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Survey Information

The Fraser Institute Annual Survey of Mining Companies 2003/2004 was sent to 1,012 se-
nior and junior mining companies around the world. The survey represents responses from
16 percent (159) of those companies, comprising 132 junior companies and 27 senior com-
panies (junior companies tend to be smaller, actively engaging in exploration, whereas se-
nior companies are larger, normally with producing mines). The companies participating in
the survey account for exploration budgets totaling US$642.4 million (2002). They repre-
sent over 70 percent (US$240.7 million) of the total mineral exploration expenditure in
Canada in 2002 (US$340.3 million) as estimated by Natural Resources Canada. This sur-
vey further represents about 26 percent (US$36.5 million) of the exploration expenditures
in the United States in 2002 (US$139.1 million), and 22 percent (US$73.5 million) of the
exploration expenditures in Australia in 2002 (US$338.2 million) as estimated by the
Metals Economics Group.




Executive Summary—2003/2004 Mining Survey

Since 1997, The Fraser Institute has conducted an annual survey of metal mining and exploration
companies to assess how mineral endowments and public policy factors such as taxation and regula-
tion affect exploration investment. Survey results represent the opinions of exploration managers in
mining companies operating around the world. As the popularity of the survey has grown, we have
expanded it to include more jurisdictions. We now ask companies to give us their opinions about the
investment attractiveness of 53 jurisdictions including the Canadian provinces and territories (ex-
cept Prince Edward Island), the Australian states, selected US states (this year Alaska, Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, South Dakota, Utah,
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming), Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, China, the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Kazakhstan, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Phil-
ippines, Russia, South Africa, Turkey, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe. We look forward to including
other jurisdictions of interest to the mining sector to further reflect the globalization of mining in the
years to come.

Policy Potential Index: A “Report Card”
to Governments on the Attractiveness
of their Mining Policies

While geologic and economic evaluations are always requirements for exploration, in today’s glob-
ally competitive economy where mining companies may be examining properties located on differ-
ent continents, aregion’s policy climate has taken on increased importance in attracting and winning
investment. The policy potential opinion index serves as a report card to governments on how attrac-
tive their policies are from the point of view of an exploration manager.

The Policy Potential Index is a composite index that measures the effects on exploration of govern-
ment policies including uncertainty concerning the administration, interpretation, and enforcement
of existing regulations, environmental regulations, regulatory duplication and inconsistencies, taxa-
tion, uncertainty concerning native land claims and protected areas, infrastructure, socioeconomic
agreements, political stability, labour issues, and geological database.

The highest possible score on this index is 100. In the 2003/2004 survey, Nevada takes top place on
the Policy Potential Index with a score of 89 (see figure 1). This is Nevada’s fourth straight year for
being rated to have the best mineral policies. Nevada tied with Alberta for first place last year, tied
with Chile the year before, and was alone at first place in 2000/2001. Other top-rated jurisdictions
include Chile (85), South Australia, Tasmania, and New South Wales (tied with 83), Manitoba (82),
Alