr. Greene
stated.
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APPENDIX 7

STATEMENT ON URANIUM
BY THE MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND
RESOURCES
JULY 24, 1970
The Government of Canada is prepared to consider a program of assistance to replace two previous stockpiling programs for the uranium industry, if it can be demonstrated
that such a program is essential to the continuation of mining operations in established uranium communities, the
Honourable J. J. Greene, Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources, announced today.
The Government is particularly concerned to ensure that
the community of Elliot Lake be protected from a shutdown by established producers there, but the decision remains in the hands of such producers at all times, Mr.
Greene said. The nature of any assistance will be determined after an investigation of the minimum necessary cost
of operation of any applicant producer, such assessment to
be assisted by consulting engineers and auditors. The objective of any new assistance program, so far as the Government is concerned, will be to keep the level of Government
assistance at the minimum which, in the Government's
opinion, is required by any producer for the continuation of
mining operations.
The Canadian Government has come to the assistance of
uranium mining communities on two previous occasions in
the form of uranium stockpiling programs instituted in 1963
and 1965 respectively. These programs have required outlays by the Canadian Government to date of some $100 million, of which a major producer at Elliot Lake, Denison
Mines Limited, has received nearly $80 million. Another
major producer, Rio Algom Mines Ltd., has received some
$14 million; and Eldorado Nuclear Limited some $3 million; Consolidated Canadian Faraday Ltd., some $1.6 million and Stanrock Uranium Mines Limited, more than
$500,000.
Mr. Greene announced that discussions were under way
with Denison Mines Limited at their request. Arrangements
are being made with a view to a full investigation of the
Denison operation by independent consultants. Details of a
possible assistance program, he said, must await this detailed evaluation. The provisions of assistance under the
new program may vary depending upon the particular circumstances of individual operations.
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APPENDIX 8
GOVERNMENT OF CANADA AND DENISON MINES
LIMITED AGREE IN PRINCIPLE TO A JOINT
VENTURE TO STOCKPILE UNSOLD URANIUM
CONCENTRATE
DECEMBER 23, 1970
OTTAWA—The Government of Canada and Denison
Mines Limited announced today through Honourable J. J.
Greene, Minister of Energy, Mines ar»i Resources, and Stephen Roman, Chairman of the Board of Denison Mines
Limited, that a joint venture stockpile program had been
agreed to in principle to ensure the basic economic security
of the Elliot Lake community in which Denison is a major
employer.
The Government of Canada has supported the mining industry in Elliot Lake since 1963 with stockpile programs in
which the Government has been the outright purchaser of
$100,000,000 of concentrates. In an announcement on July
24th 1970, the Government stated that at the end of 1970 it
would cease stockpiling for its own account, but that in its
place it would offer a financial assistance program to uranium producers which would keep the level of Government
assistance at the minimum required for the continuation of
mining operations.
Denison Mines Limited had previously entered into commercial sales agreements which will ensure the continuity of
its normal operations from 197S to 1984 inclusive. In the
period from 1971 to 1974, however, contracts had been obtained which would take only about one-half of the production necessary for an economic operation. In the absence of
a sale for some 6.S million pounds of new production in that
period, Denison would be obliged to shut down until 1974.
Denison presently holds its own stockpile of uranium concentrates sufficient to meet all delivery requirements until
1974.
With the weil-being of the Elliot Lake community in
mind, and the serious economic dislocation which would be
caused there and to the uranium industry as a whole, the
Government of Canada and Denison Mines Limited have
agreed in principle to a joint venture stockpile program to
carry the Elliot Lake community and Denison through the
critical 1971 to 1974 years. While many important provisions will have to be reviewed on both sides before a final
agreement can be concluded, Mr. Greene and Mr. Roman
announced the nature of the agreement's principal points.
The joint venture will be obliged to purchase from Denison Mines Limited a total of 6,467,000 lbs. of uranium concentrates commencing January 1st 1971, and ending December 31st 1974. The interest of the Government of
Canada and Denison Mines Limited in the joint venture
stockpile will be in the ratio of about 75-25 and each will
contribute in about that proportion to the joint venture's cost
of operation.
The price of uranium concentrate to the joint venture will
be $6.00 per lb. This is not a commercial price for uranium
concentrate, Mr. Greene and Mr. Roman emphasized. It is
the price set by the joint venture members after careful consideration which would assure the continuity of the Denison
operation.

Denison will have the responsibility for the sale of the
joint venture stockpile, it was stated. The current Denison
stockpile will be available for new sales until January 1st
1975. After that time, anything remaining in the Denison
stockpile will be sold by Denison pro rata with the joint venture stockpile. After each member of the joint venture has
recovered its contribution per pound of concentrate sold,
and the cost of sales, the balance of the sale price will be divided between the two members. While this will give Denison a greater benefit, it is designed to provide an incentive
to their sales efforts, Mr. Greene stated. The Government
and Denison are anxious to dispose of this joint venture
stockpile at the earliest reasonable time.
With respect to the current Government stockpile purchased by Government alone up to December 31st 1970,
Mr. Greene stated that there was no change in policy and
that the stockpile would be held until a future market opportunity arose which would not unduly affect the sales prospects of established producers.
A further condition of their agreement in principle was
that Denison would maintain normal levels of employment
from January 1st 1971 to December 31st 1974, for a minimum operation of 4 million lbs. per year, and that, subject
to force majeure conditions, Denison would stay in production through 1984, Mr. Greene and Mr. Roman stated. Mr.
Greene also added that the Government recognized a responsibility to give greater assistance than in the past to the
international sales efforts of Canadian uranium producers
and that Government officials would be discussing means of
further involvement with those producers. This was necessary, he said, in recognition of the involvement of foreign
Governments in the purchase decisions taken by their companies.
The total cost to the Government of Canada of its participation in the emergency joint venture will be a maximum of
$29,500,000 Mr. Greene said. On its part, Denison will
have a proportionate cost to bear, according to Mr. Roman.
Both Mr. Greene and Mr. Roman acknowledged the cost
and contribution which would be borne by the Government
of Canada and by Denison to keep the Elliot Lake mine in
operation under conditions where a shut-down, ordinarily
good corporate practice in present market conditions, would
gravely harm the Elliot Lake community, the competitive
position of Canada in uranium sales and the 800-900 families directly relying on a continued operation.
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APPENDIX 9
Canadian Embassy,
Commercial Division,
1746 Massachusetts Ave.
N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
February 14, 1972
Dr. A. S. Friedman,
Acting Director,
Division of International Programs,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20545
Dear Abe:
Our people in Ottawa have asked me to pass along the
following information, regarding the uranium meeting in
Paris the week before last.
"Canada took the initiative in calling a meeting on February
2 in Paris of government officials from Australia, France,
South Africa and Canada, to explore all facets of present uranium market problems. The prime motivation behind the
meeting resulted from Canada's concern that the chaotic price
situation could reduce exploration for uranium to a point endangering the adequacy of supplies in latter part of this decade. The meeting was organized to complement one of
major producers which had been called by Uranex of France
for February 3-4. Representatives from Australia, France and
Canada attended Governmental Meeting, but there was no
representation from South Africa.
"During course of the meeting, following several subjects
were discussed: estimated uranium demand; uranium production capability; importance of inventories and stockpiles; impact of USA uranium policy statement of October 13; future
price trends for uranium and effects of currency; and a general discussion on possible price stabilization mechanisms.
"The general consensus was that supplies would continue to
exceed demand by a substantial amourK, until towards end of
the 1970s. By that time, demand would be rising so rapidly,
however, that production capability might not be adequate to
supply the nuclear power industry with uranium at reasonable
prices, given the long lead time between exploration and production.
"It was understood that at the Producers' meeting such matters as floor prices and market allocation would be reviewed.
Some representatives present argued that if such arrangements could be developed, there would be advantage to both
producers and consumers, since a more stable uranium producing industry could be assured to meet supply challenges of
the 1980s and beyond.
"Canadian officials present at producers' meeting on February 3-4 were William Gilchrist. President of Eldorado Nuclear Limited and G. M. McNabb, Executive Vice President
of Uranium Canada Limited. Latter Crown Corporation is
participating in a joint venture stockpiling program with Denison Mines and has governmental responsibility for eventual
sale of that stockpile as well as sale of general government
stockpiles. No details of producers' meeting are available as a
result of undertaking given by producers to each other."
Yours sincerely,
signed "H. C. Armstrong"
H. C. Armstrong,
Commercial Counsellor
HCA:nc
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APPENDIX 10
U3O8and UF6Minimum Prices in U . S . Dollars

MINISTER
OF ENERGY,
Ottawa K1A 0E4, Ontario
MINES AND RESOURCES August 17, 1972
Year
Dr. D . G. Hurst
President
Atomic Energy Control Board
107 Sparks Street
Ottawa, Ontario
Dear Dr. Hurst:
Uranium Marketing

Arrangement

On June 29, 1972, Cabinet approved the terms of a uranium export marketing arrangement proposed by producers
in Canada and several other countries. In order to enforce
compliance with the terms of the marketing arrangements
Cabinet also approved a proposal to issue an appropriate
Regulation pursuant to section 9 of the Atomic Energy Control Act together with a Direction to be given to the Board
pursuant to section 7 of the Act.
On July 27, 1972, an amendment to section 201 of the
Atomic Energy Control Regulations was approved by
Order-in-Council P . C 1972-1719 (copy attached). The
amendment is scheduled for publication on August 2 3 ,
1972.
The text of the proposed Direction having been agreed
upon interdepartmentally and subsequently approved by
Cabinet on July 13, 1972, is attached hereto.
You are hereby instructed to ensure that the terms and
conditions of uranium export contracts entered into by
Canadian producers on or after January 1, 1972 and covering the export sale of uranium during the period 1972 to
1978 inclusive which have not been disposed of by the
Board by August 23, 1972 are in accord with the criteria set
forth in the above-mentioned Direction.

1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

For Contracts
to
Japan, Korea and
Taiwan

For all other Contracts
to end users (1)

UaOg

(2)

(3)
UF6

Us On

(2)

(3)
UF6

5.60
5.95
6.30
6.65
7.00
7.35
7.70

7.90
8.35
8.80
9.30
9.75
10.20
10.7C

5.40
5.75
6.10
6.45
6.80
7.15
7.50

7.65
8.10
8.55
9.05
9.50
9.95
10.45

(1) Excluding those in Canada, Australia, France, South
Africa and the United States.
(2) Expressed in U . S . $ per 1b. UjOg c.i.f. conversion facilities.
(3) Expressed in U . S . $ per lb. of U contained in UF6delivered to the U.S.A.E.C. diffusion plant.
These prices include charges for weighing, sampling and
conversion losses but exclude interest charges. The above
c.i.f. prices apply to any converter. If f.o.b. prices are
quoted then reduction of up to 10* per lb. U3O8 through
1975 and 15* per lb. U 3 O 8 from 1976 to 1978 can be
made.

The following market quotas have been established:
Group

1972-77

1978-80

Canada
Nufcor
Uianex
Australia
Rio Tinto Zinc

33.50%
23.75
21.75
17.00
4.00

23.22%
19.26
19.26
24.44
13.82

Yours sincerely,
The agreed distribution of the Canadian 1972-77 quota is
as follows:
Donald S. Macdonald
Supplier
DIRECTION TO THE ATOMIC ENERGY CONTROL
BOARD PURSUANT T O SECTION 7 O F THE
ATOMIC ENERGY CONTROL ACT
When reviewing contracts for the export of the prescribed
substances referred to in the attached Regulation pursuant to
the Canadian Uranium Policy Statement dated June 19,
1969, you are also instructed to ensure that such contracts
are in accord with the following minimum price levels and
volumes of sales of the prescribed substances intended for
export.
The following schedule of minimum price levels is to
apply to export contracts which have not been disposed of
by the Board at the time of the coming into force of this Direction made pursuant to section 7 of the Atomic Energy
Control Act.

Denison Mines LimitedUranium Canada Limited*
Gulf Minerals-Uranerz Canada
Limited
Denison Mines Limited
Rio Algom Mines Limited
Eldorado Nuclear Limited
TOTAL

Amount
Tons U 3 O 8 Percentage
4,500

51.67

1,900

865
865
580

21.81
9.93
9.93
6.66

8,710

100.00

* To be supplied to Spain from the Joint Venture Stockpile
and the General Government Stockpile. The minimum
price schedule will not apply to the Spanish contract because a bid had been submitted to Spain by Denison
Mines prior to the internationally-agreed exclusion date of
January 1, 1972.
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The tonnages quoted are based on an assumed uncommitted market during the period 1972-77 of 26,000 tons l^OsSince that estimate may be either too high or too low, the
definitive figure is the percentage of the actual market.
Canada's allocation for the period 1978-80 is 23.22% of
an assumed uncommitted market of 45,000 tons ihOs, i.e.
10,450 tons. The distribution of this quota has not been settled as yet among the Canadian producers. Once it has been
established, a further Direction will be issued.
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APPENDIX 11

STATEMENT BY THE MINISTER OF ENERGY,
MINES AND RESOURCES
AUGUST 23, 1972
The Honourable Donald S. Macdonald, Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources, issued today the following
statement regarding the Government's policy with respect
to future sales of uranium to other countries:
"On June 19, 1969, the Government announced a uranium
policy providing for the examination of all contracts covering
the export of uranium and thorium to ensure that the terms
and conditions of such contracts would be in the national interest. The examination is carried out by the Atomic Energy
Control Board in consultation with the Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce. Approval of such contracts and
issuance of the necessary export permits only take place when
all aspects and implications have been found to be in the national interest. A copy of the June 19, 1969, policy statement
is attached.
In order to stabilize the current uranium marketing situation
and to promote the development of the Canadian uranium industry, I have today issued a Direction to the Atomic Energy
Control Board covering such aspects as minimum selling
prices and volumes of sales to export markets. Because of the
nature of uranium export contracts it would not be in the public interest to disclose further contract details at this time."
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APPENDIX 12
Dr. D. G. Hurst,
President,
Atomic Energy Control Board,
P.O. Box 1046,
Ottawa, Ontario, KIP 5S9

Ottawa, Ontario,
K1A 0E4
May 22, 1973

Dear Dr. Hurst:
Uranium Marketing Arrangement
It is now necessary to issue an addition to my earlier D ; rections on this subject.
The distribution of the Canadian 1978-80 quota is to be as
follows:
Supplier

Amount
Tons U3O8 Percentage

Denison Mines Limited
Rio Algom Mines Limited
Gulf Minerals—Uranerz
Canada Limited
Eldorado Nuclear Limited

2665
2665

25.5
25.5

3344
1776
10,450

32.0
17.0
100.0

The tonnages quoted are based on an assumed available
market for Canada during the period 1978-80 of 10,450 tons
U3O8. Since that estimate may be either too high or too low,
the definitive figure is the percentage of the actual market.
The new price schedule outlined below will apply from
April 11, 1973 to all contracts based on new bids submitted
by companies on or after that date.
UF6Minimum Prices in U.S. Dollars

Year

1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

For contracts to
Japan, Korea and
Taiwan

For all other contracts
to end users (1)

(2)
U3Og

(3)
UF6

(2)
UsOg

(3)
UF6

6.15
6.55
6.95
7.45
7.95
8.45

18.95
20.10
21.30
22.70
24.10
25.55

6.00
6.40
6.80
7.30
7.80
8.30

18.55
19.70
20.90
22.30
23.70
25.15

(1) Excluding those in Canada, Australia, France, South
Africa and the United States.
(2) Expressed in U.S. $ per lb U3O8 c.i.f. conversion facilities.
(3) Expressed in U.S. $ per kg U contained in UF6 c.i.f.
enrichment plant.
The prices for UF6 include charges for weighing, sampling and conversion losses but exclude interest charges. If
f .o.b. prices are quoted, then reductions of up to 10* per lb
U3Og through 1975 and 15* per lb U3O8 from 1976 to 1978
can be made.
Yours Sincerely,
Original signed by
D. S. Macdonald
Donald S. Macdonald
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APPENDIX 13

Dr. D. G. Hurst,
President,
Atomic Energy Control Board,
Birks Bldg., 107 Sparks St.,
P.O. Box 1046,
Ottawa, Ontario, KIP 5S9.

Ottawa, Ontario,
K1A 0E4
August 31, 1973

Dear Dr. Hurst:
In view of the continued fluctuation of North American
currencies relative to those of certain other industrialized
nations, the price schedule given in my letter of May 22,
1973, warrants revision. I therefore now wish to issue an
addition to my earlier directions on uranium marketing.
The new price schedule outlined below will apply from
August 3,1973 to all contracts based on new bids submitted
by companies on or after that date.
U3O8 and UFe Minimum Prices in U.S. Dollars
For all other contracts
For contracts to
to end users (1)
Japan, Korea and
Year
Taiwan

1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

(2)
U3O8

(3)
UF 6

U 3 Og

(2)

(3)
UF6

6.65
7.05
7.45
7.95
8.45
9.05

20.25
2J.40
22.60
24.00
25.40
27.10

6.50
6.90
7.30
7.80
8.30
8.90

19.85
21.00
22.20
23.60
25.00
26.70

(1) Excluding those in Canada, Australia, France South
Africa and the United States.
(2) Expressed in U.S. $ per lb U3O8 c.i.f. conversion facilities.
(3) Expressed in U.S. $ per kg U contained in UF6 c.i.f.
enrichment plant.
The prices for UF6 include charges for weighing, sampling and conversion losses but exclude interest charges. If
f.o.b. prices are quoted, then reductions of up to 10* per lb.
U3O8 through 1975 and 15* per lb. U3O8 from 1976 to 1978
can be made.
If North American currencies continue to fluctuate it may
be necessary to modify this price schedule again.
Yours sincerely,
Donald S. Macdonald.
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APPENDIX 14

Dr. D. G. Hurst,
President,
Atomic Energy Control Board,
Birks Bldg., 107 Sparks St.,
P.O. Box 1046,
Ottawa, Ontario, KIP 5S9.

Ottawa, Ontario
K1A 0E4
October 30, 1973

Dear Dr. Hurst:
This letter supersedes the direction given in my letter of
August 31, 1973 and is an addition to my earlier directions
on uranium marketing.
The new price schedule outlined below will apply from
October 9, 1973 to all contracts based on new bids submitted by companies on or after that date.
U3O8 and UF6 Minimum prices in U.S. Dollars

Year

For contracts to
Japan, Korea and
Taiwan

(2)
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

For all other contracts
to end users (1)

(2)

U3Og

(3)
UF6

U3Og

(3)
UF6

6.65
7.15
7.65
8.15
8.90
9.65

20.25
21.65
23.10
24.50
26.60
28.65

6.50
7.00
7.50
8.00
8.75
9.50

19.85
21.25
22.70
24.10
26.20
28.25

(1) Excluding those in Canada, Australia, France, South
Africa and the United States.
(2) Expressed in U.S. $ per lb. U3O8 c.i.f. conversion facilities.
(3) Expressed in U.S. $ per kg U contained in UF6 c.i.f.
enrichment plant.
The prices for UF6 include charges for weighing, sampling and conversion losses but exclude interest charges. If
f.o.b. prices are quoted, then reductions of up to IO0 per lb.
U3O8 through 1975 and 15* per Ib U3O8 from 1978 can be
made.
Yours sincerely,
Donald S. Macdonald
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APPENDIX 15
Dr. D. G. Hurst,
President,
Atomic Energy Control Board,
P.O. Box 1046,
Ottawa, Ontario, KIP 5S9.

Ottawa, Ontario
K1A 0E4
March 6, 1974

Dear Dr. Hurst:
Uranium Marketing Arrangement
During the past two months we have seen indications that
the market for uranium may be switching from a buyers' to
a sellers' market. In the light of this, I have reviewed my
earlier directions to you and fmd the minimum price schedule given in my letter of October 30, 1973 warrants revision. I therefore now wish to issue an addition to my earlier
directions on uranium marketing based on bids submitted by
companies on or after January 28, 1974.
All contracts for the sale of Canadian uranium destined
for delivery to all countries except Canada, United States,
Australia, France and South Africa must be in accordance
with either the following minimum fixed price schedule or
the following escalating price formula:
U3O8 and UF6 minimum prices in U.S. Dollars
Year

(1)
U3O3

(2)
UF 6

1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

8.20
9.05
10.00
11.05
12.20

24.80
26.70
29.30
32.15
35.30

(1) Expressed in U.S. $ per lb UsOgc.i.f. conversion facility.
(2) Expressed in U.S. $ per kg U contained in UF6 c.i.f.
enrichment plant delivery point.
The prices for UF6 include charges for weighing, sampling and conversion losses but exclude interest charges. If
F.O.B. prices are quoted, then reductions o f up to 10* per
lb U3O3 for deliveries through 1975 and 15* per lb U3O8 for
deliveries from 1976 through 1978 can be made.
For deliveries after 1978 but not beyond 1985 or as an alternative to the minimum fixed price schedule, escalated
prices, on a base price of U.S. $9.70/lb U3O8 c.i.f. converters ($28.30/kg U in UF6 c.i.f. all enrichment delivery
points) may be offered from any year provided that:
(a) the escalation formula is to operate from 1974 at the
stipulated minimum base price irrespective of the first
delivery year in the contract;
(b) at least 80% of the price is subject to escalation; and
(c) the "labour" and the "materials" cost components of
the escalation formula are at least 30% eacL.
As in the case of the minimum fixed price schedule the
base price for UF6 includes charges for weighing, sampling
and conversion losses but excludes interest charges. If
F.O.B. prices are quoted, then the base price may be reduced by up to 10* per lb U3O8 for deliveries through 1975
and 15* per lb U3O8 for deliveries from 1976 through
1978.
Yours sincerely,
Original signed by
Donald S. Macdonald
Donald S. Macdonald
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APPENDIX 16

Document No. FP-4133

NOTES FOR STATEMENT
ON OTHER ELEMENTS OF ENERGY POUCY
BY
THE HONOURABLE DONALD S. MACDONALD
MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES A N D RESOURCES

First Ministers' Conference on Energy
Ottawa
January 22-23, 1974
Agenda Item 3
(Other Elements of
Energy Policy)
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Over the past day and a half we have devoted most of our
attention to short and long term issues which evolve around
the production, transportation and marketing of oil and gas.
The emphasis which we have placed on these two energy
forms is not surprising; in 1970 they met 80% of this
nation's energy requirements, a percentage which is not expected to reduce significantly over the balance of this century.
However, we must not, and have not, lost track of the
fact that our oil and gas resources are limited in nature and
eventually society must turn to the other conventional forms
of energy, plus new energy techniques, to meet our requirements. We see indications of this already prompted by the
rapidly escalating cost of petroleum. The world uranium
market which was in desperate straits only a year ago is rebounding quickly as utilities rush to seek out long-term and
secure sources of supply, and the coal industries of the
world which have had to struggle for survival in the face of
abundant and low-cost oil now face demands which will be
difficult to meet.
We must also heed the projection contained in the Energy
Policy report which the federal government published last
June. We are moving towards an electrical society which
will be heavily dependent upon nuclear fuels and new forms
of generation. Our energy policies should reflect these facts
and our research and development activities should be
tailored to ensure the best use of our skilled professionals as
well as this nation's resource base.
Our time today is limited on this subject, but I do want to
start our discussion by indicating to you some of the actions
which my government is taking to meet our present and future needs from non-petroleum sources of energy.
I have mentioned the sudden tum-around of the uranium
market. In the light of this change we are moving to firm up
the uranium export policies which were announced in 1965
and 1969. The Atomic Energy Control Board and Industry,
Trade and Commerce are already required to give consideration to such matters as price, reserves and further processing prior to issuing an export licence. We are now proposing new guidelines which will be much more specific.
These guidelines will be discussed in detail at a forthcoming
meeting of Mines Ministers, but in general terms they contemplate the following:
(a) Proven reserves of uranium will be required to be held at
all times to meet, as a minimum, the fueling requirements
of Canadian reactors whether in existence or committed.
(b) Existing and potential production capacity must also be
shown W be capable of producing at a rate to meet future
domestic needs.
(c) Uranium will be required to be exported in the most advanced form possible in Canada unless specific exemption is granted b y the control agencies.
(d) The government stockpile of uranium will be disposed of
solely within the domestic market and, prior to its total
disposal, will be available on a commercial loan basis to
meet any short term needs of Canadian producers provided that at all times it will be further processed by
Canadian facilities.
(e) The Crown Corporation, Eldorado Nuclear Limited, will
be provided with funds to enable it to expand its exploration program in Canada.

In conjunction with these measures we will be introduc-

ing our foreign ownership legislation at the next session of
Parliament.
As I mentioned earner, these proposals will be discussed
by Mines Ministers at a special meeting and we also plan to
hold discussions with industry representatives. We will be
seeking views on the reserve formula itself, on how the reserve requirements can be most equitably distributed among
producers, and on the appropriate cost factor to be considered when estimating available reserves. We do not want to
see reserve formulae evolve which will place the whole burden of protection on the uranium producer. Hopefully there
will be provisions which will encourage Canadian utilities
to take action to contract for their long-term requirements.
We will also be taking measures to assist exploration in
Canada through an enlarged technically-oriented program
within my Department. We look to your cooperation in this
regard as well as your participation in a program of reserve
calculations.
As fuel prices rise Canadian utilities will be turning more
and more to nuclear generation which, especially with the
CANDU reactor, is better protected against increases in fuel
costs than oil or coal. The Prime Minister announced on December 6 last year that we were prepared to enter into discussions with any province that may be interested in assistance in financing construction of the initial generating
station in that province. I wish to advise you of our willingness to provide 50% financing at Crown Corporation borrowing rates for the first nuclear unit in any province. In addition we are willing to extend similar financing assistance
to the second unit if power from the unit is to serve the
needs of more than one province and regional benefits are
clearly established.
An example of this policy is our willingness to provide
50% financing for a two unit station in New Brunswick
which will provide power not only to that province but also
to Quebec, Prince Edward Island and Nova Scotia. In this
case, regional benefits plus security of supply considerations were important factors in our decision.
The federal government has expended some one billion
dollars in nuclear research and development activities
through Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. and is now prepared
to assist Canadian utilities to reap the benefits of that research.
Continuing in the area of electrical generation I wish to
comment on the need for strengthened regional electrical
inter-connections. When a federal-provincial committee
assessed the merits of a national grid in 1966 they looked at
such aspects as the sharing of generating capacity, and the
savings which could result because of time diversity across
the nation. All such elements are still valid, but in addition
recent events have made security of energy supply the paramount consideration. Accordingly, the federal governnent
is anxious to see utilities develop stronger regional interconnections and thereby acquire the ability to assist each other
in times of shortage or other emergency, and stabilize the
cost of electrical energy by virtue of access to large scale
energy sources that are not dependent upon fossil fuel. To
further this objective I wish to announce our willingness to
participate with the provinces in the study of regional interconnections and in the construction of necessary facilities.
This assistance will be provided at provincial initiative
within the following general framework:
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(a) cost sharing of up to 50% will be considered by the federal government for approved studies of interconnection
facilities;
(b) in cases where the financing ability of a province or utility is inadequate, federal financing in the form of loans at
Crown Corporation rates will be considered for amounts
up to 50% of the capital cost of the approved projects;
(c) for approval, projects must be shown to be capable of
economic justification in the long run without consideration of the effects of federal assistance, or must be directly associated with a program or programs related to
energy conservation, security of energy supply, or regional rationalization of energy crisis.

In programs which involve federal financial participation
special attention will be given to exploiting the opportunities presented by inter-connection projects for the encouragement of the development within Canada of improved
equipment and enhanced engineering skills.
I would like to observe leaving this item that we have not
been inactive since the 1966 report. We have invested $235
million in the Nelson River transmission system and have
assisted in regional ties in the Atlantic region. In addition,
there is a continuing federal investment, by way of loans, of
$102 million in existing Maritime transmission facilities.
Coal—that energy form which has been scorned by many
in recent years is now rapidly becoming of considerably
greater importance. The use of coal in Canada will grow in
both the electrical utilities and the steel industry. In the
Prairies the resource is adequate to allow growth as a
strongly competitive source of electricity and soon as a
source of synthetic natural gas lasting beyond the end of this
century. In Ontario (and on a smaller scale in the Mantimes) we expect coal usage to double, reaching a plateau
during the 1980's. The limit to further growth will be imposed by competition from nuclear energy in the electrical
generation industry and from alternative fuels in the steel industry.
Supplies to Ontario from foreign sources are likely to
continue at the current level, but increases will be difficult
and more costly to obtain and the risk of substantial interruption cannot be safely ignored. There are sufficient reserves and sufficient promise of low mining costs in western
Canada to suggest that this area will be the major source for
growth. However, present mining and transportation capacities are insufficient to allow the expected increase in demand to be fulfilled and would not allow adequate response
to a severe interruption of imports. The worst constraints
facing us are the inadequacy of dock facilities at the Lakehead and inadequate railroad capacity.
Properly planned action in the mining and transportation
industries will improve supply security and permit growth.
We look forward to working with the provinces and with industry to achieve this action because if it is not taken there is
a significant risk of disruption to energy supplies.

With regard to the Maritime coal industry the experiences
of the past make us all cautious about a rapid and costly expansion program. There is no doubt however that the increasing cost of alternative fuels is radically changing the
historic picture and w<* will be responsive to any provincial
requests for analyses of the changing economics and the resolution of mining and beneficiation problems. We would
hope that in this region, as in the case in western Canada,
private interests will play the major role in any expansion
plans.
I have concentrated in these short statements on our principal conventional sources of energy and their use. Our efforts however do not stop there. Our Energy Policy report of
last June highlighted many other important policy areas and
while time does not permit a complete overview of those
subjects I do want to commsnt briefly on research and development priorities into new or improved energy forms. If
anything, events since last June have only served to support
our selection of the first priority area for R & D; oils sands
technology. Last December 6 the Prime Minister indicated
our willingness to invest some $40 million in oil sands research over the next five years through a National Petroleum Company or some other vehicle such as an independent Canada—Alberta Institute. We remain flexible with
regard to mechanisms, but hope that this offer can be effectively acted upon within the framework of the recent
Alberta initiative.
We are also moving ahead with plans for research into
new energy forms and energy conservation techniques, but
must of necessity be selective with regard to our deployment of available funds and talent. The total federal energy
R & D program is being monitored by an Inter-departmental
Task Force which is charged with recommending and implementing a coordinated federal effort. The expertise existing throughout the federal government is being called upon.
For example, I propose using the talents existing within the
large scientific staff of AECL to work with my Department
in the analysis of such future technologies as biomass
energy and magneto-hydrodynamics.
In this R & D effort we hope to work closely with the energy industries and to assist where possible a coordinated
industry approach to common problems. It is for this reason
that I welcome initiatives such as that recently shown by
the Canadian Electrical Association which has proposed a
Canada-wide electrical utility attack on specific research
priorities. We have advised the Association of our willingness to provide financial assistance to this plan.
This of necessity has been a quick tour d'horizon of a
very large subject area. Hopefully it will have served two
purposes; first to indicate the initiatives which we are taking
to firm up these aspects of national energy policy, and
secondly to illustrate the necessity of close and effective
federal-provincial cooperation as we move ahead with this
task.
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APPENDIX 17

STATEMENT
BY
THE HONOURABLE DONALD S. MACDONALD
MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES
on
CANADA'S URANIUM POLICY
September5, 1974
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Since the late 1960's, the world uranium market has
passed through several significant phases. The commercial
market for uranium which appeared to be developing at that
time was replaced by disorderly marketing in the early
1970's due to an over-supply in the producing industry and
because of the accumulation of stockpiles by government
and industry. More recently and especially since early this
year, the number of enquiries to Canadian producers for
uranium supplies has been accelerating. Most of these enquiries are for long-term supplies. Within the next decade a
four to sixfold increase in the annual demand for uranium is
expected within and outside Canada. Existing and potential
production facilities will be strained to meet this demand.
To provide an orderly growth of the industry while protecting the needs of domestic nuclear programmes, it has been
concluded that protection for Canadian uranium consumers
should be twofold:
a) always to ensure a long-term reserve of nuclear fuel for
existing and committed reactors as well as for reactors
which are planned for operation in Canada for a ten-year
period into the future;
b) to ensure that sufficient uranium production capacity is
available for the Canadian domestic nuclear power programme to reach its full potential.
In order to implement these policies the following criteria
will be used when considering each uranium export contract.
URANIUM RESERVES
1. Sufficient uranium must be reserved for domestic use to
enable each nuclear power reactor operating, committed
for construction or planned for operation ten years into
the future, to operate at an average annual capacity factor of 80 per cent for 30 years from the start of the
period, or in the case of reactors which are not in operation, for 30 years from their in-service dates.
2. A Uranium Resource Appraisal Group established
within the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources
will audit Canadian resources that are recoverable at
prices of up to twice the current world market price.
Each mining company will have a reserve margin allocated to it based on the ratio of its uranium resources to
the total Canadian recoverable resources from all such
companies as estimated by the Uranium Resource Appraisal Group.
DOMESTIC URANIUM PURCHASERS
Domestic utilities purchasing uranium should share with
uranium producers the responsibility for ensuring adequate
and continuous supplies of uranium to meet domestic requirements. Therefore the Atomic Energy Control Board
will require a utility to demonstrate that it is maintaining a
contracted forward supply of nuclear fuel to enable each
operating reactor to be operated at an annual capacity factor
of 80 per cent for at least 15 years, or for reactors commit-

ted but not yet operating for 15 years from their in-service
dates. However, the Government would encourage commitments to be made for periods of more than 15 years.
URANIUM SALES CONTRACTS
Under existing uranium export policies, the regulating
agencies are required prior to issuing an export licence to
examine contracts with respect to implications of such matters as international safeguards, the relationship between
contracting parties, price and volumes of sales to the export
market, and reserves and rate of exploitation. These agencies, in co-operation with the Department of Energy, Mines
and Resources, will now include in their review consideration as to the adequacy of the contracting company's uncommitted uranium reserves to meet its share of the Canadian domestic reserve margin. Contracts concluded with
Canadian utilities will be credited to the company's portion
of the reserve margin. Special consideration will be given
for companies whose mining operations are within five
years of being exhausted.
Unless specific exemption is granted by the regulating
agencies the uranium will be required to be exported in the
most advanced form possible in Canada. The purchaser will
be required to agree not to re-export the uranium unless specific authority to do so is given by the Atomic Energy Control Board after consideration by the Board of the prevailing
international market situation.
Export contract approvals shall be limited to a maximum
of ten years from the date of the signing of the contract with
contingent approval possible for an additional five years.
Such contingent approvals will not be given unless provision is made for renegotiation of price for the uranium to be
supplied during the additional five years of the contract and
wUl be subject to domestic utilities having a right to recall
through the Atomic Energy Control Board on a portion of
this material. A domestic utility must give the Board prior
notice of at least five years that the right will be exercised
and must demonstrate that it is unable by other means to
maintain its 15-year forward commitment. The portion subject to recall in any of these years will be in accordance with
the ratio of expected Canadian domestic demand in that year
to the total uranium production capacity scheduled with'n
Canada in that year. Contracts concluded by a producer
with Canadian utilities will be fully credited to that producer
thus reducing material subject to recall.
Uranium producers are now required to submit their sales
contracts for uranium exports to the Board for examination
prior to being granted a licence to export the uranium. Producers will now be required also to submit their contracts
for domestic sales of uranium to the Board for information
purposes. While recognizing that considerable time may
elapse between negotiating a sale and completing a contract, the Board will require producers to submit, within 90
days of the acceptance of an offer by a purchaser, documentation giving the basic pricing, quantity and delivery conditions. This documentation is supplementary to the detailed
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contract which must still be approved by the Board. Such
approval will nei normally be given if the pricing conditions
for foreign customers are more favourable than those offered to domestic purchasers.
CANADIAN GOVERNMENT STOCKPILE
We have concluded that the stockpile of uranium accumulated by the Canadian government might be used with
advantage to supplement the fuel supplies being obtained by
domestic utilities from existing industrial production capacity. Therefore the government stockpile of uranium will be
disposed of solely within the domestic market and, prior to
its total disposal, will be available on a commercial loan
basis to meet any short-term needs of Canadian producers or
Canadian utilities provided that at all times it will be further
processed by Canadian facilities. Any opportunity to dispose of the stockpile by direct sale within the domestic market would be examined. In considering such opportunity the
value of the stockpile in providing short-term security of
supply to Canadian utilities would be carefully assessed.
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APPENDIX 18

ENERGY, MINES &
RESOURCES CANADA
MINISTER

Sir William Logan Building
580 Booth Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E4
March 17, 1977

Dear Mr.
I wish to communicate to you a recent decision by Cabinet related to the pricing of uranium exports.
Since 1969, the Atomic Energy Control Board has been
reviewing contracts for the export of uranium to ensure
among other things that pricing conditions are in accord
with Canadian government policy. Recently-approved contracts often call for annual negotiation of price and the
Board must review these prices before recommending the
issuance of an export permit. In the past few years, the rapid
price rise which has occurred for uranium and the differing
terms of many contracts have resulted in applications for annual export permits containing widely varying prices. In
some cases, export approval for old contracts was sought at
prices considerably lower than the Board was willing to approve for new sales. In some others, the cost of mining the
uranium had overtaken the price. In these cases, or where
costs have increased to an extent that selling prices are too
low to provide a reasonable return, the Canadian producers
are being encouraged to renegotiate their contracts.
With regard to all contracts not yet approved by the
Atomic Energy Control Board, and all future contracts, the
government will expect that terms of sale will provide for an
annual renegotiation of price based on then existing world
prices giving consideration to such factors as term and size
of contract and any special financing arrangements. Provision should also be made for an escalating floor price which
will protect investment in production facilities. Other factors relating to Canada's uranium policy as announced by
the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources on September
5, 1974 will continue to apply.
Yours sincerely
Alastair Gillespie
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APPENDIX 19

There are two basic categories of resources, defined as
folio ws:<19>
—Reasonably Assured Resources refers to uranium that
occurs in known mineral deposits of such size, grade and
configuration that it could be recovered within the given
production cost ranges, with currently proven mining and
processing technology. Estimates of tonnage and grade
are based on specific sample data and measurements of
the deposits and on knowledge of deposit characteristics.
Reasonably Assured Resources have a high assurance of
existence and in the cost category below $80/kg U are
considered as reserves, for the purpose of this report.
—Estimated Additional Resources refers to uranium in addition to Reasonably Assured Resources, that is expected
to occur, mostly on the basis of direct geological evidence, in:
• extensions of well-explored deposits,
• little-explored deposits, and
• undiscovered deposits believed to exist along a welldefined geological trend with known deposits.
Such deposits can be identified, delineated and the uranium subsequently recovered, all within the given cost
ranges. Estimates of tonnage and grade are based primarily on knowledge of the deposit characteristics as determined in its best-known parts or in similar deposits.
Less reliance can be placed on the estimate in this category than for Reasonably Assured Resources.
—Speculative Resources refers to uranium, in addition to
Estimated Additional Resources, that is thought to exist
mostly on the basis of indirect evidence and geological
extrapolation, in deposits discoverable with existing exploration techniques. The location of deposits envisaged
in this category could generally be specified only as being
somewhere within a given region or geological trend. As
the term implies, the existence and size of such resources
are highly speculative.
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APPENDIX 20

C-14
3rd Session, 30th Parliament, 26 Elizabeth II,
1977

Third Session, Thirtieth Parliament,
26 Elizabeth II, 1977

THE HOUSE OF COMMONS OF CANADA

THE HOUSE OF COMMONS OF CANADA

BILL C-14

BILL C-14

An Act to provide for the regulation, control
and supervision of the development, production, use'and application of nuclear
energy and matters related thereto

An Act to provide for the regulation, control and
supervision of the development, production, use and
application of nuclear energy and matters related
thereto

Her Majesty, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate and House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows:
SHORT TITLE
Short liile

1. This Act may be cited as the Nuclear
Control and Administration Act.

First reading, November 24, 1977
INTERPRETATION
Definition:*
"Board"
•Commission*
"nuclear
cncr&y"
nenergie
nudeaire*

"nuclear
facility"
•elablissemenl
nucteaire*

T H E MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES

22389

2. In this Act,
"Beard" means the Nuclear Control Board
established by section 6;
"nuclear1 energy" means all forms of energy
released in the course of nuclear Fission, 10
nuclear fusion or other nuclear transmutation;
"nuclear facility" means a nuclear reactor, a
subcritical nuclear assembly, a particle
accelerator, a uranium or thorium mine or 15
mill, a plant for the separation, processing,
re-processing or fabrication of fissionable
substances, a plant for the separation of
deuterium or the production of deuterium
compounds, a facility for the processing, 20
handling, storage or disposal of prescribed
substances and such other works and
facilities as may be designated by regulations made under Part I and includes all
lands, buildings, structures and equipment 25

RECOMMENDATION

His Excellency the Governor General recommends to the House of
Commons the appropriation of public revenue under the circumstances, in the manner and for the purposes set out in a measure
entitled "An Act to provide for the regulation, control and supervision
of the development, production, use and application of nuclear energy
and matters related thereto".
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"prescribed
substance"

•substances
visits*

"vehicle"
•vehicule*

that are connected or associated with any
such work or facility;
"prescribed substance" means uranium,
thorium, all elements of atomic number
greater than 92, deuterium, their respec- 5
tive derivatives and compounds, radioactive nuclides, and any substances that are
designated by regulations made under Part
I as being capable of releasing nuclear
energy or as being requisite for the pro-10
duction, use or application of nuclear
energy;
"vehicle" means any ship, railway train, bus,
automobile, truck, aircraft or othen means
of transport by sea, land or air.
15

"Canadian
waters"

"Chairman"
and "ViceChairman"
•President* et
« Vice-President*

"Canadian waters" has the meaning assigned
to that expression by the Canada Shipping
Act;
"Chairman" and "Vice-Chairman" mean the
Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the 5
Board designated by the Governor in
Council pursuant to subsection 11(1);

"Fund"
•caisse*
"inspector"
•inspecteur*
"licence"
•permit*
"member"
•commissaire*
"Minister"
•Ministry*

DECLARATION
Works and
undertakings

Binding on the
Crown

3. All works and undertakings whether
heretofore constructed or hereafter to be
constructed
(a) for the production, use and application
of nuclear energy,
20
{b) for research and investigation with
respect to nuclear energy, and
(c) for the exploration for, or for the
mining, milling, production, refining, processing, handling, storage or disposal of 25
prescribed substances,
are declared to be works for the general
advantage of Canada.

"prescribed
equipment"
•materiel vise*

"prescribed
technology"
•technologic
vise'e*

"regulation"
•reglemems*

4. This Act is binding on Her Majesty in
right of Canada or a province and any agent 30 Board
established
thereof except that in any matter relating to
national defence it is binding only to the
extent that the Governor in Council may, by
order, prescribe.
PARTI
CONTROL OF HEALTH, SAFETY,
SECURITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ASPECTS OF NUCLEAR ENERGY
Interpretation

Definitions

5. In this Part,

35

"Fund" means the Radioactive Decontamination Fund established by section 51;
"inspector" means a person designated as an 10
inspector under section 37;
"licence" means a licence issued pursuant to
section 22;
"member" means a member of the Board;
"Minister" means such member of the 15
Queen's Privy Council for Canada as is
designated by the Governor in Council to
act as the Minister for the purposes of this
Part;
"prescribed equipment" means equipment 20
designated by the regulations as being
designed for use in the production, use or
application of nuclear energy;
"prescribed technology" means the technical
information that is designated by the regu- 25
lations as capable of being used in the
production, use or application of nuclear
energy or prescribed equipment;
"regulation" means any regulation made
under section 56.
30
Board established
6. There shall be a board to be known as
the Nuclear Control Board consisting of not
less than five and not more than nine members to be appointed by the Governor in
Council on the recommendation of the Min- 35
ister of whom not less than two and not more
than five shall be appointed on a full-time
basis.

Tenure of office

7. (1) Each member shall be appointed to
hold office for a term not exceeding five 40
years.

Age limit fur
appointment

(2) A person who has reached the age of
seventy years is not eligible to be appointed a
member.
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Rc-appoinlmcnt

Salary

Expenses

(3) On the expiration of his term of office,
a member who is not disqualified by age is
eligible for re-appointment.

Chairman of the Board and one of the fulltime members to be Vice-Chairman of the
Board.
l1 1

" """1

vice-chairman (3) In the event of the absence or incapaci(2) Each member is entitled to be paid by
ty of the Chairman or if the office of Chairthe Board reasonable travel and other
man is vacant, the Vice-Chairman has and 10
expenses incurred by him while absent from
may exercise and perform all the powers,
his ordinary place of residence in the course 10
duties and functions of the Chairman.
of his duties and functions under this Part.
interim

Substitute
members

Eligibility

9. In the event of the absence or incapacity of any member, the Governor in Council
may appoint a substitute member for such
period and on such terms and conditions as 15
he deems appropriate.
Divisions or the
10. (1) A person is not eligible to be
appointed or to continue as a member if he is
not a Canadian citizen or if
(a) as owner, shareholder, director, off:- 20
cer, partner or otherwise he is engaged in,
or
(b) he holds any bond, debenture or other
security of a corporation that is engaged in
the business of producing, selling, buying, 25
exporting or importing prescribed substances, prescribed equipment or nuclear
facilities.

Conflict of
interests

(2) A member shall net accept or hold any
office or employment inconsistent with his 30
duties and functions under this Part.

Disclosure and
disposal of
interest

(3) Where any interest prohibited by subsection (1) vests in any member by will or
succession for his own benefit, he shall forthwith disclose such interest to the Chairman 35
and the Minister and within three months
thereafter absolutely dispose of such interest.

Chairman and Vice-Chairman
11. (1) The Governor in Council shall
designate one of the full-time members to be

12. T h e Board, with the approval of the
Governor in Council, may authorize one of
its members to act as Chairman for the time 15
being in the event that the Chairman and the
Vice-Chairman are absent or unable to act
or if the offices are vacant.
13. ( i ) T h e Chairman may establish divi-

Board

sions of the Board, each consisting of one or 20
more members, and may direct any such
division to carry out, at such times and
places as are specified by him, such of the
duties and functions of the Board specified
by him as are authorized by by-laws made by 25
the Board under section 18 to be carried out
by a division of the Board, and, in carrying
out such duties and functions, a division of
the Board may exercise all of the powers
conferred on the Board by this or any other 30
Act of Parliament.

Acts of

(2) Any act or thing done by a division of
the Board in accordance with a direction by
the Chairman made pursuant to subsection
(1) is deemed to be an act or thing done by 35
the Board.

divisions of the
Beard

Chairman and
Vice-Chairman

(?) liic C'lwirinmi is llic chief c\cvntivr

officer of the Board, has supervision over and 5
direction of the work and the staff of the
Board and presides at meetings of the Board.

8. (1) Each member is entitled to be paid
by the Board a salary to be fixed by the S
Governor in Council.

References to
Board by
divisions

(3) A division of the Board may, with the
consent of the Chairman, and shall, on the
direction of the Chairman, refer any matter
that is before it to the Board.
40

Minimum
number of
members

(4) Notwithstanding subsection (1) and
the terms of any by-law made under section
18, the Chairman may not direct a division
of the Board consisting of less than three
members to carry out duties and functions of 45
the Board in relation to matters enumerated
in subsection 32(2).
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including the fixing of a quorum at any of its
meetings, and the establishment of special
and standing committees.

Head Office and Meetings
Head orr.ee

M«iings

Directives

14. (i) The head ofnee of the Board shall
be at such place in Canada as may be designated by the Governor in Council.
(2) The Board shall meet at least three
times a year at its head office on such days
as it may determine and may also meet at
such other times and places in Canada as the
Chairman deems advisable.

19. (1) The Governor in Council may, by
order, on the recommendation of the Minis- 5
ter, issue policy directives to the Board and
the Board shall comply therewith.
Publication

15. The Board shall have an official seal,
which shall be judicially noticed.
10
Staff
Slafr

16. (1) The Board may employ such
professional, scientific, technical and other
officers and employees as it considers necessary for the purposes of this Part, fix their
tenure of employment and duties and, with 15
the approval of the Treasury Board, fix and
pay their remuneration.

Technical
assistance

(2) The Board may engage on a temporary
basis the services of persons having technical
or specialized knowledge to advise and assist 20
the Board in the performance of its duties
and, wilh the approval of the Treasury
Board, may fix and pay the remuneration
and expenses of such persons.

Objects
Objects

PublicSenice 17. ( i ) Each full-time member and each 25
Superannuation person
e m p l o y e d u n d e r s u b s e c t i o n 16(J) j s

deemed to be employed in the Public Service
for the purposes of the Public Service Superannuation Act.
Application of
other Acts

(2) Each full-time member and each 30
person employed under subsection 16(1) is
deemed to be employed in the public service
of Canada for the purposes of the Government Employees

Compensation Act and any

regulation made pursuant to section 7 of the 35
Aeronautics Act.
By-laws
By-laws

18. The Board may make by-laws for the
management of its internal affairs, the
performance of its duties and functions.

(2) An order made under this section shall
be forthwith tabled in Parliament and published in the Canada Gazette.
10

20. The objects of the Board are
(a) to regulate, control and supervise the
development, production, possession and
use of nuclear energy, prescribed substances, prescribed equipment and pre-15
scribed technology in order to
(i) ensure the preservation of the health
and safety of persons and to protect the
environment from the hazards associated with the production, possession and 20
use of prescribed substances,
(ii) maintain national security,
(iii) ensure that nuclear energy and prescribed substances will be used only for
peaceful purposes, and
25
(iv) ensure compliance with measures
of international control undertaken by
Canada; and
(b) to act as a source of information for
the public on health, safety and environ- 30
mental matters related to nuclear energy.
Responsibility and Powers

Responsibility

21. For the purposes of achieving its
objects under this Part, it is the responsibility
of the Board to exercise regulatory and
administrative jurisdiction in relation to the 35
health, safety, security and environmental
aspects of the production, possession and use
of nuclear energy, prescribed substances,
prescribed equipment and prescribed technology, taking into account health, safety, 40
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8
security and environmental standards established by or on the recommendation of other
departments or agencies of government.

Licences

Terms and
conditions

Site approval

Revocation, etc

Content or
application

22. (I) The Board may, on application
made to it accompanied by such fee as is 5
prescribed in relation thereto by the regulations, issue a licence authorizing the carrying
out of such of the activities prohibited by
sections 30 and 31 as are specified in the
licence for a period of time specified therein 10
that does not exceed any maximum period
prescribed by the regulations.
(2) The Board may impose such terms and
conditions in respect of a licence issued or
proposed to be issued by it pursuant to sub- 1S
section (1), including terms and conditions
relating to any evidence of financial responsibility that it may require from the applicant
for a licence, as it considers to be appropriate
to the achievement of its objects.
20

Regional offices

24. The Board may establish laboratories
and regional offices anywhere in Canada for
the achievement of its objects.

Agreements

25. (1) The Board may enter into agreements and cooperate and maintain contact 5
with regulatory agencies in other countries or
international agencies for the purpose of
exchanging information relating to the regulation of nuclear energy and related matters.

Idem

(2) The Board may enter into agreements 10
with any person or with any department or
agency of the Government of Canada or of
any province on matters related to the
objects of the Board.

Idem

(3) An agreement entered into under sub- 15
section (2) may provide for the sharing of
costs incurred pursuant to the agreement.

Research
programs

26. The Board may establish research programs in order to obtain independent scientific, technical and other information and 20
advice that it considers necessary for the
exercise of its powers and the proper
performance of its duties.

(3) No licence to construct a nuclear facility other than a subcritical nuclear reactor
assembly or a particle accelerator may be
Public
27. The Board shall provide for the disissued by the Board unless
information
semination of information on the health, 25
(a) the approval of the site on which the 25
safety and environmental aspects of the denuclear facility is to be constructed has
velopment, production, use and application
previously been obtained in writing from
of nuclear energy.
the Board; and
(b) the Board has received evidence satisfactory to it that the applicant for such a 30 Duty in respect 28. In order to protect the health and
of nuclear
licence has complied with the conditions, if
safety of persons and in order to protect the 30
waste
any, of such approval.
environment, the Board shall assume responsibility for any prescribed substance or
(4) Subject to the procedure that may be
nuclear facility where, in the opinion of the
prescribed by the regulations, the Board may
Board,
amend, renew, suspend or revoke a licence or 35
{a) the substance or facility has been 35
a site approval.
abandoned by the person in possession
thereof or the operator thereof; and
(b) the circumstances of the case are such
23. An application for a licence or for a
that it is unreasonable or impractical to
site approval referred to in section 22 shall
require that person to continue to be 40
be in such form, contain such information
responsible therefor.
and be accompanied by such documents as 40
may be prescribed by the regulations and
information
29. The Board may, for the purposes of
shall be accompanied by any other supplethis Part, by notice in writing, require any
mentary information that the Board considperson to provide it with any information
ers necessary.
relating to any prescribed substance, pre-45
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10
scribed equipment -r prescribed technology
in his possession or to any activity carried out
by him relating to nuclear energy.

II
Hearings
Discretionary
hearings

32. (1) The Board may, on its own
motion, hold a public hearing in connection
with any matter within its jurisdiction and in
respect of which it deems such a hearing to
be desirable.
5

Mandatory
hearings

(2) The Board shall hold a public hearing
in connection with the issue of a licence to
construct
(a) a uranium or thorium mine, mill or
processing plant;
10
(b) a nuclear reactor of power greater
than 1 megawatt (thermal);
(c) a spent reactor fuel reprocessing plant;
(d) a radioactive waste management
facility;
15
(e) a uranium enrichment plant; or
(/) a heavy water plant.

Ru(es

33. The Board, with the approval of the
Governor in Council, may make rules of
procedure respecting hearings held under 20
this Part.

Part 1 of the
Inquiries Act

34. For the purposes of this Part, the
Board has all the powers of a commissioner
under Part I of the Inquiries Act.

Prohibitions
Prohibitions

30. No person shall, unless exempted by
the regulations or unless he is the holder of a
licence authorizing him to do so,
(a) explore for, develop, mine, mill,
extract, produce, convert, enrich, reprocess
or fabricate a prescribed substance;
(b) possess, transfer or use any prescribed 10
substance, prescribed equipment or prescribed technology;
(c) import or export any prescribed substance, prescribed equipment or prescribed
technology;
15
(d) import or export a nuclear facility;
(<?) construct, operate or decommission a
nuclear facility;
(/} construct, operate or decommission a
nuclear-powered vehicle or a vehicle 20
equipped with a nuclear reactor; or
(g) store, dispose of or abandon a prescribed substance or wastes resulting from
the production, possession or use thereof.

Publication of Notices
Nonces
Nuclear
vehicles

31. (i) No person shall cause a nuclear-25
powered vehicle or a vehicle equipped with a
nuclear reactor to enter Canada or Canadian
waters unless he or the owner of the vehicle
has been issued a licence authorizing the
entry of the vehicle into Canada or into 30
Canadian waters.

Limitation

(2) The powers given by this Part or the
regulations to the Board or to any inspector
shall be exercised in a manner that is not
inconsistent with measures of international 35
control undertaken by Canada.

35. ( i ) The Board shall publish the fol-25
lowing notices:
(a) notice of receipt of an application for
a site approval or for a licence respecting
the construction or operation of nuclear
facilities referred to in subsection 32(2); 30
(b) notice of the issue, refusal to issue,
amendment, renewal, suspension or revocation of a site approval or a licence
respecting the construction or operation of
nuclear facilities referred to in subsection 35
32(2); and
(c) notice of a public hearing.
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How published

( 2 ) A notice referred t o in subsection ( 1 )
shall be published
(a) where applicable, in a newspaper circulated in the locality in which the nuclear
facility is or is proposed to t« sited, con- 5
structed or operated or in the locality that
is likely to be affected by the nuclear
facility, and
(b) in the Canada Gazette,
and shall be in such form and contain such 10
information as may be prescribed by the
regulations.

Inspectors
Designation of
inspectors

37. (1) The Board or the Chairman may
designate as an inspector for the purposes of
this Part or for the purpose of complying
with any international treaty obligation
relating to the control of nuclear energy 5
undertaken by Canada any person it or he
deems qualified and may, subject to the
approval of the Treasury Board, if that
person is not an employee of Her Majesty in
right of Canada or a province, or an 10
employee of an agent of Her Majesty in right
of Canada or a province, fix and pay his
remuneration.

Agreements

(2) The Board may enter into an agreement with any person or with any depart- 15
ment or agency of the Government of
Canada or of any province for the designation, training, certification and employment
of inspectors and the sharing of costs and
expenses related thereto.
20

Disclosure of information
Documents
made available

Exception

Procedure

Decision of the
Board

36. (1) Subject to subsections (2) and (3),
^ g ^ j g h a U m a k e a v a i | a b l e for inspection
by the public all documents in the possession 1S
of the Board that do not contain information
that is within a class of information exempted from disclosure by the regulations.

(2) An applicant for a licence may request
inspector to
38. An inspector shall be furnished with a
the Board not to disclose any information 20 show certificate certificate of his designation setting out the
described in subsection (1) that he submits to
purposes for which he has been appointed,
the Board in connection with his application.
the place, area, vehicle or premises in respect
of which he has been appointed and the 25
period for which he has been appointed and,
(3) A person who, pursuant to section 29,
on
entering any place, vehicle or premises
gives information to the Board relating to
pursuant to section 39 or 40, shall, if so
any prescribed substance, prescribed equip- 25
requested, produce the certificate to the
ment or prescribed technology in his possesperson in charge thereof.
30
sion or to any activity carried out by him
relating to nuclear energy may request the
.
f
Powl rS0
39. (1) An inspector may, if so authorized
Board not to disclose any such information.
inspectors
in his certificate of designation, at any
reasonable time,
(4) A request made under subsection (2) 30
(a) inspect any nuclear facility,
or (3) shall be in writing and shall be con(b) inspect any vehicle transporting a pre- 35
sidered in accordance with the procedure
scribed substance and enter the vehicle
established by the regulations.
and inspect the prescribed substance,
(c) inspect any nuclear-powered vehicle,
(5) Where, after considering a request
or
under subsection (2) or (3), the Board is 35
(d) enter and inspect any premises on 40
satisfied that disclosure of the information to
which a prescribed substance is located
which the request relates is not required in
in respect of which a licence has been issued,
the public interest or would unduly impair
in order to verify that the requirements of
the competitive position of the person
this Part and the regulations and tht condimaking the request, notwithstanding subsec- 40
tions of the licence are being complied with. 45
tion (1), the Board shall not make available
for inspection by the public the documents
idem
(2) An inspector may, if so authorized in
containing that information.
his certificate of designation, at any reason-
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able time, enter and inspect any place where
components or parts intended for a nuclear
facility for which a licence has been issued
are being designed or manufactured.
Directions

(3) Where an inspector has reasonable 5
grounds to believe that a theft or loss of a
prescribed substance or a breach of a provision of this Part, the regulations or a condiDwelling
tion of a licence has occurred, he may direct
(a) the person holding the appropriate 10
licence to submit to the Board a report
respecting
(i) the circumstances of the theft, loss
or breach, and
(ii) any remedial action that has been 15
taken in respect thereof; and
{b) such action to be taken as he deems
necessary to protect the health and safety
of persons, to protect the environment or
to maintain security.
20

Emergency
powers

40. (1) An inspector may, at any reasonable time, enter and inspect any place, vehicle or premises in which he believes on
reasonable grounds that
(a) there is radioactive contamination,
25
(b) prescribed substances are being used,
stored or handled in a manner, or
(c) a nuclear facility is being operated in a
manner or is in a state
that may endanger the health and safety of 30
persons or endanger the environment.

Orders and
re purl

(2) Where an inspector has reasonable
grounds to believe that any place, vehicle or
premises mentioned in subsection (1), any
condition therein or anything being done 35
therein endangers the health and safety of
persons or endangers the environment or contravenes the requirements of this Part, he
may order that
(a) the place, vehicle or premises be eva- 40
cuated, closed, sealed and properly
labelled,
{b) any prescribed substance in the place
or vehicle or on the premises be stored,

sealed and properly handled and labelled,
or
(c) any nuclear facility in the place or
vehicle or on the premises, if it is practical
to do so, be put in a safe state
5
and he shall, forthwith after making the
order, report thereon to the Board.
(3) An inspector shall not enter any room
or place actually used as a dwelling without
the consent of the occupant except under the 10
authority of a search warrant.

Decontamination

41. On receipt of a report mentioned in
subsection 40(2), the Board shall make an
investigation and may take or order any
person to take such remedial measures as it 15
considers necessary to decontaminate any
radioactively contaminated area or generally
to protect the health and safety of persons or
to protect the environment.

Inspection

42. When inspecting any place, vehicle or 20
premises, an inspector may
(a) use such equipment and, after notification to the person in charge of the place,
vehicle or premises, if any, carry out such
tests as he considers necessary or 25
expedient;
(b) take samples of anything found therein; and
(c) examine and make copies and extracts
of any books, records or other documents 30
that, on reasonable grounds, he believes
contain any information relevant to the
enforcement of the provisions of this Part,
the regulations or a condition of any
licence.
35

Assistance to
inspectors

Obstruction of
mspectors

43. The owner or person in charge of any
place, vehicle or premises described in section 39 or 40 and every person found therein
shall give an inspector all reasonable assistance in his power to enable the inspector to 40
carry out his duties and functions under this
Part or the regulations and shall furnish him
with such information as the inspector may
reasonably require.
44. Where an inspector is carrying out his 45
^ ^

^

funcjjons

un(

j e r t J,j s p a f t

regulations, no person shall

or

tne
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(a) fail to comply with any reasonable
direction or requirement of the inspector;
(b) knowingly make any false or misleading statement either verbally or in writing
to the inspector; or
5
(c) otherwise obstruct or hinder the
inspector.

scribed equipment or prescribed technology
seized pursuant to section 46 pending final
decision in proceedings brought against the
person fro.m whom the prescribed substance,
prescribed equipment or prescribed technolo- 5
gy was seized.

45. No inspector is personally liable for
anything done by him in good faith under the
authority or purported authority of this Part 10
or the regulations.

Liability for costs
Liability

50. (1) Where a place, vehicle or premises
becomes radioactively contaminated, the
person who knowingly had the prescribed
substance that caused the contamination in 10
his possession at the time the contamination
occurred is liable, without affecting the liability of an operator under the Nuclear Liability Act and without proof of fault or negligence, for all costs and expenses reasonably 15
incurred by the Board or by any person
acting on the order of the Board made pursuant to section 41 as a result of such
contamination.

Eitcm of
liability

(2) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 20
as limiting or restricting any right of
recourse or indemnity that a person liable
pursuant to subsection (1) may have against
any other person.

Seizure and Forfeiture
Seizure

Forfeiture

Return of
things seized

Cure of things
seized

46. Where an inspector has reasonable
grounds to believe that any prescribed substance, prescribed equipment or prescribed
technology is illegally in the possession of 15
any person or that possession thereof by that
person could be detrimental to the health or
safety of other persons or detrimental to the
environment, he may seize that prescribed
substance, prescribed equipment or pre- 20
scribed technology and thereupon shall forthwith send a report thereon to the Board.
47. Where a person is convicted of an
offence against any provision of this Part, the
judge, court or magistrate sentencing that 25
person may, on application therefor by or on
behalf of the Minister, in addition to any
other punishment that may be imposed for
the offence, declare any prescribed substance, prescribed equipment or prescribed 30
technology that was seized from the convicted person pursuant to section 46 to be forfeited to Her Majesty.

Radioactive Decontamination Fund
Fund established

51. (1) There is hereby established in the 25
Consolidated Revenue Fund an account to be
known as the Radioactive Decontamination
Fund to which shall be credited
(a) all amounts received under subsections 53(1) and (2),
30
(b) interest computed in accordance with
subsection (2), and
(c) any amount recovered by the Board
pursuant to section 55,
and to which shall be charged
35
(d) all amounts that are directed to be
paid pursuant to subsection 54(1), and
(e) any interest paid pursuant to subsection 54(2).

48. Where no proceedings in respect of an
offence against a provision of this Part are 35
commenced against a person from whom any
prescribed substance, prescribed equipment
or prescribed technology has been seized pursuant to section 46 within sixty days from the
date of the seizure, or where such person is 40
not found guilty of any such offence, anything seized pursuant tc section 46 shall
forthwith be returned to that person.
interest to be
(2) The Minister of Finance shall, at such 40
FunTdl°
times as the Governor in Council, by order,
49. The Board shall have the care and
directs, credit to the Fund interest at a rate
custody of any prescribed substance, pre- 45
fixed by the Governor in Council on the

124

18

19

Board
administers

52. The Board is the administrator of the
Fund and shall report on its administration
thereof in its annual report.
5

Contributions
by licensees

53. (1) Every person to whom a licence is
issued shall pay to the Receiver General at
the time and in the manner prescribed by the
regulations such amount per unit as is prescribed by the regulations in respect of each 10
prescribed substance he is thereby authorized
Regulations
to have in his possession.

the Board, as administrator of the Fund, is
subrogated to all rights and claims of that
person against any person liable to pay that
amount pursuant to subsection 50(1) and
any amount recovered by the Board by virtue 5
of this section, otherwise than as costs of any
proceedings, shall be paid to the Receiver
General and credited to the Fund.

balance from time to time standing to the
credit of the Fund.

Interests on
unpaid amount

(2) Where all or any portion of an amount
payable under subsection (1) is not paid at
the time provided in the regulations, interest 15
is payable on the amount outstanding at a
rate fixed by order of the Governor in
Council.

Debts due to
Her Majesty

(3) All amounts payable under subsections
(1) and (2) are debts due to Her Majesty 20
and are recoverable as such in any court of
competent jurisdiction.

Payments out
54. ( i ) Where there is no person against
u
"
whom costs and expenses described in subsection 50(1) can be recovered as therein 25
provided or, in the opinion of the Board,
recovery from such a person pursuant to that
subsection would be impractical, the Board
shall pay the costs and expenses incurred by
it as a result of the contamination referred to 30
in that subsection and shall direct that the
costs and expenses incurred by other persons
acting on the order of the Board oursuant to
section 4 1 , as assessed by the Board, be paid
out of the Fund.
35
interest
(2) Where payment of all or any portion of
an amount directed by the Board to be paid
out of the Fund to a person who acted on the
order of the Board pursuant to section 41 is
delayed for more than one month from the 40
time when the Board directed payment of the
amount, interest on the unpaid amount, calculated from that time at a rate fixed, by
order, of the Governor in Council, shall be
paid to that person out of the Fund.
45
Subrogation

55, Where, pursuant to section 54, an
amount is paid to a person who acted on the
order of the Board, pursuant to section 41,

Regulations
56. (1) For the purposes of this Part, the
Board may, with the approval of the Gover- 10
nor in Council, recognizing standards established by or on the recommendation of other
departments and agencies of government,
make regulations
(a) for controlling, licensing and supervis- 15
ing the development, production, use and
application of nuclear energy;
(b) governing the design, siting, construction, installation, operation, modification
and maintenance of nuclear facilities;
20
(c) respecting the exploration, development, mining, milling, refining and processing of uranium and thorium;
(d) controlling the production, importation, exportation, refining, possession, use, 25
transfer and disposal of prescribed
substances;
(<?) controlling the importation, exportation, possession, use and transfer of prescribed equipment and prescribed tech- 30
nology;
(/) prescribing the manner in which prescribed substances are to be packaged and
handled and prepared for transportation;
(g) requiring the keeping of records by the 35
holder of a licence;
(h) for the purpose of maintaining national security, requiring that classes of information specified in the regulations relating
to the production, use, application and 40
control of, and research and investigation
with respect to, nuclear energy not be
disclosed, except as prescribed in the
regulations;
(i) designating places as protected places 45
a J prescribing special precautions to be
taken to protect prescribed substances,
prescribed equipment, prescribed technolo-
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(v) requiring and providing for the traingy and nuclear facilities from being lost,
ing, examination, designation and certifistolen or destroyed or falling into the
cation of inspectors;
possession of unauthorized persons;
(w) respecting the enforcement of meas(/) prescribing classes of information that
ures of international control undertaken by 5
are exempt from disclosure pursuant to 5
Canada relating to the control of nuclear
subsection 36(1);
material, facilities, equipment, technology
(k) prescribing the conditions, including
and information;
any evidence of financial responsibility,
(x) respecting the perpetual care of prethat may be attached to a site approval or
scribed substances and prescribed equip- 10
licence;
10
ment;
(/) prescribing classes of persons who are
00 prescribing or designating anything
exempt from the application of section 30;
that is by any other provision of this Part
(m) for the general protection of the
or by section 2 to be prescribed or desigpublic and of the environment from haznated by regulations; and
15
ards associated with the operation of 15
(z) generally for carrying out the purposes
nuclear facilities or the production, possesand provisions of this Part.
sion, transportation and use of prescribed
substances;
(«) prescribing standards of construction
and operation of nuclear-powered vehicles 20
or vehicles equipped with a nuclear
reactor;
(o) providing for the protection of persons
who because of their work or professional
activity may come into contact with or 25
may be exposed to prescribed substances;
(p) for controlling the wastes resulting
Publication of
(2) Subject to subsection (3), the Board
from the operation of a nuclear facility or
proposed
shall publish in the Canada Gazette at least
,
..
.
regulation
4
sixty days before the proposed effective date 20
from the use or storage of prescribed
thereof a copy of every regulation that it
substances;
30
proposes to make and a reasonable opportu(q) governing the abandonment or disposnity shall be afforded to interested persons to
al of prescribed substances and nuclear
make representations to the Board with
facilities;
respect thereto.
25
(r) establishing safety standards or codes
to be complied with by persons who have 35 Exception
(3) The Board is not required to publish a
in their possession or control prescribed
proposed regulation if the proposed regulasubstances;
tion has been published pursuant to subsec(s) requiring and providing for the traintion (2) whether or not it has been amended
ing, examination and certification of peras a result of representations made by inter- 30
sons employed in nuclear facilities or on 40
ested persons as provided in that subsection.
premises where prescribed substances are
used or stored and prescribing the qualifiReview and Appeal
cations required of such persons;
(0 for the inspection of nuclear facility
Governor in
57. (1) On the petition of any person who
components during manufacture or 45 council may is directly affected by an order or decision of
.. .
vary or review
the Board received by the Clerk of the Privy
installation;
Council within one month of the making of 35
(u) for the conduct of inquiries relating to
the order or decision, the Governor in Counthe use of prescribed substances, the opercil may confirm, vary or rescind in whole or
ation of nuclear facilities and the deconin part the order or decision.
tamination of radioactively contaminated 50
places, vehicles and premises;
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Appeal to the
Federal Courl

(2) An appeal lies from an order or decision of the Board to the Federal Court of
"licence"
Appeal on a question of law or a question of
jurisdiction on leave therefor being obtained
from that Court on application made within S •• Minister"
one mo: h after the making of the order or
decision sought to be appealed from or
within such further time as a judge of that
Court may allow.

Idem

(3) No appeal lies after leave therefor has 10
been obtained under subsection (2) unless it
is entered in the Federal Court of Appeal
within sixty days from the making of the
order granting leave to appeal.

"regulation"

Canada Labour
Code

58. The provisions of Part IV of the 15
Canada Labour Code and of the regulations
made pursuant thereto apply to the operation
of any nuclear facility, except as the Board
may otherwise order.
Annual Report

Annual report

59. (i) The Board shall, within three 20
months after the 31st day of March in each
year, submit to the Minister a report on the
activities of the Board under this Part for
that year.

Report laid
before
Parliament

(2) The Minister shall, on any of the first 25
fifteen days that either House of Parliament
is sitting after he receives it, lay before Parliament any report submitted to him by the
Board pursuant to subsection (1).
PART II
CONTROL OF COMMERCIAL AND
PROMOTIONAL ACTIVITIES
RELATED TO NUCLEAR ENERGY
Interpretation

Definitions
60. In this Part,
30
"corporation" "corporation" means a corporation incorporated pursuant to paragraph 65(1 )(a) or
(c) or the control of which is assumed by

the Minister pursuant to paragraph
65(1)0);
'licence" means a licence issued pursuant to
subsection 66(2);
"Minister" means such member of the 5
Queen's Privy Council for Canada as is
designated by the Governor in Council to
act as the Minister for the purposes of this
Part;
"regulation" means any regulation made by 10
the Governor in Council under section 67.

Responsibility and Powers of the Minister
Responsibility

$\m The Minister is responsible for regulating and shall engage in commercial and
promotional activities in relation to nuclear
energy and prescribed substances.
15

Powers of the
Minister

62. For the purposes of this Part, the Minister may, subject to the regulations,
{a) undertake or cause to be undertaken
research with respect to nuclear energy
and prescribed substances and the develop- 20
ment of technology related thereto;
(b) utilize, cause to be utilized or assist
others to utilize and prepare for the utilization of nuclear energy and prescribed
substances;
25
(c) undertake or cause to be undertaken
activities relating to
(i) production and marketing of prescribed substances,
(ii) the design, manufacture and mar- 30
keting of equipment for the utilization
of radioactive nuclides and radiation for
medical, industrial and agricultural
purposes,
(iii) the design, engineering, construe- 35
tion, operation and marketing of nuclear
facilities, and
(iv) the design, engineering, construction, operation and marketing of facilities for the production, refining, process- 40
ing, application and use of prescribed
substances; and
(d) cooperate and maintain contact with
agencies in other countries, international
agencies or with any department or agency 45
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opinion of the Minister in relation to Part I
of the Expropriation Act is required for the
purposes of this Part shall be deemed to be
land or an interest therein that, in his opinion, is required for a public work or other
public purpose, and, in relation thereto, a
reference to the Crown in that Act shall be
construed as a reference to the Minister.

of the Government of Canada or of any
province on matters related to the production, use, application and control of, and
the conduct of research with respect t o ,
nuclear energy a n d prescribed substances.

idem

6 3 . For the purposes of this Part, the Minister may, subject t o t h e regulations,
(a) explore for prescribed substances;
(b) acquire or cause to be acquired by
corporations
purchase, lease or expropriation or by any 10
other means, prescribed substances,
nuclear facilities or any deposit or any
right or interest in any such deposit of
prescribed substances;
(c) lease, loan, sell or otherwise dispose of 15
prescribed substances, nuclear facilities or
any deposit or any right or interest in any
such deposit of prescribed substances;
(</) acquire or cause to be acquired by
purchase, lease or by any other means any 20
patent rights relating to nuclear energy
and prescribed substances; and
(e) permit the use of or sell or otherwise
dispose of
(i) any discovery or invention,
25
(ii) any improvements in any process,
apparatus or machine, or
(iii) any patent rights
shares to be
relating to nuclear energy, nuclear faciliheld in trust for
ties or prescribed substances and collect 30 Her Majesty
royalties and fees thereon and payments
therefor.
M8a"esi°fH"
ajesly

Expropriation

Idem

64. (1) Where in the opinion of the Minister the taking or acquisition of any land,
Contracts
within the meaning assigned to that expres- 35
sion by the Expropriation Act, or interest
therein by Her Majesty in right of Canada
without ihe consent of the owner is required
Proceedings by
for the purposes of this Part, the Minister
n d against J
shall so advise the appropriate Minister in 40 jcorporation
relation to Part I of the Expropriation Act.
(2) For the purposes of the Expropriation
Act, any land or interest therein that, in the

Corporations
65. (1) The Minister may, with the
approval of the Governor in Council,
10
(a) procure the incorporation of corporations under the Canada Business Corporations Act to exercise and perform on
behalf of the Minister such of the powers
conferred on him by sections 61, 62 and 63 15
as he may direct;
(6) assume the direction and control of
bodies corporate whose shares are owned
by Her Majesty in right of Canada and
delegate to such bodies corporate such of 20
the powers conferred on him by sections
61, 62 and 63 as he may direct;
(c) procure the incorporation in Canada
of holding corporations; and
(d) authorize a corporation to incorporate 25
or otherwise establish subsidiary corporations.
(2) The shares of a corporation shall be
,

I _ , J L . I

w

•

.

.

owned or held by the Minister, or by another
corporation, in trust for Her Majesty in right 30
of Canada.
^ A corporation is for all purposes an
agent of Her Majesty and its powers may be
exercised only as an agent of Her Majesty.
(4) A corporation may, on behalf of Her 35
Majesty, contract in its corporate name without specific reference to Her Majesty.
(5) Actions, suits or other legal proceedings in respect of any right or obligation
acquired or incurred by a corporation on 40
behalf of Her Majesty, whether in its name
or in the name of Her Majesty, may be
brought or taken by or against the corporation in the name of the corporation in any
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No limitation

(6) Nothing in this section limits the right
of a corporation to exercise any power it
possesses under the statute or instrument by S
or pursuant to which it was incorporated.

(e) prescribing classes of persons who are
exempt from the application of subsection
66(1);
if) prescribing the procedure to be followed for the issuance, amendment,
renewal, suspension or revocation of a
licence and the terms and conditions that
may be attached to such a licence; and
(g) generally for carrying out the purposes
and provisions of this Part.
10

Prohibitions

66. (1) No person shall, unless he is a
member of a class of persons who are
exempted from the application of this subsection by the regulations, explore for, extract, 10
mine, mill, produce, import, export, refine,
process, possess, own, use, sell or otherwise
dispose of prescribed substances unless he
holds a licence issued pursuant to subsection
(2).
15

court that would have jurisdiction if the corporation were not an agent of Her Majesty.

Prohibitions

PART III
GENERAL

Licences

(2) The Minister may issue a licence to
any applicant therefor in accordance with
such procedures and subject to such terms
and conditions as may be prescribed by the
regulations.
20

Idem

(3) The Minister may amend, renew, suspend or revoke a licence, subject to such
procedures as may be prescribed by the
regulations.

Regulations

67. The Governor in Council may make 25
regulations
(a) to encourage and facilitate research
and investigations with respect to nuclear
energy and prescribed substances;
(b) respecting the development, produc- 30
tion, use and application of nuclear energy
and the exploration for, extraction,
mining, milling, production, importation,
exportation, refining, processing, possession, ownership, use, sale, lease, loan or 35
other disposition of prescribed substances;
(c) prescribing classes of contracts entered
into by corporations for which approval by
the Governor in Council is required;
(d) respecting information relating to 40
nuclear energy and prescribed substances;

Offences and Punishment
Offences and
punishment

68. (1) Any person who contravenes a
provision of this Act or the regulations is
guilty of an offence and is liable
(a) on summary conviction, to a fine of
not less than one thousand dollars and not 15
more than one hundred thousand dollars
or to imprisonment for a term of two years
or to both fine and imprisonment; or
(b) on conviction on indictment, to a fine
of not less than one thousand dollars and 20
not more than two hundred and fifty thousand dollars or to imprisonment for five
years or to both fine and imprisonment.

Idem

(2) Any person who contravenes a provision of section 10, 43 or 44 is guilty of an 25
offence and is liable on summary conviction
to a Tine of not more than five thousand
dollars or to imprisonment for six months or
to both.

Illegal
possession

(3) Any person who has in his possession 30
any fissionable substance without being the
holder of a licence issued under Part I
authorizing him to have such substance in his
possession is guilty of an indictable offence
and liable to imprisonment for ten years.
35

Regulations
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Trial of
offences

69. A complaint or information in respect
of an offence under this Act may be heard,
tried and determined by a court if the
accused is resident or carrying on business
within the territorial jurisdiction of that 5
court although the subject-matter of the
complaint or information did not arise in
that territorial jurisdiction.

Energy Control Board or the Atomic Energy
Control Act is mentioned or referred to,
there shall in every case, unless the context
otherwise requires, be substituted the
Nuclear Control Board or the Nuclear Con- 5
trol and Administration Act, as the case may
be.

Offence by
employee or
•gent

70. In any prosecution for an offence
under this Act, it is sufficient proof of the 10
offence to establish that it was committed by
an employee or agent of the accused whether
or not the employee or agent is identified or
has been prosecuted for the offence, unless
the accused establishes that the offence was 15
committed without his knowledge or consent
and that he exercised all due diligence to
prevent its commission.

Copies and
extracts as
evidence

Attendance of
inspector

71. (1) Subject to subsections (2) and (3),
a copy or extract made by an inspector pur- 20
suant to section 42 and purporting to be
certified under his signature as a true copy or
extract is admissible in evidence in any prosecution for an offence under this Act and, in
the absence of any evidence to the contrary, 25
is proof of the statements contained therein
without proof of the signature or the official
character of the person appearing to have
signed the copy or extract.
(2) The party against whom any copy or 30
extract is produced pursuant to subsection
(1) may, with leave of the court, require the
attendance of the inspector for the purposes
of cross-examination.

Members of the
Atomic Energy
Control Board

74. (1) On the coming into force of this
Act, a person who, immediately before the
coming into force of this Act, was a member 10
of the Atomic Energy Control Board
becomes a member of the Nuclear Control
Board with like effect as though he had been
appointed thereto under this Act on the day
that he was last appointed to the Atomic 15
Energy Control Board for a term equal to
the term for which he was then appointed.

Employees or

(2) On the coming into force of this Act,
the officers and employees of the Atomic
Energy Control Board are transferred to the 20
Nuclear Control Board.

y
Board

Corporation
controlled by
the Minister

75. Every corporation incorporated, or the
direction and control of which was assumed,
pursuant to subsection 10(2) of the Atomic
Energy Control Act by the Minister desig- 25
nated by the Governor in Council pursuant
to section 2 of that Act is deemed to be a
corporation incorporated or the direction and
control of which is assumed pursuant to subsection 65(1) by the Minister designated by 30
the Governor in Council pursuant to
section 60.
Consequential Amendments

76. An Act to amend the Atomic Energy
(3) No copy or extract referred to in sub- 35 1951-54. c. 47
Control Act is repealed.
section (1) shall be received in evidence
unless the party intending to produce it has
1974-75-76.
77. Section 263 of the Canada Business 35
given to the party against whom it is intendc. 33
Corporations Act is repealed.
ed to be produced reasonable notice of such
intention together with a duplicate of the 40
copy or extract.
R S . c F-10
78. Schedule B to be Financial Administration Act is amended by deleting therefrom
Transitional and Repeal
the "Atomic Energy Control Board".
Repair R.S.. 72. The Atomic Energy Control Act is
repealed.
R S . c H-3
79. Paragraph \5(d) of the Hazardous40
References to
Products Act is repealed and the following
73.
Wherever
in
any
contract,
instrument,
Atomic Energy
substituted therefor:
Control Board licence or other document the Atomic 45

Notice

and Atomic
Energy Control

Ad
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31

30

"(rf) a prescribed substance within the
meaning of the Nuclear Control and
Administration Act."
R.S..C P-4

"operator"

vxpioitant*

80. The heading preceding section 22 and
section 22 of the Patent Act are repealed and 5
the following substituted therefor:
"PATENTS RELATING TO NUCLEAR ENERGY

Communication
to Nuclear
Control Board

22. Any patent application for an invention that, in the opinion of the Commissioner, relates to the production, application or use of nuclear energy shall, before 10
it is dealt with by an examiner appointed
pursuant to section 6, be communicated by
the Commissioner to the Nuclear Control
Board."

R.S..C P-Jl

81. Subsection 8(2) of the Public Servants 15
Inventions Act is repealed and the following
substituted therefor:

Restrictions

"(2) No interest in an invention coming
within section 20 or 21 of the Patent Act
shall be waived, abandoned or transferred 20
under this section without the approval of
the Minister of National Defence, and no
interest in an invention coming within section 22 of that Act shall be waived, abandoned or transferred under this section 25
without the approval of the Nuclear Control Board."

RS.c. 29 (Isi
Supp.)

"nuclear
installation"
^installation...*

R.S.. c. 29 (1st
Supp.)

82. (1) All that portion of the definition
"nuclear installation" in section 2 of the
Nuclear Liability Act preceding paragraph 30
(a) thereof is repealed and the following
substituted therefor:
" "nuclear installation" means a structure,
establishment or place, or two or more
structures, establishments or places at a 35
single location, coming within any following description and designated as a
nuclear installation for the purposes of
R.S.,C p-35
this Act by the Nuclear Control Board,
namely:"
40
(2) The definition "operator" in section 2
of the said Act is repealed and the following
substituted therefor:

(3) Paragraph 14(1)6) of the French version of the said Act is repealed and the
following substituted therefor:
"b) lorsque l'accident nucleaire donnant 15
lieu a faction, a entraine des blessures
ou des dommages occasionnes dans des
lieux ou plus d'un tribunal aurait autrement ete competent en vertu du present
paragraphe, au lieu ou etait situee Tins- 20
tallation nucleaire dans laquelle l'accident nucleaire est intervenu, ou accessoirement a laquelle il est intervenu ou,
s'il s'agit d'une installation nucleaire qui
faisait partie de 1'equipement d'un 25
navire, d'un aeronef ou autre moyen de
transport, au lieu ou elle a ete declaree
etre situee aux fins du present article
par le permis vise a la definition d'«operateur. a l'article 2 se rapportant a cette 30
installation nucleaire,"

R.S..C. 29 (1st
Supp.)

R.S.c. 29(Ist
Supp.)

" "operator" means the holder of a subsisting licence issued pursuant to the
Nuclear Control and Administration
Act for the operation of a nuclear installation, or, in relation to any nuclear 5
installation for the operation of which
there is no such subsisting licence, the
recipient of the licence last issued pursuant to the Nuclear Control and
Administration Act for the operation of 10
the nuclear installation."

(4) Paragraph I5(I)(a) of the said Act is
repealed and the following substituted
therefor:
"(a) basic insurance for such term and 35
for such amount not exceeding seventyfive million dollars as may be prescribed
with respect to that nuclear installation
by the Nuclear Control Board, with the
approval of the Treasury Board, and" 40

83. Part II of Schedule I to the Public
Service Staff Relations Act is amended by
deleting therefrom the "Atomic Energy Control Board" and by adding thereto the
"Nuclear Control Board".
45
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32

R.s.c.p.36

84. Part I of Schedule A to the Public
Service Superannuation Act is amended by
deleting therefrom the "Atomic Energy Control Board" and by adding thereto the
"Nuclear Control Board".
5

R.s..c.34(iii
85. Section 3 of the Radiation
Emitting
Supp)
Devices Act is repealed and the following
substituted therefor:
Application
" 3 . This Act does not apply to any
radiation emitting device that is designed 10
primarily for the production of nuclear
energy within the meaning of the Nuclear
Control and Administration Act."

COMING INTO FORCE

Coming into

g$. xhis Act shall come into force on a
day to be fixed by proclamation.
15

Published under authority of the Speaker of the
House of Commons by the Queen's Printer for Canada
Available From Printing and Publishing, Supply and Services
Canada, Ottawa. Canada Kl A 0S9
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1977-78

Third Session, Thirtieth Parliament,
26-27 Elizabeth II, 1977-78

THE HOUSE OF COMMONS OF CANADA

BILL C-64
THE HOUSE OF COMMONS OF CANADA
An Act respecting uranium and thorium
mines
Her Majesty, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate and House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows:

BILL C-64

SHORT TITLE

An Act respecting uranium and thorium mines

Short title

1. This Act may be cited as the Uranium
and Thorium Mining Review Act.
5

INTERPRETATION

First reading, June 29,1978

T H E MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES

Definition!

2. (1) In this Act,
"Agency" means the Foreign Investment
•Agenca
Review Agency established under the Foreign Investment Review Act;
"company"
"company" means a body corporate with 10
uompagnla
share capital that is incorporated by or
under an Act of Parliament or of the
legislature of a province and that carries
on or proposes to carry on the business of
producing uranium or thorium;
15
"CommiMion- "Commissioner" means the Commissioner of
er"
the Agency appointed pursuant to subsecuommlsialrtn
tion 7(2) of the Foreign Investment
Review Act;
"extraction
"extraction
permit" means an extraction 20
permit"
permit issued under this Act and includes
•permit
d'txtraclim
a renewal of an extraction, permit;
"managerial
"managerial
services contract" means an
service!
agreement to provide persons to manage or
contract"
•mural...!
to assist in managing a company, a mining 25
plant or a mining property;
"maximum
"maximum
percentage" means, with referpercenuac"
•pourcentoit...* ence to the total number of voting shares
••Agency"

22S28

RECOMMENDATION

His Excellency the Governor General recommends to the House of
Commons the appropriation of public revenue under the circumstances, in the manner and for the purposes set out in a measure
entitled "An Act respecting uranium and thorium mines".
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"mining plant"
•Installation
miniirt.

"mining
property"
tpropriili...*

"Minister"
•Aflnlstre.
"non-raidenl"
•non-resident*

of a company that are issued and outstanding at any relevant time, that percentage of the total number of its issued
and outstanding voting shares described in
this Act that is the maximum percentage S
of such shares that may be held in the
aggregate by or for non-residents at that
time if the company is to be a qualified
applicant for the purposes of this Act;
"mining plant" means the works and opera-10
tions necessary to extract ore from the
ground and includes other facilities on the
surface that are operated in connection
with those works and operations;
"mining property" means the mining plant 15
together with any physical land and any
rights to minerals or other interests in the
land that are necessary for the extraction
and production of minerals;
"Minister" means the Minister of Energy, 20
Mines and Resources;
"non-resident" means
(a) an individual who is neither a
Canadian citizen nor a permanent resident within the meaning of the Immi- 25
gration Act, 1976 and includes
(i) a Canadian citizen who is not ordinarily resident in Canada, and
(ii) a permanent resident who has
been ordinarily resident in Canada for 30
more than one year after the time at
"profil"
which he first became eligible to
.biniftco
apply for Canadian citizenship,
(b) a corporation, association, trust or
organization incorporated, formed or 35
otherwise organized elsewhere than in
"register"
Canada,
l
(c) a mutual fund established outside
Canada,
(<Q a corporation, association or organi- 40
"reiidenl"
zation of which the majority of the
vislientt
directors, or persons occupying the position of directors by whatever name
called, are non-residents as defined in
paragraph (a),
45 "royalty
interat"
utrolt....
(c) a partnership
(i) of which more than thirty-three
per cent of the total number of part-

ners are non-residents as defined in
this definition, or
(ii) in which more than thirty-three
per cent of the total capital has been
contributed by non-residents as 5
defined in this definition,
(/) a limited partnership
(i) of which more than thirty-three
per cent of the total number of partners, special and general, are non-10
residents as defined in this definition,
or
(ii) in which more than thirty-three
per cent of the total capital has been
contributed by non-residents as 15
defined in this definition,
(g) a corporation, partnership, association, trust, mutual fund or organization
that is controlled, directly or indirectly,
by one or more non-residents as defined 20
in this definition,
(/i) a trust or a mutual fund established
by a non-resident as defined in this definition or a trust or mutual fund in which
non-residents as so defined have more 25
than thirty-three per cent of the beneficial interest, or
(i) the government of a country other
than Canada or of a political subdivision
of a country other than Canada or any 30
agency thereof;
"profit" means the income of a company
determined in accordance with the Income
Tax Act before any deductions for royalties or fees under a managerial services 35
contract;
"register" means any register or branch register of transfers of shares of the capital of
the company or any register of shareholders of the company, as the case may be;
40
"resident" means a corporation, partnership,
association, organization, natural person,
trust or mutual fund that is not a
non-resident;
"royalty interest" means any interest in, or 45
the right to receive a portion of, any mineral, extracted or produced from a mining
property or any part thereof or any portion
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"uranium or
thorium"
«ur. au tkor.*

Canada, the factors to be taken into account
are as follows:
(a) the effect of the extraction of uranium
or thorium by the applicant company on
the level and nature of economic activity S
in Canada, including, without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, the effect on
employment, on resource processing, on
the utilization of parts, components and
services produced in Canada, and on 10
exports from Canada;
(b) the degree and significance of participation by Canadians in the applicant company and in the mining industry;
(c) the effect of the extraction of uranium 15
or thorium on productivity, industrial efficiency, technological development, product
innovation and product variety in Canada;
(«/) the effect of the extraction of uranium
or thorium by the applicant company on 20
competition within the mining industry;
(e) the compatibility of the extraction of
uranium or thorium by the applicant company with national industrial and economic policies, taking into consideration indus- 25
trial and economic policy objectives
enunciated by the government or legislature of any province likely to be significantly affected by the issue of an extraction permit to the applicant.
30

of the proceeds or profits from the sale of
any mineral so extracted or produced or
any part thereof, but does not include a
working interest or the interest of any
person whose sole interest is as a purchaser
of any mineral from the mining property;
"uranium or thorium" includes ores or concentrates containing uranium or thorium;

-voting itare" "voting share" means any share of a com•action...'
pany to which is attached any right to vote 10
whether generally or on the happening of a
stated event or otherwise, and includes
(a) a security convertible into such a
share, and
(£>) currently exercisable options and 15
rights to acquire such a share or such a
convertible security;
"working
"working interest" means a right, in whole or
interest"
in part, to produce, extract and dispose of
tin/tret..*
minerals from a mining property or any 20
part thereof, whether such right is held as
an incident of ownership of the minerals in
place or under a lease, agreement, statutory instrument or other instrument, if the
right is chargeable with and the holder 25
thereof is obligated to pay or bear, either
in cash or out of production, all or a
portion of the costs in connection with the
development of the property, or the extraction from the ground or the production 30
and disposal of the minerals from the
property or any part thereof.

References to
holding of
shares

Significant
benefit to
Ctnida

(2) In assessing, for the purposes of this
Act, whether or not the extraction of uranium or thorium by an applicant company is or 35
is likely to be of significant benefit to

(3) For the purposes of this Act,
(a) a shareholder of a company is a
person who, according to the register of
the company, is the holder of one or more
shares of the company and a reference in 35
this Act to the holding of a share by or in
the name of a person is a reference to his
being the holder of the share according to
that register;
(b) a reference to shares held by or for 40
any person or class of persons, refers to the
shares held in the name or right of, or for
the use or benefit of
(i) that person and the associates of
that person, or
45
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(ii) that class of persons and the associates of any persons within the class; and
(c) a reference to shares held by or for
non-residents is a reference to shares held
or controlled, whether directly or indirectly and whether through one or more other
corporations, trusts or otherwise by or for
non-residents and such control is a question of fact.

Presuming
control

(6) For the purposes of this Act, a corporation is controlled by another corporation,
partnership, association, organization, natural person, trust or mutual fund if at any
time it is at that time in fact effectively 5
controlled by such other corporation, partnership, association, organization, natural
person, trust or mutual fund, either directly
or indirectly and either through the holding
of shares of or membership in the corpora- 10
tion, partnership, association, organization,
trust or mutual fund or any other corporation, partnership, association, organization,
trust or mutual fund, or through the holding
of a significant portion of the outstanding 15
debt of such partnership, association, organization, natural person, trust or mutual fund
or by any other means whether of a like or
different nature.

Presumption
with regard to
small holdings
of shares

(7) With respect to any voting shares of a 20
company that, according to the relevant
records that the company is required to keep
under the law of the place of its incorporation, are held by individuals each of whom
holds not more than one per cent of the total 25
number of issued voting shares of the company, the Minister shall, in the absence of
any evidence to the contrary, accept as evidence that such shares are owned by
individuals who are residents a statement 30
signed by the president, secretary or treasurer of the company, or by any other officer or
person thereunto duly authorized by the
board of directors or other governing body of
the company, indicating
35

Presumption or
(4) For the purposes of this Act, a share- 10
association
j ^ ^ ^ d e e m e ( j tQ b e a s s o c i a t e c | w j t n
another shareholder if
(a) one shareholder is a corporation of
which the other shareholder is an officer
or director;
15
(b) one shareholder is a partnership of
which the other shareholder is a partner;
(c) one shareholder is a corporation that is
controlled directly or indirectly by the
other shareholder;
20
(d) both shareholders are corporations
and one shareholder is controlled directly
or indirectly by the same individual or
corporation that controls directly or indirectly the other shareholder;
25
(e) both shareholders are members of a
voting trust where the trust relates to
shares of the company;
(/) both
shareholders are associated
within the meaning of paragraphs (a) to 30
(c) with the same shareholders; or
(g) both shareholders are parties to an
agreement or arrangement, a purpose of
which, in the opinion of the Minister, is to
require the shareholders to act in concert 35
with respect to their interests in the
company.

Joint sharehoiders

(5) For the purposes of this Act, where a
share of a company is held jointly and one or
more of the joint holders thereof is a non- 40
resident, the share is deemed to be held by a
non-resident.

(a) that according to those records the
individuals who hold the voting shares are
individuals each having an address in
Canada; and
(b) that the person by whom the state-40
ment is signed has no knowledge or reason
to believe that the shares are not owned by
individuals who are residents.
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Partial
nan-resident

Partnership,
etc., deemed
non-resident

3. (1) A corporation that is not a non-resident as defined in paragraph (b) or (rf) of the
definition "non-resident" shall be deemed to
be a non-resident to the extent that its voting
shares are held by or for non-residents.
5
(2) A partnership, association or other
organization that is not a non-resident as
defined in paragraph (rf), (e) or (/) of the
definition "non-resident" shall, in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, be 10
deemed to be a non-resident to the extent
that any portion of the ownership of the
partnership, association or other organization
is held by or for one or more non-residents.

Trust fund
deemed
non-resident

(3) A trust fund that is not a non-resident 15
as defined in paragraph (h) of the definition
"non-resident" shall be deemed, in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, to be a
non-resident to the extent that non-residents
have a beneficial interest in such trust fund. 20

Mutual fund
deemed
non-resident

(4) A mutual fund, other than a mutual
fund referred to in paragraph (c) of the
definition "non-resident", that is not a nonresident as defined in paragraph (h) of that
definition shall be deemed, in the absence of 25
evidence to the contrary, to be a non-resident
to the extent that non-residents have a
beneficial interest in such mutual fund.
ROLE OF AGENCY

Duty of Agency

and each of the companies constituting the
joint venture were shareholders in the company, and the interest of each company in
the joint venture is deemed to be a share
interest.
5
When uranium
or thorium
extracted in
commercial
quantities

(3) For the purposes of this Act, a person
is extracting uranium or thorium in commercial quantities where he extracts uranium or
thorium in the quantities set out in the regulations as the product of an operation to that 10
end, as a by-product of any operation or in
combination with or as a result of the extraction of any other minerals or compounds.

Exception

(4) A person who, for a fee, toll or charge,
processes any uranium or thorium ores to a 15
saleable or usable product in a milling facility that he owns or operates and who does not
at any time have any interest in the mining
property or have any interest in any part of
the uranium-bearing or thorium-bearing ores 20
so processed, other than an interest arising
from the processing of the ores, shall be
deemed not to be extracting uranium or
thorium in commercial quantities within the
meaning of this Act.
25

Limits or
minmg property

6. (1) The Minister may establish the
p r o p e r t y in
Q{ t h e ^^
Q{ &ny m[ning
respect of which an extraction permit is
issued.

(2) An extraction permit is in addition to 30
thoscund'er0 a n ^ n o t ' n substitution for any permit or
Atomic Energy licence required pursuant to the Atomic
Permit

4. The Agency shall advise and assist the
Minister in the administration of this Act.
30 C
control
l AAct

CofUro[

A(.t

E X T R A C T I O N PERMIT
Prohibition

Term of permit
5. (1) Subject to subsection (2), no person
shall extract in Canada any uranium or
thorium in commercial quantities unless the
person is a company and is the holder of an
extraction permit.
35

Joint venture
may apply

(2) A joint venture consisting of two or
Renewal of
more companies may apply for an extraction
permi
permit as if the joint venture were one company and the provisions of this Act apply to
such joint venture as if it were a company 40

(3) A n extraction permit shall be issued
for such period not less than five years and 35
not m o r e than ten years from the date of
issue as the Minister may determine and
expires at the end of the period for which it is
issued unless it is renewed by the Minister.
(4) Subject to this Act, the Minister may, 4 0
from time to time, renew an extraction
permit for such period not exceeding five
years from the date of renewal as the Minis-
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10
ter may determine and the permit expires at
the end of the period for which it is renewed
unless it is further renewed by the Minister.

II
Renewal

(8) An application by a company for the
renewal of an extraction permit may be
refused by the Minister if,
(a) during the term of the permit that is
to be renewed, the company has ceased to 5
be a qualified applicant for any period or
has failed to comply with limitations or
conditions imposed by the Minister pursuant to subsection 15(3); and
(b) the Minister is not given assurance 10
satisfactory to him that a similar situation
will not occur again during the term of the
renewal.

Notice of right
to make
representations

8. (1) Where, at any time before the Minister completes the review referred to in sub- 15
section 7(4), and before sixty days have
elapsed from receipt of the application under
subsection 7(1), the Minister is of the opinion that, on the basis of the information
contained in the application, he is unable to 20
make an assessment whether or not the
applicant is or will be a qualified applicant,
the Minister shall so notify the Agency
which shall forthwith send by registered mail
to the applicant, a notice of the Minister's 25
opinion, advising the applicant that he may
make such representations or further
representations in connection with the
application as he sets fit.

Application Tor
permit

7. (1) An application for the issue or
renewal of an extraction permit shall be 5
made to the Agency in such form and
manner and shall contain such information
as is prescribed by the regulations.

Notice to
Minister of
application

(2) Every person who files an application
for the issue or renewal of an extraction 10
permit with the Agency shall file a notice of
filing in prescribed form with the Minister.

Certificate as to
receipt of
application

(3) Forthwith on receipt of an application
under subsection (1), the Agency shall send
by registered mail to the applicant a certifi-15
cate, signed by the Commissioner, as to the
date of receipt of the application by the
Agency.

Minister to
as3ess
application

(4) Following receipt by the Agency of an
application for the issue or renewal of an 20
extraction permit made pursuant to subsection (1), the Agency shall send the application to the Minister who shall thereupon
review the information contained in the
application for the purpose of determining 25
whether or not the applicant is a qualified
applicant.

Minister to
issue permit

(5) Where, .pursuant to a review under
where no
subsection (4), the Minister determines that
UUHtf"""1
the applicant is a qualified applicant, he shall 30
issue an extraction permit to the applicant.

Notice of right
(6) Where, pursuant to a review under
repT^entations subsection (4), the Minister determines that
the applicant is not a qualified applicant, the
Minister shall so notify the Agency which 35
shall forthwith send by registered mail to the
applicant, a notice of the Minister's determination, advising the applicant that he may
make such representations or further
representations in connection with the 40
application as he sees fit.
Application

Further
applications

(2) Where, pursuant to subsection (1), 30
notice of the Minister's opinion in respect of
an application is sent to an applicant and no
reply thereto is received by the Agency
within thirty days after the day such notice
was sent, the applicant is deemed not to be a 35
qualified applicant in respect of that
application.
(3) Notwithstanding subsection (2), an
applicant who is deemed not to be a qualified
applicant under that subsection may make a 40
further application for an extraction permit
under this Act in respect of the mining property that was the subject of the application
referred to in that subsection.

(7) Where the applicant is notified by the
Agency pursuant to subsection (6), the proviRepresentations (4) Where an applicant advises the 45
sions of subsections 8(2) to (7) apply with
Agency in reply to a notice sent under subsuch modifications as the circumstances 45
section (1), within the time provided by subrequire.
section (2), that he wishes to avail himself of
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13

12
the right to make representations in connection with the application, the Agency shall so
notify the Minister and the Minister shall
afford the applicant a reasonable opportunity, either in person or through counsel or
an agent, to make such representations or
further representations in connection with
the application as the applicant sees fit.

the Clerk of the Privy Council under that
Act.
Qualified
applicant

5

Action by
Minister

(5) When all representations contemplated
by subsection (41 have been made, the Min- 10
ister shall, in the light of those representations, reconsider the opinion referred to in
subsection (1) reached by him and determine
whether or not the applicant is a qualified
applicant.
15

Minister to
issue permit

(6) Where, pursuant to a review under
subsection (5), the Minister determines that
the applicant is a qualified applicant, he shall
issue an extraction permit to the applicant.

Minister to
adv.seappi.cant

(7) Where, pursuant to a review under 2 0
( 5 ) > t h e M i n i s t e r determines that
the applicant is not a qualified applicant, he
shall so advise the applicant.

subsection

Where Minister
deemed to have
authorized issue
or renewal of
permit

9. (1) In any case where
(a) sixty days have elapsed since the date 25
of receipt by the Agency of an application
for the issue or renewal of an extraction
permit,
(b) no extraction permit to which the
application relates has been issued by the 30
Minister under subsection 7(5), and
(c) no notice has been sent by the Agency
under subsections 7(6) and 8(1) to the
company that applied for the issue or
renewal of the extraction permit,
35
the Minister shall be deemed, for all purposes of this Act, to have authorized the
issue or renewal of the extraction permit to
which the application relates.

Notification to
be given by
Agency

(2) Where under subsection (1) the Minis- 40
ter is deemed to have authorized the issue or
renewal of an extraction permit, the Agency
shall so notify the company that applied and
shall send a copy of such notification to the
Clerk of the Privy Council, which copy shall, 45
for the purposes of the Statutory Instruments Act, be deemed to be a statutory
instrument and shall be registered as such by

10. (1) Subject to this Act, a company is a
qualified applicant for an extraction permit
if
5
(a) the percentage of the issued and outstanding voting shares of the company
held by or for non-residents in the aggregate as determined in accordance with this
Act and the regulations does not exceed 10
the maximum percentage for the company;
(b) at least three-fourths of the directors
of the company, or persons occupying the
position of directors of the company by
whatever name called, are Canadian citi-15
zens ordinarily resident in Canada;
(c) the company establishes to the satisfaction of the Minister that it has a valid
right to extract minerals from the mining
property in respect of which the applica- 20
tion for an extraction permit is made;
(</) subject to subsection (3), no working
interest, other than any working interest
held by the company in the mining property, in respect of which the application 25
for the extraction permit is made, is held
by a non-resident or any associate of a
non-resident;
(e) subject to subsection (3), no royalty
interest is held by a non-resident or any 30
associate of a non-resident in the mining
property in respect of which the application for the extraction permit is made that
entitles the non-resident or associate thereof to receive an interest in, or portion of, 35
the mineral produced from the mining
property or part thereof, or a portion of
the proceeds or profits from the sale of
minerals so produced or any part thereof
where the interest or portion exceeds in 40
value such percentage of the profits of the
company as the Governor in Council may,
by regulation, prescribe; and
(/) the company does not have a
managerial services contract with a non- 45
resident or any associate thereof that
requires the payment of a fee in excess of
such percentage of the profits or such percentage of the sales of the company as the
Governor in Council may, by regulation, 50
prescribe.
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14

15
non-resident or any associate thereof by
virtue of an agreement made before March
2, 1970 between a company that held the
mineral rights to the mining property on that
day and corporations incorporated outside 5
Canada, whether or not any option to
acquire such royalty interest or working interest contained in that agreement was exercised before, on or after March 2, 1970 but
this subsection ceases to apply in respect of 10
any such royalty interest or working interest
if at any time thereafter the royalty interest
or working interest ceases to be held by a
non-resident or an associate thereof.

Associate of a
(2) For the purposes of this Act, a person
non-resi eM is deemed to be an associate of a non-resident in respect of
(a) any royalty interest or working interest in the mining property of a company, 5
or
(b) any managerial services contract with
a company
applying for or holding an extraction permit
if such person
10
(c) is a corporation that the non-resident
Deemed
11. (1) Where the percentage of the 15
qualified
controls directly or indirectly,
applicant
issued and outstanding voting shares of a
(d) is a partner in a partnership that has
company held by or for non-residents in the
any pecuniary interest in the extraction
aggregate exceeds thirty-three per cent of the
and production of uranium or thorium and 15
issued and outstanding voting shares of the
that is a non-resident,
company but does not exceed fifty per cent 20
(e) is a member of an association, organiof the issued and outstanding voting shares
zation or trust d u t has any pecuniary
of the company and the company meets the
interest in the mining or extraction and
requirements of paragraphs 10(l)(6) to (/),
production of uranium or thorium and that 20
the company is deemed to be a qualified
is a non-resident,
applicant if the company demonstrates to the 25
(/) is a member of a voting trust relating
Minister by the submission of an oninion
to shares of a corporation that is a nonobtained under subsection 4(1) of the Forresident and that holds shares in the
eign Investment Review Act that it is not a
company,
25
non-eligible person for the purposes of that
(g) is a party to an agreement or arrangeAct.
30
ment with the non-resident a purpose of
Minister to
(2)
Where
a
company
referred
to
in
subwhich, in the opinion of the Agency is to
renew permit
section (1) wishes to renew an extraction
require the shareholders of the company to
permit, it must demonstrate that it is not a
act in concert with respect to their inter- 30
non-eligible person within the meaning of the
ests in the company, or
Foreign Investment Review Act in the 35
(h) is so associated otherwise with the
manner required by that subsection and that
non-resident that in the opinion of the
it meets the requirements of subsection
Agency both such person and the non-resi10(1).
dent are associated in their interests in the 35
company and in the extraction and proFurtherrightof 12. ( l ) Where a company is not a qualiduction of uranium or thorium.
companyto
^
a p p i j c a n t ^ j t m a y m a k e a n application 40
for the issue or renewal of an extraction
permit on the grounds that, notwithstanding
Royalty and
(3) The Governor in Council may, on such
the failure to qualify, the extraction of uraniinterests
conditions as he may prescribe, exempt a
um or thorium in commercial quantities by
company from the provisions of paragraphs 40
the company is or will be of significant ben- 45
(l)(rf) and (e) in respect of any royalty
efit to Canada.
interest or working interest in the mining
Application for
(2) An application for the issue or renewal
property of the company, if the royalty interperm
"
of an extraction permit pursuant to subsecest or working interest was acquired by a
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17

16
standing voting shares of the company, the
extraction of uranium and thorium by the
company is deemed, for the purposes of an
application under subsection (1), not to be of
significant benefit to Canada.

tion (1) shall be made to the Agency in such
form and manner and shall contain such
information as is prescribed by the regulations.
Notice to
Minister of
application

(3) Every person who files
for the issue or renewal of
permit pursuant to subsection
notice of filing in prescribed
Minister.

Certificate as to
recetpt of notice

(4) Forthwith on receipt of an application 10
subsection (1), the Agency shall send
by registered mail to the applicant a certificate, signed by the Commissioner, as to the
date of receipt of the application by the
Agency.
15

Minister to

(5) Following receipt by the Agency of an
application for the issue or renewal of an
extraction permit made pursuant to subsection (1), the Agency shall send the application to the Minister.
20

significant
benefit to
Canada

Review and
assessment by
Minister

an application
an extraction
(1) shall file a
form with the

Recommendation by Minister
to Governor in
Council

13. Where the Minister, on completion of
the assessment referred to in subsection
12(6), is of the opinion that the extraction of
uranium or thorium by an applicant company is or is likely to be of significant benefit 10
to Canada and less than sixty days have
elapsed since the date of the receipt by the
Agency of the application under subsection
12(1) relating thereto, the Minister shall
(a) recommend to the Governor in Coun-15
cil that the extraction permit be issued or
renewed; and
(b) submit to the Governor in Council in
support of such recommendation a summary of the information and written 20
undertakings to Her Majesty in right of
Canada, if any, on the basis of which the
recommendation is made.

Notice of right
„
to make
t h e J.J representations

14. (1) Where, before the completion of
the assessment referred to in subsection 25
12(6), the Minister is of the opinion that, on
the basis of the information contained in the
application for issue or renewal of an extraction permit and any written undertakings to
Her Majesty in right of Canada conditional 30
on the issue or renewal of an extraction
permit, he is unable to complete the assessment or to make any recommendation to the
Governor in Council in connection therewith,
or where, on completion of the assessment 35
referred to in subsection 12(6), the Minister
is of the opinion that he is unable under
section 13 to recommend to the Governor in
Council that an extraction permit be issued
or renewed, the Minister shall so notify the 40
Agency, which shall, if less than sixty days
have elapsed since the date of receipt by it of
the application under subsection 12(1) relating thereto, forthwith send by registered mail
to the applicant a notice of the Minister's 45
opinion and advise the applicant of his right
to make such representations or further

(6) Where, pursuant to subsection (5), the
Minister receives an application for the issue
or renewal of an extraction permit, he shall
thereupon review

(a) the information contained
application,
(b) any written undertakings to Her
Majesty in right of Canada given by the
applicant therefor conditional on the issue
or renewal of the extraction permit, and
30
(c) any representations submitted to him
by a province that is likely to be significantly affected by the issue or renewal of
an extraction permit to the applicant,
for the purpose of assessing whether or not, 35
in his opinion, having regard to the factors
enumerated in subsection 2(2), the extraction of uranium or thorium by an applicant
company is or is likely to be of significant
benefit to Canada.
40

binemd
not

(7) Whcre

the
P 6 " * " ^ of the issued
outstanding voting shares of a company
held by or for non-residents in the aggregate
exceeds fifty per cent of the issued and out-

and
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Where no
representation
made

representations in connection with the matter
as he sees fit.
(2) Where, pursuant to subsection (1),
notice of the Minister's opinion in respect of
an application is sent to an applicant and no 5
reply thereto is received by the Agency
within thirty days after the day such notice
was sent, the extraction of uranium or thorium in commercial quantities by the applicant
is deemed not to be of significant benefit to 10
Canada.

Further
applications

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (2), an
applicant may make an application for an
extraction permit under this Act in respect of
any mining property.
15

Representations

(4) Where an applicant advises the
Agency in reply to a notice sent by the
Commissioner pursuant to subsection (1),
within the time provided by subsection (2),
that he wishes to avail himself of the right to 20
make representations in connection with the
application, the Agency shall so notify tht
Minister and the Minister shall afford the
applicant a reasonable opportunity, either in
person or through counsel or an agent, to 25
make such representations or further
representations in connection with the
application as the applicant sees fit.

19
Order of
Governor in
Council

15. (1) On receipt by the Governor in
Council of a recommendation by the Minister with respect to the issue or renewal of an
extraction permit, the Governor in Council
shall consider the recommendation and the 5
summary submitted in connection therewith
and where, having regard to the factors
enumerated in subsection 2(2), he concludes
that the extraction of uranium or thorium is
or is likely to be of significant benefit to 10
Canada, he shall, by order, authorize the
issue or renewal of the extraction permit but,
where he does not reach that conclusion, he
shall, by order, refuse to authorize the issue
or renewal of the extraction permit.
15

Conditions
attached to
permit

(2) Where, pursuant to subsection (1), the
Governor in Council authorizes the Minister
to issue or renew an extraction permit, the
Governor in Council may specify the extent
to which the company to which the permit is 20
to be issued or renewed shall be exempt from
the application of paragraphs 20(1 )(o) and
(b) and may specify that the Minister, in
issuing or renewing the permit, shall
(a) impose limitations on transfers of roy- 25
alty interests, working interests and
managerial services contracts;
(6) impose conditions in respect of any
changes in the holding of voting shares;
and
30
(c) specify in the permit the extent to
which the company is exempt from the
application of paragraphs 20(1) (a) and
(b).

(5) When all representations contemplated
by subsection (4) have been made, the Min- 30
ister shall, in light of those representations,
representations r e c o n s j , j e r the opinion reached by him under
subsection (1) and where, as a result of such
reconsideration, he concludes that the extraction of uranium or thorium is or is likely to 35 Minister to
be of significant benefit to Canada, he shall
recommend to the Governor in Council that
the extraction permit be issued or renewed
but where he does not reach that conclusion,
he shall recommend to the Governor in 40
Council that he not issue or renew the
extraction permit.
Recommendation to
Governor in
Council after

Direction to
Minister
Summary to
accompany
recommendation

(6) A recommendation to the Governor in
Council by the Minister under subsection (5)
shall be accompanied by a summary of the 45
proceedings under this Act in respect of the
issue or renewal of the extraction permit to
which the recommendation relates.

(3) Where an order is made under subsec- 35
tion (1) authorizing the issue or renewal of
an extraction permit, the Minister shall issue
or renew the extraction permit subject to any
limitations or conditions specified in subsection (2).
40
(4) Notwithstanding subsection (1),
where, in the case of the issue or renewal of
an extraction permit in respect of which the
Governor in Council does not reach the conclusion referred to in subsection (1), the 45
recommendation in connection therewith was
made by the Minister pursuant to section 13
and less than sixty days have elapsed since
the date of receipt by the Agency of the
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20
application for issue or renewal of the extraction permit to which the recommendation
relates, the Governor in Council may, instead
of refusing to authorize the issue or renewal
of the extraction permit, by order direct the
Minister forthwith to proceed under section
14 in all respects as though the Minister had
been of the opinion that he was not able to
make a recommendation to the Governor in
Council under section 13.
Copy of order
to be sent by
Agency

Where
Governor in
Council deemed
to have
authorized issue
or renewal of
permit

Notification to
be given by
Agency

10

(5) A copy of any order made by the
Governor in Council under subsection (1)
shall, forthwith after the making thereof, be
idem
sent by the Agency to the company that
applied for the issue or renewal of the extrac- 15
tion permit.
16. (1) In any case where
(a) sixty days have elapsed since the date
of receipt by the Agency of an application
for the issue or renewal of an extraction 20
permit,
(b) no order has been made by the Governor in Council under subsection 15(1) with
respect to the extraction permit to which
the application relates, and
25
(c) no notice has been sent by the Agency
under subsection 14(1) to the company
that applied for the issue or renewal of the
extraction permit,
the Governor in Council shall be deemed, for 30
all purposes of this Act, to have authorized
the issue or renewal of the extraction permit
to which the application relates.
(2) Where under subsection (1) the Governor in Council is deemed to have authorized 35
the issue or renewal of an extraction permit,
the Agency shall so notify the company that
applied and shall send a copy of such notification to the Clerk of the Privy Council,
which copy shall, for the purposes of the 40
Statutory Instruments Act, be deemed to be

a statutory instrument and shall be registered as such by the Clerk of the Privy
Council under that Act.
Companies
deemed to be
qualified
applicants

17. (1) Subject to subsection (4), where a 4 5
company
(a) was engaged in the business of mining
for uranium and thorium in Canada on

21
March 2, 1970, and has continuously been
so engaged from that date up to and
including the day on which this Act comes
into force, and
(b) establishes to the satisfaction of the
Minister that it had, as of March 2, 1970,
a valid right to extract minerals from the
mining property in respect of which the
company is applying for an extraction
permit,
the company is deemed to be a qualified
applicant in respect of such mining property.

10

(2) Subject to subsections ( 4 ) and (5),
where a company
(a) establishes to the satisfaction of the 15
Minister that it had a valid right to extract
minerals from the mining property in
respect of which the company is applying
for an extraction permit,
(6) has held the right referred to in para- 2 0
graph (a) continuously since March 2,
1970, and
(c) is able to demonstrate t o the satisfaction of the Minister that it was engaged in
a program of exploration for uranium or 25
thorium on the property on March 2,1970
or had completed such a program by that
date,
the company is deemed to be a qualified
applicant in respect of the mining property 3 0
referred to in paragraph (a).
(3) Subject' to subsections (4) and (5),
where a company has continuously held a
right to acquire an interest in a mining property pursuant to an agreement
35
(a) executed prior to March 2,1970, or
{b) under negotiation prior to March 2,
1970 and executed on or before December
31,1970,
if the existence of such an agreement is 4 0
established to the satisfaction of the Minister
and the company is able to demonstrate to
his satisfaction that it was engaged in a
program of exploration for uranium or thorium on the property or had completed such a 4 5
program on March 2, 1970, the company is
deemed to be a qualified applicant in respect
of the mining property.
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Maximum
percentage

Further
requirements

23

(4) Subject to subsection 18(3), the maximum percentage for a company described in
subsection (1), (2) or (3) is the greater of
(a) the percentage of issued and outstanidem
ding voting shares held by or for non-resi- 5
dents in the aggregate on June 29, 1978;
and
(b) thirty-three per cent of the issued and
outstanding voting shares of the company.

(S) A company described in subsection (2) 10
or (3) must establish to the satisfaction of
the Minister
(a) that it had indicated to the Minister
prior to March 2, 1976 that it was a
company described in subsection (2) or 15
(3);
(b) that it had provided the Minister with
sufficient information to permit the Minister to establish that the mining property
held commercially viable deposits of urani- 20
um or thorium as at March 2, 1976; and
(c) that any acquisition of interests in the
company by non-residents that has occurred between March 2, 1970 and June 29,
1978, other than an acquisition pursuant 25
to an agreement referred to in subsection
(3), has not caused the percentage of the
issued and outstanding voting shares held
by or for non-residents in the aggregate to
increase by more than ten per cent of that 30
percentage.

Capital
reorganization
or refinancing

Idem

(3) After the date of the first application
by a company for an extraction permit, the
maximum percentage for the company shall 5
be the smallest percentage of the issued and
outstanding voting shares of the company
that is held by or for non-residents in the
aggregate on any subsequent day until that
percentage is reduced to thirty-three per cent 10
or less whereupon the maximum percentage
for the company shall be thirty-three per
cent.

19. (1) Where a company holding an
extraction permit intends
15
(a) to reorganize its capital structure by
amalgamation, arrangement or otherwise,
{b) to refinance its operations by the issue
of new securities that have attached thereto any rights to convert the securities into 20
new voting shares of the company, or
(c) to both reorganize and refinance in the
manner described in paragraphs (a) and
and desires to protect its status as a qualified 25
applicant for an extraction permit, the company may apply to the Agency for the consent of the Minister to the reorganization or
refinancing of the company or to both.

Notice to
Minister of
application
Maximum
percentage

the extraction permit issued under that
section.

(2) Every person who makes an applica- 30
tion pursuant to subsection (1) shall file a
notice of such application in prescribed form
with the Minister.

18. (1) Subject to subsections (2) and (3)
and subsections 17(4), 19(7) and 31(2), the
maximum percentage for a company is
Forthwith on receipt of an application
thirty-three per cent of the issued and out- 35 Certificate u to u n d(3)
er
application
subsection (1), the Agency shall send 35
standing voting shares of the company.
by registered mail to the applicant a certificate, signed by the Commissioner, as to the
date of receipt of the application by the
(2) Where the Minister issues an extracAgency.
tion permit in respect of a company under
section 11 or 15, the maximum percentage
for the company is the percentage of issued 40 Agency to »end (4) The Agency shall forthwith send every 40
' application under subsection (1) to the Minand outstanding voting shares held by or for
ister in order that the Minister may review it
non-residents in the aggregate on the day
and determine whether or not
that the company applied to the Minister for
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24
(o) in the case of a reorganization, any
increase of non-resident holdings in the
shares of the company that may result
from such reorganization would cause the
percentage of the issued and outstanding S
voting shares of the company held by or
for non-residents in the aggregate to
increase by more than ten per cent of that
percentage; or
(b) in the case of a refinancing, if all 10
rights of conversion given by the refinancing were to be exercised within a period of
five consecutive years from the day the
refinancing was completed, the percentage
of the issued and outstanding voting shares 15
of the company held by or for non-residents in the aggregate would increase in
that period by more than ten per cent of
that percentage following the exercise of
sue rig s.
Minister to
advise w h a m

(5) On completion of the review referred
tQ i n s u b s e c t i o n ( 4 ) > t h e M i n i s t e r s h a l i a d v i s e

the applicant whether or not he consents to
the reorganization or refinancing proposed
by the applicant or to both, and where he 2 5
does not so consent he shall give the applicant his reasons.
Timdimi.

(6) Where the Minister does not, within
sixty days of the day on which the Agency
receives an application under subsection ( 1 ) , 3 0
advise the applicant whether or not he consents to the reorganization or refinancing
proposed by the applicant or to both, the
Minister shall be deemed to have consented
the subject of the application or to both.

increase of non- (7) Where an increase in the number of
iss
hoiSson
ue d and outstanding voting shares of a
refinancing.etc. company held by or for non-residents in the
aggregate results from a reorganization or 4 0
refinancing described in subsection (1) and
the prior consent of the Minister has been
obtained to such reorganization or refinancing, then, for the purposes of this Act, the
maximum percentage for the company is the 4 5
greatest percentage of the issued and outstanding voting shares of the company held
by or for non-residents in the aggregate after
the reorganization is completed or the last

25
conversion right is exercised within the
period of five consecutive years referred to in
paragraph (4)(6), as the case may be; and
thereafter the maximum percentage for the
company shall be the smallest percentage of 5
the issued and outstanding voting shares of
the company held by or for non-residents in
the aggregate on any subsequent day until
that percentage is reduced to thirty-three per
cent or less whereupon the maximum per-10
centage for the company shall be thirty-three
per cent,

DISQUALIFICATION
Dijqualincalion

20

( 1 ) A c o m p a n y t0 w h o m a n extraction

permit has been issued ceases to be qualified
to hold an extraction permit if, during the 1S
term of any extraction permit held by the
company,
(a) the percentage of issued and outstanding voting shares of the company held by
or for non-residents in the aggregate 2 0
exceeds the maximum percentage for the
company for a period longer than twelve
months;
(fc) t h e

company

ceases

t0

meet

the

requirements of paragraph 10(l)(a), (c), 25
IJ\ ig\ QT IJ\.
' f a i l s tQ
, wjth
( c ) ' t h e CQ
limitations or conditions imposed by the
Mmister
n t t 0 s u b s e c t i £ l5{3)\
or
, „ ,,
t o d e m o n s t r a t e t h a t it i s ' n o t a n o n ? e l i g i b l e

person under the Foreign Investment
Review Act.
N0disqualifies- (2) Paragraphs ( l ) ( a ) and {b) do not 3
^ ^
apply to a company in respect of which an
^niia
extraction permit has been issued or renewed
Canad.
u n d e r s u b s e c t i o n 1 5 ( 3 )t 0 t h e e x t e n t t 0 w h i c n
t h e company has been specified to be exempt
f rom t h e o p e r a t j O n of those paragraphs in the 4 0
permit,
Re-appiiution
2 1 . Where a company to whom an extracSon""11" "* t ' o n permit has been issued ceases to be
qualified to hold an extraction permit during
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26
the term of any extraction permit held by it,
the company may re-apply to the Agency for
an extraction permit under section 12.

27

not provided or is not provided to the
extent requested;
(b) where the Minister or the Agency has
requested the company to permit an
inspection, of the register of the company 5
and the company has not permitted that
inspection; or
(c) the company has not sent the annual
return required by section 29 within thirty
days of the date prescribed for sending the 10
return.

puquaii22. Where a company to whom an extracroyaityo*
tion permit has been issued ceases to be 5
working inferest qualified to hold an extraction permit during
the term of the permit by reason only
(a) that a royalty interest or working interest in the mining property in respect of
which the permit was issued or a 10
managerial services contract with the comPower to
(2) Where the Minister has reason to
pany is acquired by a non-resident or an
suspend or
believe that a company holding an extraction
revoke
associate of a non-resident, or
permit, other than a permit issued or
(b) that a resident who holds a royalty
renewed pursuant to subsection 15(3), has 15
interest or working interest in the mining 15
ceased to be qualified to hold a permit under
property in respect of which the permit
this Act, the Minister may, after giving fourwas issued or who had a managerial serteen days notice of his intention to suspend
vices contract with the company becomes a
or
revoke the extraction permit and providnon-resident or an associate of a non-resiing the company with an opportunity to 20
dent,
20
make representations in respect thereof, susnotwithstanding any other provision of this
pend or revoke the extraction permit.
Act, the Minister may, at any time after he
Opinion
of
becomes aware of the acquisition of, or the
(3) Subject to subsection (4), where the
Minister
change of residence of the holder of, a royalMinister is of the opinion that the extraction
ty interest, working interest or managerial 25
of uranium or thorium by a company holding 25
services contract, on thirty days notice to the
an extraction permit issued pursuant to subcompany suspend the extraction permit of
section 15(3) is no longer or is not likely to
that company until the Minister is satisfied
continue to be of significant benefit to
that arrangements have been completed that
Canada, the Minister may recommend to the
will ensure that the royalty interest, working 30
Governor in Council that the extraction 30
interest or managerial services contract so
permit issued to the company be cancelled.
acquired or held by a non-resident or an
associate of a non-resident will cease to be
Agency to
(4) Where the Minister intends to make a
held by any non-resident or associate of a
mpany
recommendation referred to in subsection
non-resident.
35 airoc?ed°
(3), he shall so advise the Agency, which
shall forthwith send by registered mail to the 35
company a notice of the Minister's opinion
Grounds for
23. (1) The Minister may, after giving
suspension or
and proposed recommendation and advise
fourteen days notice of his intention to do so
revocation of
the company of its right to make such
permit
and providing the company with an opporturepresentations in connection therewith as it
nity to make representations in respect theresees
fit.
40
of, suspend or revoke an extraction permit 40
issued to a company, in any of the following
Recommenda(5) When all representations contemplated
tion to
circumstances, notwithstanding that the
by subsection (4) have been made or, if no
Governor in
company appears to be qualified to hold a
Council after
reply to the notice referred to in subsection
representations
permit or that extraction of uranium or
(4) has been received by the Agency within
thorium by the company is considered to be 45
thirty days after the day such notice was 45
of significant benefit to Canada, namely,
sent, the Minister shall, in light of any such
(a) where the Minister or the Agency has
representations, reconsider the opinion and
requested information pursuant to this Act
proposed recommendation referred to in subfrom the company and the information is
section (3) and where, as a result of such
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29

28
reconsideration, he concludes that the extraction permit issued to the company should be
cancelled, he shall so recommend to the Governor in Council.
Summary to
accompany
recommendation

(6) A recommendation to the Governor in
Council by the Minister under subsection (5)
shall be accompanied by a summary of proceedings under this Act in respect of the
cancellation of the extraction permit to
which the recommendation relates.
10

Order of
Governor in
Council

(7) On receipt by the Governor in Council
of a recommendation with respect to the
cancellation of an extraction permit, the
Governor in Council shall consider the
recommendation and the summary submitted 15
in connection therewith and where, having
regard to the factors enumerated in subsecDeclarations
tion 2(2), he concludes that the extraction of
uranium or thorium is not or is not likely to
continue to be of significant benefit to 20
Canada, he shall, by order, authorize the
cancellation of the extraction permit.

Minister to
cancel permit

(8) Where an order is made under subsection (7) authorizing the cancellation of an
extraction permit, the Minister shall cancel 25
the permit.

Copy of order
to be sent by
Agency

(9) A copy of any order made by the
Governor in Council under subsection (7)
shall, forthwith after the making thereof, be
sent by the Agency to the company whose 30
permit is to be cancelled.
OTHER INTERESTS

Transfer of
permit

Permit as
security

24. (1) A company may transfer an
extraction permit to another company during
the term thereof, if the transfer is made
contemporaneously with the transfer to that 35
other company of the mining property in
respect of which the permit was issued and
such transfer of the mining property is the
last action necessary to make the other company a qualified applicant for an extraction 40
permit.
(2) A company that holds an extraction
permit may mortgage or charge the extraction permit to secure any indebtedness of the
company; and, if as a result of a default 45
under that mortgage or charge a non-resi-

ldem

dent acquires a beneficial interest in the
extraction permit and the mining property in
respect of which the permit was issued, the
non-resident may, notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, extract uranium or 5
thorium from that property in commercial
quantities for a period not exceeding twelve
months or, subject to any conditions that the
Minister may consider necessary in the
public interest, such longer period as the 10
Minister thinks reasonable from the day on
which the non-resident acquired the beneficial interest in the extraction permit and the
mining property.

ADMINISTRATION

25. (1) The Minister may require a com- 15
pany applying for or holding an extraction
permit to obtain and furnish to the Agency a
declaration from a shareholder respecting
(a) his direct or indirect ownership of any
share of the company;
20
(b) whether he and any person in whose
right or for whose use or benefit the share
is held is a resident;
(c) whether he is associated with any
other shareholder;
25
(d) if the shareholder is a corporation,
partnership, association, organization,
mutual fund or trust, the residence of the
shareholder; and
(e) such other matters as the Minister 30
considers relevant for the purpose of determining whether the shareholder is a
resident.

(2) T h e Minister may require a company
applying for or holding an extraction permit 35
to obtain and furnish to the Agency a declaration from the owner of a royalty interest or
working interest in the mining property in
respect of which the application is made
respecting
40
(a) his business or financial relationships
with any corporation that produces or
markets any mineral or mineral product or
that operates any milling facility;
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30

31

(b) if the owner is a corporation, partnership, association, organization, mutual
fund or trust, the residence of the owner;
and
(c) such other matters as the Minister
considers relevant for the purpose of determining whether the owner is a resident.

inquiries

(b) authorize any person designated by
him to carry out the investigation to enter
any premises on which the Minister
believes there may be evidence relevant to
the inquiry and examine any thing on the
premises or copy or take away for further
examination or copying any book, paper,
record or other document that in the opinion of the person so designated may afford
such evidence;
(c) direct any person designated by him to
carry out the investigation to inspect any
book, paper, record or other document
taken away for further examination under
paragraph (6);
{d) have copies, pictures or other reproductions made of any book, paper, record
or other document referred to in paragraph (c); and
(e) by notice in writing, require information on oath.

(3) The Minister may, as he sees fit, make
inquiries concerning the ownership of shares,
securities, royalty interests or working inter- 10
ests relevant to the determination of the ownership or control, whether direct or indirect,
of a company applying for or holding an
extraction permit.

(4) The Minister may require a company 15
w
applying for an extraction permit to agree to
allow inspection allow the Agency to make an inspection of
the register and other records of the company at any time during the term of the
extraction permit by a person authorized by 20
the Minister.
Minister may

Powers of
Minister in
relation to
investigations

26. (1) For the purposes of an inquiry
under subsection 25(3), the Minister may
(a) by notice in writing require the nonresident who, or any member or members 25
of the group of non-residents that, he has
reason to believe is proposing to make or
has made an acquisition of shares, other
securities, royalty interests or working interests, as the case may be, and, where the 30
non-resident or any such member is a corporation, any officer of such corporation,
to make to the Agency, within a time
stated in the notice, a written return under
oath showing in detail such information 35
with respect to the proposed or actual
acquisition as is specified in the notice;
and without restricting the generality of
the foregoing, the Minister may require
full disclosure and production of all con- 40
tracts or agreements that the non-resident
or the group of non-residents or any
member thereof may have at any time
entered into with any other person touching or concerning the acquisition;
45

5

10

15

20

Examination on
oath

(2) For the purposes of an inquiry under
subsection 25(3), a judge of a superior,
county or district court may, on ex parte
application on behalf of the Minister, order 25
that any person attend before him as a witness to be examined on oath on behalf of the
Minister, or to make production of books,
papers, records or other documents to the
Commissioner.
30

Documents,
etc., shall be
delivered lo
Commissioner

(3) Any books, papers, records or other
documents produced under subsection (2)
shall be delivered to the Commissioner, who
thereafter responsible for the custody
35
thereof.

Return of

(4) The original or a copy of any book,
paper, record or other document taken away
under paragraph (\){b) or produced under
subsection (2) shall be returned to the person
from whose custody it was taken, to the 40
person who produced it or to a person entitled thereto within fourteen days after it
was taken or produced, or within such longer
period as is directed by a judge of a superior,
county or district court for cause or agreed to 45
by the person who is entitled to its return or
delivery.
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32
Naiicc of
application for
extension of
time

33
county or district court, on ex parte application by that person, may by order direct a
peace officer to take such steps as to the
judge seem necessary to give that person
such admission or access.

(5) An application to a judge mentioned in
subsection (4) for a direction under that
subsection shall be made on notice to the
person from whose custody the book, paper,
record or other document was taken, the 5
person who produced it or the person entitled
to its return or delivery.
Authority for
examination

(5) The Minister shall not exercise his
power under paragraph 26(1 )(e) to require
the giving of information on oath unless, on
ex parte application on behalf of the Minister, a judge of a superior, county or district 10
court certifies that the Minister may make
such a requirement to the person named in
the application.

Grounds on
which judge
may act

(6) A judge of a superior, county or district court may act under subsection (1), (2), 15
(4) or (5) where he is satisfied that there are
reasonable grounds for requiring the information or entering the premises or that
admission or access has been refused, or that
there are reasonable grounds for believing 20
that admission or access will be refused, as
the case may be.

Copies of
documents

28. Subject to section 17 of the Statistics
Act but notwithstanding any other Act, a
copy of any book, paper, record or other 25
document that is copied or taken away under
paragraph 26(1 )(b) or that is produced
under subsection 26(2) is admissible in evidence in any prosecution for an offence
under this Act or in any proceedings under 30
this Act and is, in the absence of evidence to
the contrary, proof of the contents thereof.

Fees to persons
required to
attend

((.) Every person required by an order
made under subsection (2) to attend before a
judge of a superior, county or district court is 10
entitled to the like fees and allowances for so
doing as if summoned to attend before the
Federal Court.

Authority for
notice

27. (1) The Minister shall not issue a
notice under paragraph 26(1 )(a) unless, on 15
ex pane application on behalf of the Minister, a judge of a superior, county or district
court certifies that a notice thereunder may
be issued to the person or persons named in
the application.
20

Authority Tor
entry of
premises

(2) A person designated by the Minister to
carry out an investigation under this Act
shall, before exercising the power conferred
by paragraph 26(1 )(b), produce to an occupant of the premises a certificate from a 25
judge of a superior, county or district court,
which may be granted by such a judge on ex
parte application on behalf of the Minister,
authorizing the exercise of such power.

Duty of persons
in control of
premises

(3) Every person who is in possession or 30
control of any premises mentioned in paragraph 26(1 )(b) shall, on compliance with
subsection (2) by a person designated by the
Annual return
29. Every company that holds an extracMinister to carry out an investigation under
tion permit shall, on the prescribed date,
this Act, permit the person so designated to 35
send to the Minister an annual return of 35
enter the premises, to examine any thing on
information in prescribed form.
the premises and to copy or take away any
book, paper, record or other document on the
premises.

Application to
court

(4) Where a person acting under para- 40
C Om
graph 26(1 )(6) is refused admission or access
f viieniedlion
to any premises or any thing thereon, or
informat&n
where any such person has reasonable
grounds to believe that such admission or
access will be refused, a judge of a superior, 45

INFORMATION
30

Exce

" ^
P l a s provided in this section,
all information with respect to a company, a
business or a proposed business obtained by
the Minister or an officer or employee of Her 40
Majesty in the course of the administration
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of this Act is privileged and no person shall
knowingly, except as provided in this Act,
communicate or allow to be communicated
to any person not legally entitled thereto any
such information or allow any person not
legally entitled thereto to inspect or have
access to any such information.

Exceptions

(2) Any information with respect to a
person, business or proposed business
obtained by the Minister or an officer or 10
employee of Her Majesty in the course of the
administration of this Act may,
(a) on request in writing to the Agency by
or on behalf of the person to which the
information relates or by or on behalf of 15
the person or group of persons carrying on
or proposing to carry on the business or
new business to which the information
relates, be communicated to any person or
Regulations
authority named in the request, or
20
(b) for any purpose relating to the
administration of this Act, be communicated to a Minister of the Crown in
right of any province or to an officer or
employee of Her Majesty in right thereof 25
on such terms and conditions and under such
circumstances as are approved by the
Minister.

Evidence and
production of
documents

(3) Notwithstanding any other Act or law,
no Minister of the Crown and no officer or 30
employee of Her Majesty shall be required,
in connection with any legal proceedings, to
give evidence relating to any information
that is privileged under subsection. (1) or to
produce any statement or other writing con- 35
taining such information.

Application of

(4) Subsections (1) and (3) do not apply in
respect of
(a) legal proceedings relating to the
administration or enforcement of this Act, 40
(b) consultations with any party respecting the issue or renewal of an extraction
permit in relation to which the information
was obtained, or
(c) information contained in any written 45
undertaking given to Her Majesty in right

35

of Canada relating to the issue or renewal
of an extraction permit authorized by
order of the Governor in Council,
but no Minister of the Crown and no officer
or employee of Her Majesty may be 5
required, in connection with any legal proceedings or otherwise, to give evidence relating to or otherwise to disclose any information referred to in paragraph (c) where, in
the opinion of the Minister, the disclosure of 10
such information is not necessary for any
purpose relating to the administration or
enforcement of this Act, and would prejudicially affect the person who gave the undertaking in the matter or conduct of his busi- 15
ness affairs.

GENERAL

31. (1) The Governor in Council may
make regulations necessary for carrying out
the provisions of this A;t and, without
restricting the generality of the foregoing, 20
may make regulations
(a) providing for the form, content and
manner of making applications or declarations under this Act and the form and
content of extraction permits and any cer- 25
tificate issued by the Agency;
(b) subject to subsection (3), determining
the manner of calculating the percentage
of the issued and outstanding voting shares
of a company held by or for non-residents; 30
(c) prescribing the percentage of profits,
not exceeding ten per cent, or the percentage of production, that companies may
pay to non-residents pursuant to a royalty
interest;
35
(d) prescribing the percentage of profits,
not exceeding ten per cent, or the percentage of sales, that companies may pay to
non-residents as a fee under a managerial
services contract;
40
(e) notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, permitting the transfer of voting
shares of a company between non-residents who owned, or were entitled to own,
such shares on March 2, 1970 on such 45
terms and conditions as the Governor in
Council may approve;
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37

36
(/) notwithstanding any other provisions
of this Act, approving a transfer of voting
shares of a company that tcok place between March 2, 1970 and the day this Act
comes into force;
5
(g) establishing the quantities of uranium
or thorium that constitute extraction in
commercial quantities as the product of an
operation to that end, as a by-product of
any operation or in combination with or as 10
a result of the extraction of any other
minerals or compounds;
(A) prescribing the date on which annual
returns shall be sent by companies holding
extraction permits and the form and con- 15
tent of the annual return; and
(i) prescribing anything required by this
Act to be prescribed.

ration by the percentage of the joint venture owned by that corporation; and
(c) aggregating the percentages obtained
under paragraph (b) in respect of each
corporation constituting the joint venture.

Guidelines

(4) The Minister may issue and publish, in
such manner as he deems appropriate, guidelines with respect to the application and
administration of any provision of this Act or
any regulation made pursuant to this Act.
10

Deemed
allowance
under Foreign
Investment
Review Act

32. Where the Governor in Council
authorizes the issue of an extraction permit
on the grounds of significant benefit to
Canada, the issue of the extraction permit
constitutes an allowance under the Foreign 15
Investment Review Act in relation to the
business to which the extraction permit
relates.
OFFENCES

Effect of
approval of
transfers

Determination

(2) Where the Governor in Council
approves a transfer of voting shares of a 20
company by a regulation made under paragraph (l)(e) or (/), the transfer shall be
deemed to have been made in accordance
with this Act and the maximum percentage
for the company shall be deemed to be the 25
percentage of the total number of its issued
and outstanding voting shares that are held
by or for non-residents immediately after the
transfer.
(3) where a joint venture applies for an 30
extraction permit, the percentage of the
issued and outstanding voting shares of the
joint venture held by non-residents shall be
calculated by
(a) determining, in accordance with the 35
regulations made under paragraph (1)(£),
the percentage of the issued and outstanding voting shares of each corporation constituting the joint venture that is held by
non-residents;
40
(b) multiplying the percentage obtained
under paragraph (a) in respect of a corpo-

Offence

33. (1) Any person who violates section 5
is guilty of an offence and liable on summary 20
conviction to a fine not exceeding ten thousand d"Uars for each offence.

Continuing
offence

(2) Where an offence under subsection (1)
is committed on more than one day or is
continued for more than one day, it shall be 25
deemed to be a separate offence for each day
on which the offence is committed or
continued.

Limitation

(3) Proceedings in respect of an offence
under this section may be instituted at any 30
time within two years of the time when the
subject-matter of the proceedings arose.

Order to

34. Where a person who has given a written undertaking to Her Majesty in right of
Canada relating to the issue or renewal of an 35
extraction permit that has been authorized
by order of the Governor in Council fails or
refuses to comply with such undertaking, a
superior court may, on application on behalf
of the Minister, make an order directing that 40
person to comply with the undertaking.
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38
Contempt of
ccurl

day specified therein, is evidence of the facts
alleged therein without proof of the signature
or of the official character of the person by
whom it purports to be signed.

35. Any person who fails or refuses to
comply with an order made by a superior
court under section 34 that is directed to him
may be cited and punished by the court that
made the order, as for other contempts of
that court.

communication 36. Any person who violates section 30 is
hlformatfon
guilty of an offence punishable on summary
conviction.
*
Offences in
relation to
investigations

Report to
Parliament

40. (1) The Minister shall, within one 5
hundred and eighty days after the end of
each fiscal year, prepare a report on the
operations under this Act for that year, and
the Minister shall cause the report to be laid
before Parliament not later than the fifteenth 10
sitting day of Parliament after its completion.

37. Any person who knowingly
10
(a) in any manner impedes or prevents
any investigation under this Act,
(b) violates subsection 27(3),
(c) without lawful excuse, the proof of
Definition of
(2) For the purposes of subsection (1),
which lies on him, fails to comply with a 15 Parliament"
""ting day of "sitting day of Parliament" means a day on
notice in writing under
paragraph
which either House of Parliament sits.
15
26(l)(a)or(e),or
(d) fails to comply with an order made
under subsection 26(2),
COMMENCEMENT
is guilty of an offence and liable on summary 20
Commence41.
This
Act
shall come into force on a
conviction to a fine not exceeding five thoument
day
to
be
fixed
by
proclamation.
sand dollars or imprisonment for a term not
exceeding six months or to both.

officers, etc., of
corporations

39

38. Where a corporation is guilty of an
offence under s e c t

j o n 37

by vjrtue of a vjola.

25

tion of subsection 27(3) or of failing to
comply with a notice in writing under paragraph 26(1)(a), any director, officer or agent
of the corporation who directed, authorized,
assented to or acquiesced in or participated 30
in the commission of the offence is a party to
and guilty of the offence and is liable on
conviction to the punishment provided for
the offence whether or not the corporation
has been prosecuted or convicted therefor.
35

Certificate as to
notux

39. l n any prosecution for an offence
under this Act or in any proceedings under

this Act, a certificate purporting to be signed
by the Minister or Commissioner setting out
that a notice, described with reasonable par- 40
ticularity, that is required or authorized to be
given or sent to or by the Minister or Agency
under this Act was or was not given or sent,
and if given or sent, was received or was
Published under authority of the Speaker of the
given or sent by the Minister or Agency on a 45 House of Commons by the Queen's Printer for Canada
Available from Printing and PuDlishing, Supply and Services
Canada, Hull, Quebec, Canada Kl A 0S9
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APPENDIX 22
STATEMENT BY THE
HON. DONALD S. MACDONALD
MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES
DECEMBER 20, 1974
I am announcing today the decision of the government to
require more stringent safeguards in respect of the sale
abroad of Canadian nuclear technology, facilities and material. I will in this statement set forth some of the important
elements of that decision including the safeguards that must
be met by any country seeking to purchase a nuclear facility, technology, or material from Canada. Not only will
these binding safeguards apply to all future sales, but the
government has decided to negotiate additional safeguards
in respect to uranium supply contracts already approved.
Existing contracts and contracts pending will be allowed to
proceed during the course of the next calendar year while
new safeguards are being negotiated.
The events that led to the review by the Government of
nuclear safeguards are well known to the Honourable
members.
Canada's commitment to nuclear power as a peaceful energy source extends back almost thirty years. As a result of
intensive research and development over that period, Canada is now in the fortunate position of possessing, in addition to a large uranium resource, one of the most successful
of the world's nuclear reactor systems—CANDU.
The spread of international acceptance of CANDU has
coincided lately with a radical alteration in the international
energy situation. Relance on imported oil to satisfy the
bulk of their energy needs has become, for most countries,
especially those of the developing world, a particularly onerous burden on their economies.
It has become demonstrably clear that additional energy
sources are needed urgently; nuclear power is the single
most important other new source that is now commercially
feasible and many countries are making the decision to use
it. Canada has already made a decision to rely for part of its
energy requirements on nuclear power and a number of
countries have turned to us to supply fuel, technology or
equipment. With uranium resources in excess of our requirements and a competitive Canadian reactor we are in the
position to make an important contribution to the pressing
energy needs of the world and are willing to make it.
At the same time the government is more than ever conscious of its responsibility to ensure that Canadian nuclear
resources do not contribute to nuclear proliferation. This requires that Canada should apply the maximum "safeguards" or restraints attainable to inhibit importing states
from using nuclear supplies to further the production of nuclear explosive devices.
The export of certain nuclear equipment, including reactors, fuel fabrication and reprocessing plants, and heavy
water plants, and their major components, and related technology, will require safeguards.
I would like now to outline the provisions that will be required in every safeguards arrangement. The provisions, to
be administered by the International Atomic Energy

Agency, or through appropriate alternative procedures
meeting the requirements of the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons, will cover all nuclear facilities and equipment supplied by Canada for the life of
those facilities and equipment. They will cover all nuclear
facilities and equipment using Canadian-supplied technology. They will cover all nuclear material—uranium,
thorium, plutonium, heavy water—supplied by Canada,
and future generations of fissile material produced from or
with these materials. They will cover all nuclear materials,
whatever their origin, produced or processed in facilities
supplied by Canada.
Most importantly, all safeguards arrangements will contain binding assurance that Canadian-supplied nuclear material, equipment and technology will not be used to produce
a nuclear explosives device, whether the development of
such a device be stated to be for peaceful purposes or not.
All potential Canadian exporters of nuclear material,
equipment or technology are advised that prior to making
offers of supply, they must ascertain from the Department
of Industry, Trade and Commerce, and the Atomic Energy
Control Board that there are no safeguards impediments.
While adopting the safeguards I have outlined, Canada
will of course continue to work with other exporting nations
to strengthen the international safeguards structure.
Future exports of the CANDU reactor, along with the
major programs of construction already underway and
planned domestically, will bring significant benefits to employment in the high technology nuclear industry of Canada. To ensure that Canadians enjoy the economic gains
from sales abroad, the government will encourage the supply from Canada of major high technology components and
services. In regard to domestic nuclear power programs,
the Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce, in cooperation with my department and with Atomic Energy of
Canada Limited will consult jvith the provinces to establish
a co-operative approach of preference for Canadian material, equipment and service.
The Canadian nuclear equipment industry at present has
the capacity to produce the components for the nuclear
steam supply system for at least three nuclear reactors a
year. Domestic requirements will average four units every
year over the remainder of this decade, while exports could
add at least one additional unit every year. Nearly $100 million in capital investment has already been committed or
planned by the private sector of the industry to expand capacity. Future domestic and export demands will stimulate a
further expansion involving perhaps another $100 million
industrial investment. The Department of Industry, Trade
and Commerce will examine the advisability of providing
selective assistance through its incentive programs to help
the industry upgrade its capability.
Contingent on compliance with the new safeguards struc-
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tures required for nuclear exports, the government has authorized Atomic Energy of Canada Limited to negotiate the
following sales:
—With Argentina, the supply of goods and services for the
nuclear part of a second 600 megawatt CANDU nuclear
power station. Subject to escalation, these goods and services are estimated at $90 million, and the heavy water at
a further $60 million.
—With Iran, the supply of goods and services for two 600
megawatt CANDU nuclear power units, and possibly two
additional.
—With the Republic of Korea, the supply of goods and services for one complete nuclear reactor power unit.
Once again subject to full compliance with the safeguard
requirements, and insofar as Canadian capacity permits, the
government has further authorized AECL to negotiate the
following:
—With Denmark, the supply of goods and services for the
nuclear part of a CANDU nuclear power station.
—With Romania, agreements covering CANDU-PHW
(Pressurized Heavy Water) licencing, AECL consultancy, fuel design, development and manufacturing,
heavy water production and plant construction, and a scientific and technical exchange.
—With the United Kingdom, agreements covering
CANDU/SGHWR (PTHWR) technological exchange,
and supply of heavy water. (SGHWR: Steam Generating
Heavy Water Reactor; PTHWR: Pressure Tube Heavy
Water Reactor).
—With the Italian company, Progettazioni Meccaniche Nucleari, a licencing agreement to supply CANDU reactor
units in Italy.
The government has reaffirmed the policy guidelines on
uranium enrichment as announced on August 1, 1973.
Canadian involvement in uranium enrichment will be determined within those guidelines.
Canada has made the decisions on safeguards that I have
just outlined in the spirit of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons which is designed not only to stop
the proliferation of nuclear weapons but to ensure the benefits of lower cost energy are shared by all nations.
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APPENDIX 23
NOTES FOR A STATEMENT ON MOTIONS
BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS
THE HONOURABLE DON JAMIESON
IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS
DECEMBER 22, 1976
Mr. Speaker,
I wish to announce a change in Canada's nuclear export
policy, a matter of central concern to the people and Government of Canada, raising as it does fundamental issues affecting world economic growth and world peace. In this
Christmas season, our thoughts naturally turn to peace and
the brotherhood of man. It is easy to pay tribute to these
fundamental goals with words. It is more important that we
do so with our actions. It is a challenge to the Government
of Canada to respond to the demand of Canadian public
opinion that this country exercise its influence towards the
betterment of the global society in which we and our descendants must live. In the area of nuclear policy there is no
simple answer or it would have long since been adopted. It
is rather the need to balance energy requirements, the advance of technology which regardless of what we do will
make nuclear capability within the reach of the wider and
wider group of countries and the need to establish a sound
international framework which will curb the spread of nuclear weapons and yet take into account the legitimate economic aspirations of sovereign states. I wish to make quite
clear, however, that the first priority, indeed the overriding
priority, is to prevent the spread of instruments of destruction.
In this context, I am pleased to announce that the Canadian Government has decided upon a further strengthening
of the safeguards requirements which apply to the export of
Canadian reactors and uranium. Shipments to non-nuclear
weapon states under future contracts will be restricted to
those which ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty or otherwise
accept international safeguards on their entire nuclear programme. It follows from this policy that Canada will terminate nuclear shipments to any non-nuclear weapon state
which explodes a nuclear device.
This requirement is in addition to those outlined in December of 1974. The purpose of Canadian safeguards policy
is simple and straightforward. We wish to avoid contributing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons while at the same
time satisfying the legitimate requirements for uranium and
technology of countries which demonstrate the intention
of restricting Canadian assistance only to peaceful nonexplosive uses. Nuclear export policy already requires binding assurances that what Canada provides will not be used
for explosive purposes. Existing policy, however, does not
cover what a country received from other suppliers or what
it might do on its own. The new policy will close tnis gap.

We will have, therefore, assurance by treaty that Canada's
nuclear customers will have been selected from amongst
those countries which have made a clear and unequivocal
commitment to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.
The development of the CANDU reactor has been one of
Canada's great technological achievements. This technology is needed to reduce the world's dependence on oil.
Moreover, our industrialized trading partners look to Canada as a source of uranium to fuel the nuclear reactor programmes which they, like ourselves, have undertaken to
meet a growing share of energy needs. In the absence of alternative technologies, developing countries will also look
to nuclear power once they have exploited other conventional energy resources and have built up the national power
grids necessary for large present reactors. While research
into conservation and renewable energy technologies should
be intensified, energy planning in Canada and elsewhere
must look to energy resources presently available.
While the Canadian Government recognizes the legitimate energy requirements of its trading partners, it is determined to do everything within its power to avoid contributing to nuclear weapons proliferation. It is for this reason
that the Government of Canada has unilaterally decided to
strengthen further Canada's safeguards requirements. As in
the past we are prepared to accept the commercial consequences of being clearly ahead of other suppliers. This is
the price we are prepared to pay to curb the threat to mankind of nuclear proliferation.
We recognize that for this policy to be fully effective, we
must persuade other nuclear suppliers to adopt similar export policies. In discussions amongst suppliers, we have
urged that a collective decision be taken to restrict their nuclear exports to non-nuclear weapon states to those which
have ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty or otherwise accept full-scope safeguards. We regret that to date it has not
been possible to reach a collective decision to this effect.
Canada, however, is determined to assume responsibility
where it has the power to act, that is, with regard to Canada's own exports of nuclear equipment, technology and
uranium. We are charting a course which we hope will
serve as a compelling example for other nuclear suppliers.
With this announcement I am calling on other nuclear exporters to review their own export policies, not in the light
of commercial gain but in the interests of maintaining a safe
and secure world.
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APPENDIX 24

SASKATCHEWAN URANIUM LEGISLATION

PROVISIONAL REGULATIONS
PART VIA and section 103
The Mineral Disposition Regulations, 1961, as amended

This is a provisional copy of Part VIA and section 103 of
the Regulations. Reference should be made to the official
text for an exact statement of the Regulations.
March, 1980
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PART VIA.
URANIUM ROYALTIES.
Uranium
royalties

99A. Notwithstanding anything contained
in section 99, this Part shall apply to the calculation and payment of royalties in respect of
uranium mined in Saskatchewan from Crown
mineral lands on and after August 1, 1976.

Definitions
"administrative
and corporate
expenditures"

99B.—(1) In this Part:
(a) "administrative and corporate expenditures" means expenditures of an administrative, overhead, financial or management nature made by the royalty payer or the associate
or the affiliate of the royalty payer and includes:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

directors' fees and expenses;
legal and auditing fees and expenses;
management fees;
sales expenses and marketing fees, including commissions paid to sales
agents;
(v) premiums for insurance to cover for loss
of profit, portion of use and occupancy;
(vi) donations other than to religious or
charitable organizations in Saskatchewan; and
(vii) research and development costs;
but does not include:
(viii) salary, wages and other remuneration of
an individual working in a managerial
capacity at the site of the production
unit;
and
(ix) fees of consultants independent of the
royalty payer and of an associate or affiliate of the royalty payer doing work
directly related to the production unit;
"administrative
and corporate
expenditure
allowance"
"affiliated
expenditures"

"associate"

(b) "administrative and corporate expenditure allowance" means the allowance provided for in section 99M;
(c) "affiliated expenditures" means expenditures made by an associate or affiliate of
the royalty payer at a time when the association or affiliation is or was in effect;
(d) "associate" when used to indicate a relationship with any person means;
(i) a body corporate of which that person
beneficially owns or controls directly or
indirectly, shares or securities currently
convertible into shares carrying more
than ten percent of the voting rights
under all circumstances or by reason of
the occurrence of an event that has occurred and is continuing, or a currently
exercisable option or right to purchase
such shares or such convertible securi-

ties;
(ii) a partner of that person acting on behalf
of the partnership of which they are
partners;
(iii) a trust or estate in which that person has
a substantial beneficial interest or in respect of which he serves as a trustee or
in a similar capacity;
(iv) a spouse or child of that person;
and
(v) a relative of that person or of his spouse
if that relative has the same residence as
that person;
"begmning of
commercial
production"

(e) ' 'beginning of commercial production''
means the first day of the month in which
month a production unit first produces sixty
percent of its design capacity of uranium or
such other month as, in the opinion of the
minister, production begins in reasonable
commercial quantities;

"body
corporate"

(f) "body corporate" means an incorporated corporation, incorporated association,
incorporated syndicate or other incorporated
syndicate or other incorporated organization
wheresoever incorporated;

"capital
investment"

(g) "capital investment" means the
amount computed in accordance with section
99J;

"capital
recovery
allowance''

(h) "capital recovery allowance" means
the allowance for a royalty year which is the
lesser of:
(i) the amount in the capital recovery bank;
and
(ii) the amount necessary to reduce the
operating profits to zero in the royalty
year after deduction of the amounts
mentioned in subclauses (C) to (H) of
clause (p);

"capital
recovery bank"

(i) "capital recovery bank" of a royalty
payer as at the end of the royalty year in respect of a production unit means:
(i) the sum of the capital investment as at
the end of the royalty year and the aggregate of the amounts, if any, determined under subclause (ii) for previous
royalty years less any capital recovery
allowance deducted in determining
operating profits for that royalty year
and previous years;
plus
(ii) for any royalty year or part thereof following the beginning of commercial
production and prior to the time when
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production has substantially ceased, the
product of the interest factor and the
amount calculated in subclause (i) and,
in respect of a part of a royalty year,
such product shall be multiplied by onetwelfth of the number of complete
months comprising such part;
-crown lease"

(1.1) "Crown lease" means a disposition
of minerals by way of lease from the Crown
and the area described therein from which the
royalty payer has the right to remove minerals;

-disposal"

(1.2) "disposal" includes any transaction
or event entitling a royalty payer to the price
or proceeds (or part thereof) of property sold
or contributed, compensation for property
taken, destroyed, injuriously affected, damaged or otherwise removed from his possession or control but, for greater certainty, does
not include any transfer of property for the
purpose only of securing a debt or a loan, or
any transfer by a creditor for the purpose only
of returning property that has been used as security for a debt or a loan nor any transfer of
property by virtue of which there is a change
in the legal ownership of the property without
any change in the beneficial ownership
thereof;

"exploration
expenditures"

' 'gross sides

(1) "gross sales" means the aggregate of
the sales prices and all other amounts paid or
payable to or for the benefit of the royalty
payer for uranium ore or uranium concentrate
produced from the Crown lease, and in computing gross sales the rules set out in section
99F shall apply;

"interest
factor"

(rn) "interest factor" means 1.1 times the
average of the monthly rates published as
"Chartered Bank Lending Rates Prime Business Loans" in the Bank of Canada Review
for the months in respect of which the interest
factor is to be applied and where two interest
rates are published for a month, the lower is to
be used for that month;

-interest in
production unit"

(n) ' 'interest in a production unit'' includes
^ a s s e t o f g f o u p Qf ^ ^ flS & r e s u l t Qf ^
disposal of which the person acquiring such
asset or group of assets becomes entitled, directly or indirectly, to a share of any uranium
produced from the production unit;

"marketing
expense
allowance"

(0) "marketing expense allowance" means
the allowance provided for in section 99N;

"operating
profits"

(p) "operating profits" of a royalty payer
from a production unit for each royalty year
means:
(1) the sum of:

(j) "exploration expenditures" means expenses incurred by a royalty payer in determining the existence, location, extent or quality of a mineral in Saskatchewan including
any expense incurred in the course of:

(A) the royalty pay; t gross sales of
uranium produced from all Crown
leases forming part of the production unit; and
(B) where any asset the cost of which
was eligible for inclusion in capital
investment, social capital or for deduction as a production cost has
been disposed of during the royalty
year, the proceeds from the disposal thereof; provided that the disposal of an interest in the production unit shall not be construed as
the disposal of an asset for the purposes of this subclause

(i) prospecting;
(ii) carrying out geological, geophysical or
geochemical surveys;
(iii) drilling;
(iv) trenching, digging test pits and preliminary sampling;
but not including:
(v) any expenditure that may reasonably be
considered to be related to a production
unit that has begun commercial production or related to a potential or actual
extension thereof;
(vi) administrative and corporate expenditures;
(vii) interest expenditures;
(viii) acquisition costs of land or mineral
rights;
(ix) any portion of expenses covered by a
grant or subsidy;
(k) "fiscal year" means the period for
which the accounts of a royalty payer are ordinarily made up and approved but no fiscal
year shall exceed fifty-three consecutive
weeks and no change in the fiscal year once
established shall be made without the consent
of the minister,

less
(ii) the sum of:
(C) the royalty payer's portion of the
production costs attributable to the
production of uranium from the
production unit the disposal or consumption of which uranium forms
part of the royalty payer's gross
sales in the royalty year on a first
produced first sold basis;
(D) the royalty payer's administrative
and corporate expenditure allowance with respect to the production
unit;
(E) the royalty payer's marketing expense allowance with respect to the
production unit;
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(F) the royalty payer's working capital
allowance with respect to the production unit;
(G) basic royalty paid by the royalty
payer with respect to all Crown
leases forming part of the production unit;
(H) the amount, if any, by which the
sum of the items contained in this
subclause exceeded the sum of the
items contained in subclause (i),
for the previous royalty year; and
(I) the royalty payer's capital recovery
allowance for the royalty year with
respect to the production unit;
"pre-produclion
expenditures"

in social capital exceeds the gross revenue attributable to such assets for the
year, determined in each case in accordance with Canadian generally accepted
accounting principles;
(iv) expenditures made after the beginning
of commercial production that are not
permitted to be included in capita! investment but would have been eligible
to be so included had they been made
prior to the beginning of commercial
production of the production unit;
but such production costs do not include expenses or allowances in respect of:
(v) depletion or exhaustion of a mine;
(vi) depreciation;
(vii) interest on borrowed money or other financing costs;
(viii) exploration expenditures incurred for
exploration outside the boundaries of
the Crown leases forming part of the
production unit;
(ix) taxes on income or profits;
(x) any payment, royalty or overriding royalty to whomever paid or made respecting:
(A) the purchase or acquisition of; or
(B) the acquisition of an option to purchase;
mineral rights or any interest in mineral
rights or the right to mine any mineral;
(xi) that portion of expenses covered by a
subsidy or grant;
(xii) except as provided for in subclause (iv),
any expenditure of a capital nature;
(xiii) administrative and corporate expenditures;

(q) "pre-production expenditures" means
the sum of such of the following expenditures
as were incurred during the ten-year period
ending with the beginning of commercial production from the production unit or during
such longer period as the minister and the royalty payer may agree upon:
(i) qualified exploration expenditures made
by the royalty payer, to the extent allocated by him to a Crown lease forming
part of the production unit pursuant to
section 991; and
(ii) expenditures made by the royalty payer
on design, development and construction of the production unit, but not including:
(A) social capital expenditures;
(B) administrative and corporate expenditures;
(C) interest expenditures;
(D) acquisition costs of land or mineral
rights;
(E) acquisition cost of an interest in a
joint venture;

" production
unit"

less
(iii) the royalty payer's gross sales of uranium produced prior to the beginning of
commercial production from all Crown
leases included in the production unit;
"production
costs"

(r) "production costs" in respect of a production unit means the aggregate of:
(i) all outlays or expenses made or incurred
by the royalty payer that are directly attributable in accordance with Canadian
generally accepted accounting principles to the production of uranium from
the production unit;
(ii) the royalty payer's social capital cost allowance for the royalty year in respect
of the production unit;
(iii) the amount by which the operating expenses for the royalty year in respect of
all assets the cost of which was included

•qualified

(s) "production unit" means the royalty
payer's processing facility, any Crown lease
of which the royalty payer is named as lessee
and from which uranium is or will be processed at the royalty payer's processing facility and any uranium mine located on any such
Crown lease; and "royalty payer's processing
facility" means any facility that is owned by
the royalty payer named as lessee of a Crown
lease and that is, or may reasonably be expected to be, used for the production of uranium concentrate from uranium ore produced
on the Crown ieasc;
(t) "qualified exploration expenditure"
respect to any Crown lease forming part
of a production unit means an exploration expenditure incurred by the royalty payer:
witn

(i) prior to the first discovery of uranium
on a Crown lease forming part of the
production unit, to the extent that such
expenditure has not previously been al-
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located by the royalty payer pursuant to
section 991 to a Crown lease forming
part of another production unit;
and
(ii) after the discovery of uranium on a
Crown lease forming part of the production unit to the extent that such expenditure was incurred for the purpose of
evaluating or determining the extent or
quality of a deposit of uranium located
on the production unit and to the extent
not previously allocated by the royalty
payer pursuant to section 991 to a
Crown lease forming part of another
production unit;
and, for the purposes of this Part, a discovery
of uranium shall be deemed to have occurred
at such time as, in the opinion of the minister,
sufficient information was available to the
royalty payer to support a conclusion that uranium ore was present in commercial quantities;
"royalty payer"

••royalty year"

ciai capital"

"social capital
cost allowance"

(u) "royalty payer" means the person
named as lessee in a mineral disposition from
the Crown giving the right to mine uranium
from Crown mineral lands, and where there is
more than one person named as lessee, means
each such person to the extent of his interest
shown in the mineral disposition or if not so
shown, to the extent of his interest shown in
the records of the department; provided that if
the person named as lessee in the mineral disposition is a partnership, each partner shall be
deemed for the purposes of this Part to be a
royalty payer and to have incurred the expenditures and earned the revenues actually incurred or earned, as the case may be, by the
partnership, to the extent of his interest in the
partnership as shown in the partnership agreement, and the partnership shall be deemed not
to be a royalty payer in respect of such mineral
disposition;
(v) "royalty year" means, in the case of a
body corporate, fiscal year and in any other
case, means calendar year;
(W) "social capital" means the sum of the
expenditures made by a royalty payer from
time to time to provide residential or community facilities or services located in the vicinity
of the production unit for the use of persons
who normally work at the production unit but
does not include the costs of operating the facilities or services;
(x) "social capital cost allowance" means
the allowance provided for in section 99L;
(y) "uranium" means uranium ore or uranium concentrate or both;

••uranium
concentrate"

(z) "uranium concentrate" means:

(i) the substance resulting from the concentration of uranium ore to a form which
contains U[238] or U[235] or to the
form of a compound commonly called
"yellowcake" and described in terms
of U[3]O[8] equivalent; and
(ii) any substance or mineral extracted from
uranium ore;
"uranium ore"

(aa) "uranium ore" means any substance
found in nature containing commercially recoverable amounts of U[238] or U[235] with
or without other minerals;

"working
capital
allowance"

(bb) "working capital allowance" means
an allowance the amount of which is equal to
the interest factor times forty percent of the
production costs incurred with respect to the
gross sales in a royalty year;
(cc) "working day" means any day other
than Saturday, Sunday, New Year's Day, Ash
Wednesday, Good Friday, Easter Monday,
Victoria Day, the birthday or the day appointed for the celebration of the birth of the
reigning Sovereign, Dominion Day, Labour
Day, Remembrance Day, Christmas Day and
any day appointed by an Act of the Parliament
of Canada or by proclamation of the Governor
General or of the Lieutenant Governor for a
general fast or thanksgiving or as Arbor Day
for the planting of forest or other trees or as a
public holiday, and when a holiday other than
Remembrance Day falls on a Sunday the expression "holiday" includes the following
day.
(2) A body corporate shall be deemed to be
an affiliate of another body corporate if one of
them is the subsidiary of the other or if both
are subsidiaries of the same body corporate or
if each of them is controlled by the same person.
(3) A body corporate shall be deemed to be
controlled by a person or by two or more other
bodies corporate if:
(a) shares of the first-mentioned body corporate carrying more than fifty percent of the
votes for the election of directors are held,
otherwise than by way of security only, by or
for the benefit of such person or for the benefit
of such other bodies corporate;
and
(b) the votes carried by such shares are sufficient, if exercised, to elect a majority of the
board of directors of the first-mentioned body
corporate.
(4) A body corporate shall be deemed to be
a subsidiary of another body corporate if:
(a) it is controlled by:
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(1) that other; or
(ii) that other and one or more bodies corporate each of which is controlled by
that other; or
(iii) two or more bodies corporate each of
which is controlled by that other; or

to capital investment calculated without regard to this clause as at the erd of the royalty
year that the number of days in the royalty
year bears to 365.
(3) The royalty payer may, at the time of
filing a graduated royalty return, designate as
eligible for a graduated royalty credit for the
purpose of calculating graduated royalty those
exploration expenditures that have not previously been so designated or included as production costs or pre-production expenditures
for the purposes of this Part and that were incurred:

(b) it is a subsidiary of a body corporate
that is that other's subsidiary.
Calculation of
royally

99C. The payments to be made under a
Crown lease by the royalty payer in respect of
uranium shall be the sum of the basic royalty
and the graduated toyalty calculated in accordance with this Part.

Basic Royalty

99D. The basic royalty shall be three per
cent of the royalty payer's gross sales of uranium produced from Crown leases forming
part of the production unit.

Graduated
Royalty

99E.—(1) The graduated royalty shall be
the amount determined under subsection (2)
less 35 per cent of any expenditures designated in respect of the year under subsection
(3).
(2) Determine the sum of the following
amounts in respect of the Crown leases forming part of each production unit:
(a) 15 per cent of the lesser of:
(i) operating profits of the royalty payer for
the royalty year less 15 per cent of his
capital investment as at the end of the
royalty year;
and
(ii) 10 per cent of his capital investment as
at the end of the royalty year;
(b) 30 per cent of the lesser of:
(i) operating profits of the royalty payer for
the royalty year less 25 per cent of his
capital investment as at the end of the
royalty year;
and
(ii) 20 per cent of his capital investment as
at the end of the royalty year; and
(c) 50 per cent of the amount by which
operating profits of the royalty payer for the
royalty year exceed 45 per cent of his capital
investment as at the end of the royalty year.
In making the calculations provided for in this
subsection:
(d) Where any amount is less than zero
such amount shall be deemed to be equal to
zero.
(e) Where the royalty year is less than 12
months in duration, the phrase "capital investment" as used in subsection (2) as at the
end of the royalty year shall be deemed to
mean that amount which bears the same ratio

(a) during the twenty-year period ending
with the beginning of commercial production
or during such longer period as the minister
and the royalty payer may agree upon; or
(b) after the beginning of commercial production, for exploration outside the boundaries of the Crown leases forming part of the
production unit.
Exploration expenditures so designated
thereupon cease to be exploration expenditures for the purposes of this Part.
Gross Sales

99F.—(1) For the purpose of determining
gross sales of a royalty payer:
(a) subject to clause (b), where uranium is
sold, the sales price is the amount agreed upon
by the royalty payer in the contract of sale in
the case of a sale free on board the production
unit, and in any other case, is the amount
agreed upon by the royalty payer less the approved cost of transportation from the production unit;
(b) where uranium concentrate is sold in a
form further refined than the compound commonly called "yellowcake", and described in
terms of U[3]O[8] equivalent, the sales price
is an amount equal to the amount determined
in accordance with clause (a) less the approved expenses incurred by the royalty payer
for the conversion of the uranium concentrate
to that form;
(c) where uranium is disposed of in consideration in whole or in part for financing
costs, property (tangible or intangible, reai or
personal) or a service, the person disposing of
such uranium shall include in his gross sales
the greater of the fair market value of the consideration and the fair market value of the uranium so disposed of.
(2) A royalty payer shall within sixty days
after entering into a contract for the sale of
uranium from a production unit deliver a certified or photostatic copy of the contract to the
minister provided that if the contract is not a
written contract, the royalty payer shall within
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Fair Market
Value

such period inform the minister in writing of
the terms of the contract.

royalty payer attaches to the uranium for the
purpose of determining gross sales.

(3) A royalty payer shall within ninety days
of the coming into force of these regulations
inform the minister in writing of the terms of
all existing contracts to which the royalty
payer is a party for the sale of uranium from a
production unit produced after these regulations come into force.

(3) The provisions of section 99G apply
mutatis mutandis to the determination of the
sales price of the uranium retained for the purpose of determining the gross sales of the royalty payer.

99G.—(1) The fair market value of uranium or of the consideration therefor shall be
determined as at the time at which the uranium
is retained for his own use by the royalty payer
or the time at which the contract of sale is entered into between the royalty payer and the
purchaser provided that where such a contract
is subsequently amended in any manner that
affects the consideration payable to the royalty
payer, fair market value shall be determined
as at such subsequent time.
(2) Where the minister is of the opinion
that an amount received or deemed to have
been received by the royalty payer on a sale of
uranium or that the sales price agreed upon by
the royalty payer in a contract for the sale of
uranium is less than the fair market value of
the uranium sold or to be sold, the minister
may by notice in writing advise the royalty
payer of the amount that, in the preliminary
opinion of the minister represents the fair market value of the uranium. In such event, the
minister shall afford the royalty payer an opportunity during the next sixty days to show
that the fair market value of the uranium sold
or to be sold is less than the amount set out in
the minister's notice. Following the expiration
of such sixty-day period, the minister shall advise the royalty payer of the amount that in the
minister's opinion represents the fair market
value of the uranium sold or to be sold under
the contract for sale and such fair market value
shall be deemed to be the sales price of the
uranium for the purpose of determining the
payments to be made by the royalty payer
under the Crown lease from which such uranium is produced or to be produced.

Uranium used
by a royalty
payer

99H.—(1) Where a royalty payer retains
uranium produced from a production unit for
his own use, then for the purpose of determining gross sales of the royalty payer the uranium shall be deemed to be sold and the royalty payer shall be deemed to have received an
amount equal to the fair market value of the
uranium.
(2) A royalty payer shall within sixty days
after the retention for his own use of uranium
from the production unit inform the minister
in writing of the retention and the value the

Allocation of
qualified
exploration
expenditures

991. At any time prior to the beginning of
commercial production of a production unit
the royalty payer may allocate to any Crown
lease of which he is a royalty payer all or any
portion of his unallocated qualified exploration expenditures.

Capital
investment

9SJ.—(1) The capital investment of a royalty payer as at any particular time shall be the
sum of:
(a) pre-production expenditures;
(b) approved expenditures made after the
beginning of commercial production in relation to:
(i) completing within twenty-four months
of the beginning of commercial production the facilities required to enable the
production unit to achieve design capacity;
(ii) a major expansion of the output capacity of the royalty payer's processing facility forming part of the production
unit;
(iii) complying with environmental or health
standards brought into force after the
beginning of commercial production;
and
(c) an interest allowance equal to the product of:
(i) the interest factor for the period from
the end of the last completed royalty
year to the particular time times the
number of complete months in the
period divided by twelve;
and
(ii) the sum of the royalty payer's pre-production expenditures made prior to the
time and his interest allowances calculated as at the end of each royalty year
ending prior to the particular time in respect of the production unit;
provided that if the particular time is after the
beginning of commercial production the interest allowance as at the particular time shall oe

166

an amount equal to the allowance calculated
as at the beginning of commercial production.

Marketing
expense
allowance

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1):

(2) The marketing expense allowance shall
be in lieu of any marketing expense and, without limiting the generality of the foregoing, is
in lieu of charges for weighing, sampling, umpiring, sales administration, travel, communication, legal fees and salaries and commissions to salespersons, or to sales agents or
comparable intermediaries.

(a) when the capital recovery bank of the
royalty payer is increased from zero or reduced to zero, or both, in a royalty year, then
in that royalty year the capital investment calculated in accordance with subsection (1) s.iall
be multiplied by One minus:
capital recovery allowance
operating profits in that royalty
year plus capital recovery allowance

;

(b) when, in the opinion of the minister,
the production unit has terminated operations,
then for the purpose of determining the royalty
payable on gross sales made after the final full
royalty year of production, capital investment
of a royalty payer shall be capita! investments
at the end of the royalty year prior to the royalty year in which the termination occurs

Deemed
affiliated
expenditures

990. Where an expenditure has been made
by a body corporate of which a royalty payer
becomes a subsidiary after the making of the
expenditure, the expenditure shall be deemed
to be affiliated expenditures of the royalty
payer.

Deemed
exploration
pTe-pTodrnclion
expenditures

99P.—(1) The minister may allow a royalty payer to claim affiliated expenditures as
exploration expenditures.
(2) The minister may allow a royalty payer
to claim affiliated expenditures as pre-production expenditures.

times
the ratio of volume of sales of the royalty
payer in the royalty year to annual average
sales volume of the royalty payer over the producing life of the production unit.
Social capital

99K.—(1) Where an expenditure in the nature of social capital is made partly for the
purpose of producing uranium from the production unit, the expenditure may, with the
approval of the minister, be apportioned between social capital and capital investment,
and without limiting the generality of the foregoing, may include expenditures in relation to
a fire hall, natural gas pipeline, powerline,
sewer, sewage disposal plant, lighting system,
water pipeline, water pumping station or
water system.
(2) Where an expenditure in the nature of
social capital is other than an expenditure to
which subsection (1) applies, the entire expenditure shall form part of social capital and includes expenditures in relation to a restaurant,
cafeteria, cook house, residential house,
bunkhouse, school or residential hall.

Social capital
cost allowance

99L.—(1) Social capital cost allowance in
a royalty year shall be an amount equal to
thirty percent of the amount of social capital
not previously reduced or claimed as a social
capital cost allowance.
(2) The social capital shall be reduced by
thirty percent in each royalty year after the beginning of commercial production.

Administrative
and corporate
expenditure
allowance

99M. The administrative and corporate expenditure allowance in respect of gross sales
for a royalty year shall be an amount equal to
five percent of the production costs attributable to the gross sales.

99N.—(1) The marketing expense allowance is an amount equal to three quarters of
one percent of the gioss sales of a royalty
payer from a production unit.

Custom milling

99Q. Where a royalty payer processes uranium ore of which he is not the owner and receives a fee or a share of the uranium:
(a) the fee or share received for such processing does not form part of the gross sales of
the royalty payer;
(b) the approved cost of processing the ore
does not form part of the production costs of
the royalty payer; and
(c) the minister may reduce the capital investment and capital recovery bank of the royalty payer by an amount which, in the opinion
of the minister, is appropriate.

Purchased
uranium ore

99R. Where a royalty payer purchases uranium ore, and processes it and sells the uranium concentrate derived therefrom:
(a) the purchase cost of the ore does not
form part of the production costs of the royalty
payer;
(b) the approved cost of processing the ore
does not form part of the production costs of
the royalty payer;
(c) the approved gross sales attributable to
the sale of the concentrate do not form part of
the gross sales of the royalty payer used for
royalty calculation;
and
(d) the minister may reduce the capital investment and capital recovery bank of the royalty payer by an amount, which in the opinion
of the minister, is appropriate.
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Sale for future
uranium
concentrate

99S.—(1) Where uranium is sold by a royalty payer and any of the consideration of the
sale is the right of the royalty payer to receive
uranium concentrate at a future time:

mediately prior to the disposal as the vendor's
percentage interest that has been disposed of
bears to his percentage interest in the production unit immediately prior to the disposal.

(a) any amount received as consideration
for the sale shall be included in computing the
gross sales of the royalty payer for the royalty
year in which the amount is received; and

(3) Upon the disposal of an interest in the
production unit, the vendor's capital investment, capital recovery bank and social capital
shall b e reduced by the amounts calculated
under subsection (2).

(b) the approved value of the uranium concentrate when received by the royalty payer
shall be included in computing the gross sales
of the royalty payer in the royalty year in
which it is received.
(2) Where uranium concentrate is purchased by a royalty payer and any of the consideration is the obligation of the royalty payer
to deliver uranium concentrate at a future
time, the royalty payer shall include in c o m puting the gross sales of the royalty payer the
approved value of the uranium concentrate
produced from the production unit in the royalty year in which it is delivered.
(3) A royalty payer who is a party to any
transaction to which subsection (1) or (2) applies shall, within sixty days after entering
into the transaction, deliver a certified or photostatic copy of the contract to the minister
provided that if the contract is not a written
contract, the royalty payer shall within such
period inform the minister in writing of the
terras of the transaction.
Disposal of an
interest in a
production unit

99T.—(1) Where an interest in a production unit is disposed of by a royalty payer (the
" v e n d o r " ) to another person who is or becomes a royalty payer (the "purchaser"), the
capital investment of the purchaser in respect
of such interest shall be an amount equal to the
lesser of:
(a) the purchase price of the interest so disposed of; and
(b) the capital investment of the vendor in
respect of such interest;
and the capital recovery bank and social capital of the purchaser in respect of such interest
shall be the capital recovery bank and social
capital of the vendor in respect of such interest, and the purchaser shall not be entitled to
allocate to the interest so disposed of, pursuant to section 991, any exploration expenditures incurred by him prior to the disposal.
(2) The capital investment, capital recovery bank and social capital of the vendor in respect of an interest in the production unit that
has been disposed of are those amounts that
bear the same ratio respectively to the capital
investment, capital recovery bank and social
capital of the vendor in the production unit im-

(4) If, in the opinion of the minister, either
the purchaser or the vendor purports to include
in his capital investment, capital recovery
bank or social capital, amounts that are not
properly reflective of the percentage interest
in the production unit disposed of or the purchase price therefor, his capital investment,
capital recovery bank and social capita! shall
be such amounts as the minister may direct.
9 9 U . [rescinded]
99V. [rescinded]
Multiple
9 9 W . Where a royalty payer shares in the
production units p r o d u c t i o n o f more than one mine, each mine
shall form a separate production unit for the
purposes of computing the graduated royalty
payable by the royalty payer except where two
or more of the mines share common processing facilities, in which case the latter mines
form a single production unit for the purpose
of computing the graduated royalty.
Transition
99X.—(1) Where at the time of coming
into force of these regulations a production
unit of a royalty payer has been in commercial
production, then for the purpose of initially
determining the capital investment, capital recovery bank, pre-production expenditures, exploration expenditures and social capital of the
royalty payer in respect of the production unit,
the royalty payer and the minister shall negotiate with a view to arriving at appropriate
amounts for capital investment, capital recovery bank, pre-production expenditures, exploration expenditures, and social capital,
notwithstanding that the amounts agreed upon
are not those which, but for the application of
this subsection, would be ot)'-rwise determined under these regulations
(2) Where the minister and the royalty
payer fail to reach agreement under subsection
(1), the minister may by order determine the
initial amounts of capital investment, capital
recovery bank, pre-production expenditures,
exploration expenditures and social capital of
the royalty payer in respect of the production
unit, notwithstanding that the amounts so determined are not those which, but for the application of this subsection, would be otherwise determined under these regulations.
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Royalty
payments

99Y. A royalty payer liable for the payment
of royalties in respect of any royalty year shall
pay to the minister:
(a) on or before the twentieth working day
after the end of each month the basic royalty
payable' by him for that month;
(b) on or before the twentieth working day
after the end of each of the first three quarters
of the royalty year, one quarter of the estimated graduated royalty for that royalty year;
(c) on or before the fiftieth working day
after the end of the royalty year the graduated
royalty for the royalty year less any quarterly
payments in respect of that royalty year made
pursuant to clause (b).

Royalty return

99Z. Every royalty payer shall submit to
the minister two copies of a royalty return in a
form prescribed by or acceptable to the minister, together with supporting statements, at the
same time as the basic and graduated royalty
payments are due.
99AA [rescinded]

Requirement to
inform

103.—(1) In this section the terms
"royalty payer", "affiliates", "associates",
"production unit", "interest in a production
unit", "discovery", "Crown lease", "qualified exploration expenditures" and "uranium" shall have the meanings respectively
ascribed thereto in Part VIA.
(2) A royalty payer shall inform the minister in writing of any transactions occurring between the royalty payer and the affiliates or
associates of the royalty payer relating to the
exploration for, development of, design, construction or operation of the production unit,
or the marketing of its output, within six
months of the execution of the document evidencing such transaction.

(3) Any transaction involving a change in
the interest of a royalty payer in a production
unit shall be reported to the minister in writing
and the minister may require such further supporting documentation as he deems necessary.
(4) Not later than six months following
each discovery of uranium on a Crown lease
forming part of a production unit, the royalty
payer shall deliver to the minister a return of
information with respect to such discovery
giving details of all unallocated qualified exploration expenditures made or incurred by
the royalty payer prior to the date of such discovery.
(5) On the last day of each June and December following the delivery of the report required under sub-section (4), the royalty payer
shall deliver to the minister a return of information with respect to all exploration expenditures made or incurred subsequent to the date
of the discovery identifying separately those
expenditures incurred for the purpose of
evaluating or determining the extent or quality
of such deposit of uranium.
(6) The royalty payer shall, when directed
by the minister, prepare and deliver to the
minister all other returns required by him in
connection with the operations of the royalty
payer on the production unit or in connection
with the exploration for uranium in Saskatchewan, and without limiting the generality of
the foregoing, such returns may include information with respect to pre-production or the
production of uranium from a Crown lease,
the refining, sale or consumption of uranium
produced from a Crown lease and any budgets
or forecasts relating to the foregoing.
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APPENDIX 25
STATEMENT BY ALASTAIR GILLESPIE
MINISTER OF ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES
The federal government has approved a regulation under
the Atomic Energy Control Act to prevent the removal from
Canada of information relating to uranium marketing activities during the period 1972-1975.
The action was taken in the light of the sweeping demand
for such information by U.S. subpoenas, which, while
served upon officers of United States companies, call for
the presentation of information in ilic possession of subsidiary or affiliate companies "wherever located".
During the early 1970's the Canadian government tried to
elicit consuming nation support for the uranium industry
and its dependent mining communities which were suffering from an oversupply and low price situation. The problems were compounded by United States policies which
closed the large U.S. market to foreign uranium, and at the
same time moved uranium from the U.S. government stockpile into the international market through conditions imposed on foreign users of U.S. uranium enrichment facilities. Concurrently, U.S. corporations were competing
aggressively for sales outside of their protec'sd domestic
market.
Lacking support from consuming nations, and convinced
that a viable nucleus of the producing industry was essential
in the light of all projections of future demand, the Canadian government initiated discussions with producing nations which led ultimately to an informal marketing arrangement among non-U.S. producers.
Canadian producers acted with the approval and, in some
cases, at the specific request of the federal government. The
arrangements excluded the U.S. market. The government
supported the initiative by directing the Atomic Energy
Control Board to reject any export of uranium at prices
below those called for by the marketing arrangements. The
minimum prices adopted were almost without exception
below those reported within the protected U.S. market at
that time and ranged from $5.40 to $8.20 per pound U3O8
for immediate delivery in 1972 and 1974 respectively.
The dramatic demand for uranium following the oil crisis
of late 1973 propelled prices well above any agreed minimum price structure. Demand suddenly exceeded supply.
Because the marketing arrangement had been overtaken by
market forces, the Canadian government withdrew all minimum price directives in early 1975.
Given this background, it is not surprising that the Canadian material called for by the U.S. subpoenas contains information in respect of activities approved and supported by
the Canadian government. Clearly this must be regarded as
an issue of sovereignty. The government has therefore
moved to prevent the removal of such documents from Canada.
The Canadian government's policy on marketing has
always supported an effective consumer-producer dialogue.
Although government to government initiatives have so far
failed to develop such a mechanism for this essential commodity, it is hoped that the efforts of the producers to
achieve a better consumer/producer understanding through
the Uranium Institute of London will prove successful.
22 September, 1976

REGULATIONS RESPECTING THE SECURITY OF
URANIUM INFORMATION
September 22, 1976
Short Title
1. These Regulations may be cited as the Uranium Information Security Regulations.
Security of Information
2. No person who has in his possession or under his control
any note, document or other written or printed material
in any way related to conversations, discussions or meetings that took place between January 1, 1972 and December 31, 1975 involving that person or any other person or any government, Crown corporation, agency or
other organization in respect of the production, import,
export, transportation, refining, possession, ownership,
use or sale of uranium or its derivatives or compounds,
shall
(a) release any such note, document or material, or disclose or communicate the contents thereof to any
person, government, Crown corporation, agency or
other organization unless
(i) he is required to do so by or under a law of Canada, or
(ii) he does so with the consent of the Minister of
Energy, Mines and Resources; or
(b) fail to guard against or take reasonable care to prevent the unauthorized release of any such note, document or material or the disclosure or communication of the contents thereof.

172

APPENDIX 26

Energy, Mines and
Resources Canada
INFORMATION EMR Ottawa K1A 0E4
NEWS RELEASE
14 October, 1977
PRESS RELEASE BY THE HONOURABLE
ALASTAIR G1LLESPIE
The Honourable A. W. Gillespie today said:
"Over the past several weeks, the government has been
criticized for actions that it took from 1972-75 to protect the
Canadian uranium industry from the consequences of U.S.
actions. I want to respond to these criticisms today in order
to set the record straight.
The government has indicated on a number of occasions
that it viewed the establishment of an international marketing arrangement for uranium in 1972 to be in the national
interest. It, therefore, authorized its crown corporations to
participate in the arrangement and passed a regulation under
the Atomic Energy Control Act requiring the Canadian uranium producers to comply with the pricing and quota provisions which had been agreed upon internationally. The government approved this arrangement in 1972, on the specific
understanding that it would not apply to the markets of Canada, Australia, South Africa, France and the United States.
It was necessary as a matter of public policy for the government to protect our producing industry from extinction and
to do so by helping to stabilize world prices at levels above
the cost of production. This policy was defensible in 1972
and it is no less defensible today. We were influenced in
this decision by the following considerations:
1) The decision was a direct response to U.S. actions that
effectively closed the U.S. market for uranium to Canadian producers. I have outlined the conditions of the uranium market and the nature of the U.S. actions in my
statement of June 14, 1977 and in a paper of September
22, 1976. These are attached for reference. The Canadian industry had expanded vigorously through the
1950's, essentially to meet U.S. demands. New mining
communities were formed and the American actions
threatened the existence of these communities, the jobs
of many Canadians, and the existence of the industry itself. The Canadian government protested to the government of the United States on a number of occasions, in
order to make that government aware of the impact of its
action on Canada and to indicate Canada's view that the
U.S. action contravened its international responsibilities
under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.
I am today releasing a number of diplomatic communications between our two governments that indicate the steps
taken by Canada to make the U.S. aware of our views on
this issue.
2) Through 1970 and 1971 the Canadian government took
the lead in organizing discussions with the governments
of countries that bought uranium from us, apart from the
United States, in order to seek ways of ensuring the survival of the Canadian uranium industry. These discussions were not successful.

3) The government has always controlled the export of uranium, under the Atomic Energy Control Act, and continues to do so. After the 1972 policy—requiring minimum prices and specifying volumes of sales to export
markets—was agreed, the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Resources made a public announcement that he was
issuing a Direction to the Atomic Energy Control Board
in this regard. The government of the United States and
other governments were also informed, in early 1972,
that Canadian companies had met with other producers
to discuss such matters as minimum prices and the allocation of markets. The notion that Canadian participation in the marketing arrangements was undertaken in
secret is, quite simply, untrue.
I am releasing today, the seven general Directions dealing with prices and quotas that were issued between 1972
and 1975 by the Minister to the AECB. In considering these
Directions, the following points are particularly relevant:
1) All the Directions make it explicit that the Canadian and
U.S. markets were to be excluded from the agreed marketing arrangements. However, the government continued through this period, as it does now, to regulate and
review the export of uranium to all countries to ensure
that the terms and conditions of such exports were and
are in the public interest.
2) The initial Direction of August 17, 1972 set a minimum
price of $5.40 per lb. for uranium delivered in that year.
At this time the price on international markets (excluding the U.S.) was estimated to be about $5.00-$5.50 per
1b. The price in the U.S. market, which amounted to
about 70% of the world market at the time, was about
$6.00 per Ib.
3) The last general price Direction, issued in March of
1974, established a minimum price of $8.20 per lb. for
delivery in 1974, rising to $12.20 per lb. for delivery in
1978 (or, alternatively, $9.70 per lb. escalated from
1974 for deliveries to 1985). Early in 1974 it was becoming apparent that the uranium market was beginning
to turn around and the Minister's Direction made reference to this trend.
4) By late 1974 it was clear that demand was exceeding
supply and the Minister directed the AECB in January of
1975 to disregard the quota restrictions and to bear in
mind that the pricing Directions were to be regarded as
minimum conditions. In March of 1975, the Minister
formally revoked his general pricing Directions to the
Board.
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5) With the exception of two months in early 1974 prices
reported in the U.S. market were never less than the
minimum agreed prices. Two charts are attached which
indicate the relationship between the U.S. price and the
minimum price from 1972-74, and the international selling price of uranium in relation to the last agreed price
Direction from 1974 to 1977. It should be noted that the
termination in March 1975 of the marketing arrangement—which was said to be artificially increasing the
price-^-did nothing to slow the increase in uranium
prices.
In short, the marketing arrangement authorized by the
government was temporary. It was defensive in nature and
directed at protecting the Canadian industry and Canadian
communities against restrictive actions by the U.S.
It is against this background that I wish to deal with the
questions of the legality of the arrangement and the Uranium Information Security Regulations.
The legality of the arrangement with regard to the Combines Investigation Act was a matter of concern to the government in 1972.
The government was advised that if the arrangement
operated so as to limit the volume of exports from Canada
or unduly lessen competition in the Canadian market, it
could possibly violate the Combines Investigation Act.
Because it was the government's opinion that the arrangement was in the national interest, it passed a Regulation in July 1972 under S. 9 of the Atomic Energy Control
Act authorizing the AECB, in considering export contracts
for uranium, to ensure that prices and quantities as specified
in Direction to the Board by the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Resources, pursuant to S. 7 of that Act, were followed.
The effect of this was to provide an exemption from the
Combines Investigation Act since the Board was effectively
regulating the volume of exports pursuant to an Act of Parliament. The jurisprudence under that Act holds that, insofar as the activities of an industry are effectively regulated
they cannot be in violation of the Combines Investigation
Act. The Regulation did not operate so as to exempt the producers from any activity which might unduly lessen competition in the domestic market.
It was the government's policy that the domestic market
be excluded from the international marketing arrangement.
The government has no reason to believe that this arrangement violated the Combines Investigation Act. However,
recent allegations that this arrangement did violate the Act
have made it clear that the public interest requires this issue
to be definitely resolved. It is for this reason, that my colleague, the Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs,
has directed the Director of Investigation and Research to
conduct a formal inquiry under the Combines Investigation
Act.
The Uranium Information Security Regulations are a separate issue. In essence, they were designed to protect the
sovereignty of Canada in the face of extraterritorial application of U.S. legal processes.
In 1975, Westinghouse Electric Corporation announced

that it could not honour contractual commitments to provide
uranium it had sold at fixed prices. During the period when
the U.S. market was closed to foreign producers, Westinghouse not only continued to sell in that market but competed
actively in other foreign markets, selling significant
amounts of uranium for future delivery at relatively low
prices. In short, it sold uranium it did not have and when
prices rose rapidly in 1975 Westinghouse stood to incur
losses estimated at over $2 billion if it fulfilled its contractual obligations.
Westinghouse is now being sued by its customers and, in
turn, is suing many producing companies including some
that participated in the marketing arrangements, alleging
that they breached United States ann'-Erust laws.
A Grand Jury was convened by the U.S. Justice Department to examine whether the international marketing arrangement contravened U.S. anti-trust law and, as a result,
parents or subsidiaries of Canadian companies were served
with subpoenas demanding that documents in Canada be
produced before U.S. courts.
The government finds it objectionable that the actions of
Canadian uranium producers, which were required by
Canadian law and taken pursuant to Canadian policy,
should be called into question by foreign courts.
The Regulations were passed because it became obvious,
late in 1976, that the government would have to act to prevent documentation on the marketing arrangements from
being released to U.S. courts. Failure to take such action
would have placed the government in the untenable position
of allowing evidence to be provided to a foreign court for
use in the possible prosecution of Canadian nationals for
acts that were in accordance with Canadian law and government policy.
The Regulations were drafted on an urgent ba. s, in response to imminent legal acts by U.S. courts. They have
been criticized for unduly restricting the rights and privileges of many Canadians who were not involved in the marketing arrangements and for prohibiting full and frank discussion of the events of that time. The Prime Minister
indicated in the House of Commons in early August that the
Regulations would be reviewed.
In the action brought by 6 Opposition MPs in Toronto,
the government's position was that the privilege of freedom
of speech in Parliament was paramount and that the Regulation did not interfere with that privilege. It further was the
government's position that the Regulation did not prevent a
member of the public from consulting a solicitor if the true
purpose of the consultation was to be advised as to his own
legal rights and obligations. The government also informed
the Court at that time that it was considering possible
amendments to the Regulations.
The Regulations have been reviewed and, as a result,
they are being amended, effective today, to substantially
narrow their scope. Their application will be limited to information relating to the export from Canada or marketing
for use outside Canada of uranium or its derivatives and to
persons associated with uranium producers and the federal
government. They will not preclude discussion by others of
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documents that are now in the public domain.
These limited restrictions continue to be necessary to ensure that Canadian sovereignty is adequately protected from
the extraterritorial application of U.S. legal processes.
Other countries, such as Australia, have enacted legislation
designed to deal with threats of interference with their sovereignty by foreign legal processes and the Canadian government may at some point have to consider introducing
such legislation. The government's preference, however, in
situations where principles of extra-territoriality and sovereignty conflict, is to seek a negotiated solution through diplomatic means. Discussions directed at such a solution are
taking place with the United States government and we are
optimistic that an accommodation of interests can be
found."

REGULATIONS RESPECTING THE SECURITY OF
URANIUM INFORMATION
Revised October 17, 1977
Short Title
1. These Regulations may be cited as the Uranium Information Security
Security)Regulations.
Reputations
motion
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Interpretation
2. In these Regulations, "foreign tribunal" includes any
court or grand jury and any person authorized or permitted under foreign law to take or receive evidence
whether on behalf of a court or grand jury or otherwise.
Security of Information
3. No person who has in his possession or under his control
any note, document or other written or printed material
in any way related to conversations, discussions or meetings that took place between January 1, 1972 and December 31, 1975 involving that person or any other person in relation to the exporting from Canada or
marketing for use outside Canada of uranium or its derivatives or compounds shall
(a) release any such note, document or material or disclose or communicate the contents thereof to any
person, foreign government or branch or agency
thereof or to any foreign tribunal unless
(i) he is required to do so by or under a law of Canada, or
(ii) he does so with the consent of the Minister of
Energy, Mines and Resources; or
(b) fail to guard against or take reasonable care to prevent the unauthorized release of any such note, document or material or the disclosure or communication of the contents thereof.
Application
4. Section 3 does not apply to a person unless he has such
possession or control by reason of the direct or indirect
acquisition by him of the note, document or material because of his being or having been
(a) engaged in the mining, exporting, refining or selling
of uranium or its derivatives or compounds;
(b) appointed to a public office or appointed by a Minister pursuant to subsection 37(1) of the Public Service Employment Act or employed in the Public Service; or
(c) a director, an officer, employee or agent of
(i) a person engaged as described in paragraph
(a),
(ii) a company incorporated in Canada that is or
was a parent, subsidiary or affiliate of or related
to another company incorporated in Canada so
engaged or to a foreign corporation so engaged;
(iii) the Atomic Energy Control Board, Eldorado
Nuclear Limited or Uranium Canada, Limited.

179

APPENDIX 27

1st Session, 32nd Parliament, 29 Elizabeth II,
1980

C-41
First Session, Thirty-second Parliament,
29 Elizabeth II. 1980

THE HOUSE OF COMMONS OF CANADA

BILL C-41
THE HOUSE OF COMMONS OF CANADA
An Act to authorize the making of orders
relating to the production of records and
the giving of information for the purposes of proceedings in foreign tribunals
and in respect of the recognition and
enforcement in Canada of certain foreign judgments obtained in antitrust
proceedings

BILL C-41
An Act to authorize the making of orders relating to the
production of records and the giving of information for
the purposes of proceedings in foreign tribunals and in
respect of the recognition and enforcement in Canada
of certain foreign judgments obtained in antitrust
proceedings

Her Majesty, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate and House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows:
SHORT TITLE
Short title

First reading, July 11, 1980

1. This Act may be cited as the Foreign
Proceedings and Judgments Act.
5
INTERPRETATION

Definitions
"antitrust law"
tloi antitrust*

"foreign
tribunal"
^tribunal
ilrangtn
"judgment"
•jugtmeittm

T H E MINISTER O F JUSTICE

25240

"record"
tdocumeiu*

2. In this Act,
"antitrust law" means a law of a foreign
jurisdiction of a kind commonly known as
an antitrust law and includes a law having
as a purpose the preservation of competi-10
tion between business enterprises or the
prevention or repression of monopolies or
restrictive practices in trade or commerce;
"foreign tribunal" means a tribunal of a
country other than Canada or of a part of 15
such a country;
"judgment" includes a decree or order;
"record" includes any correspondence,
memorandum, book, plan, map, drawing,
diagram, pictorial or graphic work, photo- 20

180

"tribunal"
•tribunal*

graph, film, microform, sound recording,
videotape, machine readable record, and
any other documentary material, regardless of physical form or characteristics,
and any copy or portion thereof;
5
"tribunal" includes a court, body, authority
or person having authority to take or
receive information, whether on its or his
behalf or on behalf of any other court,
body, authority or person.
10

Restriction in
relation to
tribunals in
Canada

DISCLOSURE OF RECORDS TO FOREIGN
TRIBUNALS

Orders of the Attorney General
Orders of
Attorney
General
relating to
production of
record* and
giving of
information

3. (1) Where, in the opinion of the Attorney General of Canada, a foreign tribunal is
exercising or is proposing or likely to exercise
jurisdiction or powers of a kind or in a
manner that will adversely affect significant IS Formororders
Canadian interests in relation to international trade or commerce involving a business
carried on in whole or in part in Canada, he
may by order prohibit or restrict
(a) the production before or the disclosure 20
or identification to, or for the purposes of,
a foreign tribunal of records that, at any
time while the order is in force, are in
Canada or are in the possession or under
the control of a Canadian citizen or a 25 Service
person resident in Canada;
(6) the doing of any act in Canada, in
relation to records that at any time while
the order is in force are in Canada or are
in the possession or under the control of a 30
Canadian citizen or a person resident in
Canada, that will, or is likely to, result in
the records, or information as to the contents of the records or from wnich the
records might be identified, being pro- 35
duced or disclosed or identified to, or for
the purposes of, a foreign tribunal; and
(c) the giving b; a person, at a time when
he is a Canadian citizen or a resident of
idem
Canada, of information before a foreign 40
tribunal in relation to, or in relation to the
contents or identification of, records that,
at any time while the order is in force, are
or were in Canada.

(2) Where production before or disclosure
or identification to, or for the purposes of, a
foreign tribunal of a record and the giving by
a person of information before a foreign
tribunal in relation to, or in relation to the 5
contents or identification of, a record is prohibited or restricted by an order under subsection (1), a tribunal in Canada shall not,
for the purposes of proceedings before the
foreign tribunal,
10
(a) where the order is in the nature of a
prohibition, receive the record or information in relation to, or in relation to the
contents or identification of, the record; or
(6) where the order is in the nature of a 15
restriction, receive the record or information in relation to, or in relation to the
contents or identification of, the record if,
as a result of so doing, the order may be
contravened.
20
(3) An order under this section may
(a) be directed to a particular person or to
a class of persons;
(b) relate to a particular foreign tribunal
or to a class of foreign tribunals; and
25
(c) relate to a particular record or to a
class of records.
4. (1) An order under section 3
(a) may be served on a person, other than
a corporation, to whom it is directed by 30
delivering it personally to him or, if that
person cannot conveniently be found, by
leaving it for him at his last or usual place
of residence with some person found therein who appears to be at least sixteen years 35
of age; or
(b) may be served on a corporation to
which it is directed by delivering it personally to the manager, secretary or other
executive officer of the corporation or of a 40
branch thereof.
(2) Where, on an application by or on
behalf of the Attorney General of Canada, a
superior court is satisfied that an order under
section 3 that is directed to a class of persons 45
cannot reasonably be served in the manner
described in paragraph (l)(a) or (ft) on all or
any of the persons included in the class, it
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(b) if committed outside Canada by any
person, in the case of an order under paragraph 3(l)(c),
an offence under this Act that may be tried
and punished in Canada, and proceedings in 5
respect of such an offence may be instituted,
tried and determined at any place in Canada.

may, by order, authorize service of the order
on those persons in such other manner as it
considers appropriate.
idem

(3) An order varying or revoking an order
under section 3 may be served on the person
to whom it is directed in any manner in
which the order could have been served on
that person.

Consent to
prosecution
required

Seizure of records
Seizure of
records for
safekeeping

5. Where, on an application by or on
behalf of the Attorney General of Canada, a 10
superior court is satisfied that an order under
section 3 may not be complied with i.i relation to some or all of the records in Canada
Attorney
to which it relates, the court may issue a
General may
warrant authorizing a person named therein 15 declare certain
foreign
or a peace officer to seize those records and
judgments not
to deliver them to the court or a person
to be recognized or
designated by the court for safekeeping while
enforceable
the order under section 3 remains in force, on
such terms as to access to the records or 20
return of all or any of the records, as are
fixed by the court having regard to the object
to which the order under section 3 is
directed.
Offences

offence

Offence outside
Canada

(3) No proceedings with respect to an
offence under this Act may be instituted
without the consent of the Attorney General 10
of Canada.
RECOGNITION AND ENFORCEMENT OF
FOREIGN JUDGMENTS

Orders of the Attorney General
7. (1) Where a foreign tribunal has,
whether before or after the coming into force
of this Act, given a judgment in proceedings
instituted under an antitrust law and, in the 15
opinion of the Attorney General of Canada,
the recognition or enforcement of the judgment in Canada will adversely affect significant Canadian interests in relation to international trade or commerce involving a 20
business carried on in whole or in part in
Canada, he may
(a) by order declare that the judgment
shall not be recognized or enforceable in
any manner in Canada; and
25
(b) in the case of a judgment for a specified amount of money, by order declare
that, for the purposes of the recognition
and enforcement of the judgment in
Canada, the amount of the judgment shall 30
be deemed to be reduced to such amount
as is specified in the order.

6. (1) Every one who contravenes an order 25
under section 3 that is directed to him and
that has been served on him in accordance
with section 4
(a) is guilty of an indictable offence and is
liable to a fine of ten thousand dollars or 30
to imprisonment for five years or to both;
or
(b) is guilty of an offence punishable on
Publication and (2) Every order made by the Attorney
comHiginto
General of Canada under subsection (1)
summary conviction and is liable to a fine
shall be published in the Canada Gazette and 35
of five thousand dollars or to imprison-35
each such order comes into force on the later
ment for two years or to both.
of the day it is so published and a day
specified in the order as the day on which it
(2) A contravention of an order under
is to come into force.
paragraph 3(1)(«) or (c) that would be punishable as an offence under subsection (1) if
Effect of order
(3) While an order made by the Attorney 40
committed in Canada is,
40
General of Canada under subsection (1) is in
force,
(a) if committed outside Canada by a
Canadian citizen or a person resident in
(a) in the case of an order under paraCanada, in the case of an order under
graph (l)(a), the judgment to which it
paragraph 3(1 )(a), and
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relates shall not be recognized and is not
seizure and
enforceable in Canada; and
"'' o f s h a r e s
(b) in the case of an order under paragraph (1 )(£>)• the judgment to which it
relates may, if enforceable apart from this 5
Act, be recognized and enforced in
Canada as if the amount specified in the
order were substituted for the amount of
the judgment, and not otherwise.

(3) A court that renders judgment in
favour of a party pursuant to subsection (1)
may, in addition to any other means of
enforcing judgment available to the court,
order the seizure and sale of shares of any 5
corporation incorporated by or under a law
of Canada or a province in which the person
against whom the judgment is rendered has a
direct or indirect beneficial interest, whether
the share certificates are located inside or 10
outside Canada.

Recovery of damages
PROCEDURE FOR REVOKING ORDERS
Kacovery of
damages

8. (1) Where a judgment in respect of 10 T a b n n g o f
which an order has been made under section
order
7 has been given against a party who is a
Canadian citizen, a corporation incorporated
by or under a law of Canada or a province or
a person carrying on business in Canada, 15 ™"B of motion
that party may, in Canada, sue for and
ationthereof
recover from a person in whose favour the
judgment is given
(a) in the case of an order under paragraph ( 7 ) ( l ) ( a ) , any amount paid to that20
person by that party under the judgment;
and
(b) in the case of an order under paragraph (7)(l)(i>), any amount paid to that
person by that party under the judgment 25
that is in excess of the amount to which
the judgment is deemed to be reduced.

Exception

(2) Subsection (1) does not apply where
the party referred to in that subsection
(a) is an individual who was ordinarily 30
resident in the country in which the judgXime -°r
.

.

.

,

J

..

,

•

,

disposition of

ment is given at the time when the promotion
ceeding in which the judgment is given
was instituted;
(b) is a corporation that had its principal 35
place of business in the country in which
the judgment is given at the time referred
to in paragraph (a); or
(c) carried on business in the country in
which the judgment is given through a 4 0
branch or establishment in that country
Procedure on
and the proceeding in which the judgment
SS"°f
is given was concerned with activities
exclusively carried on in that country
through that branch or establishment.
45

9. (1) An order under section 3 or 7 shall
be laid before Parliament not later than the
fifteenth sitting day of Parliament after it is
made.
15
(2) Where, before the twentieth sitting
day of Parliament after an order under section 3 or 7 has been laid before Parliament, a
motion for the consideration of either House,
to the effect that the order be revoked, 2 0
signed by not less than fifty members of the
House of Commons in the case of a motion
for the consideration of that House and by
not less than twenty members of the Senate
in the case of a motion for the consideration 25
of the Senate, is filed with the Speaker of the
appropriate House, that House shall, not
later than the sixth sitting day of that House
following the filing of the motion, take up
and consider the motion unless a motion to 30
the like effect has earlier been taken up and
considered in the other House.
(3) A motion taken up and considered in
accordance with subsection (2) shall be
debated without interruption for not more 35
than three hours and, on the conclusion of
such debate or at the expiry of the third such
hour, the Speaker of the House of Commons
or the Senate, as the case may be, shall
forthwith, without further debate or amend- 4 0
ment, put every question necessary for the
disposal of t i e motion.
(4) If a motion taken up and considered in
accordance with subsection (2) is adopted,
with or without amendments, a message shall 45
be sent from the House of Parliament adopting the motion informing the other House
that the motion has been so adopted and
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requesting that the motion be concurred in
by that other House.
Procedure in
other House

(5) Within the first Fifteen days next after
receipt by it of a request pursuant to subsection (4) that the House of Parliament receiv- 5
ing the request is sitting, that House shall
take up and consider the motion that is the
subject of the request and all questions in
connection therewith shall be debated without interruption for not more than three 10
hours and, on the conclusion of such debate
or at the expiry of the third such hour, the
Speaker of that House shall forthwith, without further debate or amendment, put every
question necessary to determine whether or 15
not the motion in question is concurred in.

Where motion
adopted and
concurred in

(6) Where a motion taken up and considered in accordance with this section is
adopted by the House of Parliament in which
it was introduced and is concurred in by the 20
other House, the order to which the motion
relates shall stand revoked but without prejudice to the prior operation thereof.

Definition of
"sitting day of
Parliament"

(7) For the purposes of subsections (1) and
(2), "sitting day of Parliament" means a day 25
on which either House of Parliament sits.

Negative
resolution of
Parliament

10. When each House of Parliament
enacts rules whereby any regulation made
subject to negative resolution of Parliament
within the meaning of section 28.1 of the 30
Interpretation Act may be made the subject
of a resolution of both Houses of Parliament
introduced and passed in accordance with
the rules of those Houses, section 9 of this
Act is thereupon repealed and an order made 35
thereafter under section 3 or 7 is an order
made subject to negative resolution of Parliament within the meaning of section 28.1 of
the Interpretation Act.
COMING INTO FORCE AND REPEAL

Coming into
force

11. (1) This Act shall come into force on a 40
day to be fixed by proclamation.

Repeal

(2) The Uranium Information Security
Regulations. Consolidated Regulations of
Canada, c. 366, are repealed on the day this
Act comes into force.
45
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APPENDIX 28

Income from Sale of Canadian Uranium
1934-1963 (after Griffith'")

Year
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941-53
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963

Deliveries, tonnes U
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
1762
5105
10311
12226
9807
7417
6486
6263

Value, $Cdn
159,400
413,700
605,500
876,540
1,045,458
1,121,553
410,176
*
26,373,052
26,031,604
45,732,145
136,304,364
279,538,471
331,143,043
269,938,192
195,691,624
151,183,669
148,890,931

* Data have never been published for security reasons
n.a. not available
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APPENDIX 29

URANIUM PRODUCTION FROM ONTARIO MINES
1961-79
a) Rio Algom Limited*

Year

Thousands of
Tonnes of
Ore Milled

Tonnes U
Produced

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

2,586
1,879
1,820
1,554
1,080
1,166
1,168
1,059
1,236
1,309
1,419
1,407
1,287
1,312
1,330
1,417
1,520
1,965
2,224

2,687
1,921
1,842
1,586
1,045
1,054
991
882
1,265
1,537
1,728
1,984
1,853
1,897
1,784
1,724
1,664
1,905
2,188

Recovered
Grade,

%U
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.09
0.08
0.08
0.10
0.12
0.12
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.13
0.12
0.11
0.10
0.10

* Includes output from Nordic, Quirke, New Quirke, Milliken, and Panel

b) Denison Mines Limited

Year

Thousands of
Tonnes of
Ore Milled

Tonnes U
Produced

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

1,845
1,659
,439
,157
807
891
1,106
1,194
1,122
1,069
1,258
1,319
1,299
1,170
1,216
1,381
1,868
2,181
2,214

2,06*
1,863
1.954
1,519
985
1,057
1,365
1,478
1,540
1,395
1,637
1,506
1.317
1,080
1,120
1,197
1,539
1,881
1,729

Recovered
Grade,

%U
0..1
0.11
0.14
0.13
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.11
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.08
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c) Madawaska Mines Limited*

Year

1977
1978
1979

Thousands of
Tonnes of
Ore Milled

Tonnes U
Produced

Recovered
Grade,
%U

170
210
233

0.06
0.06
0.07

268
341
354

* According to the Canada Minerals Yearbook, production
in 1976 was about SO tonnes U.

d) Agnew Lake Mines Limited
Year

Tonnes U
Produced

1977
1978
1979

27
154
172
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APPENDIX 30

URANIUM ORE RESERVES IN SASKATCHEWAN"01)
Reserves U3O8
(Tonnes)
7,300
8,600
14,232
5,211
17,800

% Grade
Ore
0.21
0.25
0.45
4.25
0.3-0.4

Esso Resources

27,000
54,800
5,000
25,500"

3.11
2.58
0.59
1.25

Asamera
Canoxy-Inco

30,00*
7,000c

2.5-3.0
1.8

Location
Beaverlodge
Rabbit Lake

Operator
Eldorado Nuclear
Gulf Minerals

Cluff Lake

Cluff Mining

Key Lake

KLMC

Midwest Lake
Dawn Lake
McLean Lake
a
b
c

Ore Body
A-Zone
B-Zone
D-Zone
Claude, N
O-P
Gaertner
Deilmann
Boulders

Property estimate
Estimate from drilling at 100 metre spaces—quantity and
quality are subject to change
Estimate—considerable more field work is required

ONTARIO MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
MINERAL RESOURCES BRANCH
OCCASIONAL PAPERS

MINERAL POLICY BACKGROUND PAPERS
MPBP No. 1: G. Anders, W. P. Gramm. S. C. Maurice:
The Impact of Taxation and Environmental Controls on the Ontario Mining Industry—A Pilot Study. 1975
$3.00

OP No. 1:

Royal Ontario Nickel Commission
(1917)—Report & Appendix. Original
printing. 748 pages of text and appendices
plus coloured maps. Cloth Bound. $40.00

MPBP No. 2:

Staff, Metallic Minserals Section. Mineral
Resources Branch: Towards an Iron Ore
Policy for the Province of Ontario. 1975
$2.00
(out of print)

OP No. 2:

The Ontario Metal Mining Industry—Present and Future. A discussion paper prepared by the Mineral Resources Branch.
February, 1977.
no charge

MPBP Nc. 3:

K. S. Rachamalla, D. H. Bell: Towards a
Zinc Policy for the Province of Ontario.
5509(11/76)
$12.00

OP No. 3:

Freyman, Andrew J.: The Role of Smaller
Enterprises in the Canadian Mineral Industry with a Focus on Ontario. 1978
$10.00

MPBP No. 4:

T. P. Mohide. C. L. Warden. J. D.
Mason: Towards a Nickel Policy for the
Province of Ontario. 5692 (12/77) $25.00

OP No. 4;

MPBPNo. 5:

G. Anders, W. P. Gramm. S. C.
Maurice. C. W. Smithson: Investment Effects on the Mineral Industry of Tax and
Environmental Policy Changes: A Simulation Model. 5745 (08/78)
$5.00

Kalymon, B.A., P. J. Halpern, J. D.
Quirin, and W. R. Waters: Financing of
the Junior Mining Company in Ontario,
1978.
$10.00

OP No. 5:

The Decline of Small Mineral Enterprises
in Ontario. A discussion paper prepared
by The Mineral Resources Group. August
1978.
no charge

OP No. 6:

Rachamalla, K. S., Bell, D. H.: The Ontario Zinc Industry on a global scene and
various government policies, 11th Commonwealth Mining and Metallurgical Congress. 1978
no charge

*
MPBPNo. 6:

C. W. Smithson, G. Anders. W. P.
Gramm, S. C. Maurice: Factor Substitution and Biased Technical Change in the
Canadian Mining Industry. 5784 (5/79)
$5.00

MPBP No. 7:

T. P. Mohide: The Platinum Group of
Metals—Ontario and the World. 5783
(5/79)
$25.00

MPBPNo. 8:

C. W. Smithson, G. Anders, W. P.
Gramm. S. C. Maurice: The World Mineral Markets—An Econometric and Simulation Analysis .5785 (5/79)
$ 15.00

MPBPNo. 9:

P. B. Hildebrand. L. J. Frosch: Guide to
Legislation Affecting Mining in Ontario.
5795(5/79)
$15.00

MPBPNo. 10: G. Anders, T. P. Mohide: The Future of
Nickel and The Law of the Sea. 5824
(2/80)
$1.00
MPBP No. 10: G. Anders, and T. P. Mohide: L'avenir du
nickel et le droit de la mer. (02/80) $ 1.00
MPBP No. II: Centre for Resource Studies, Queen's University, and Staff, Metallic Minerals Section, Mineral Resources Branch: Ontario
Mining Statistics A Preliminary Compendium. 5785 (04/80)
$5.00
MPBPNo. 12: T. P. Mohide: Gold

$30.00
(In press)

MPBPNo. 13: O. J. C. Runnalls: Ontario's Uranium
Mining Industry—Past, Present, and Future.
$25.00

Publications of the Ontario Mineral Resources Group
and price list
are obtainable through the
Public Service Centre, Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources
Parliament Buildings, Queen's Park, Toronto, Ontario
and
The Ontario Government Bookstore
880 Bay Street, Toronto, Ontario
Orders for publications should be accompanied by cheque
or money order, payable to Treasurer of Ontario.

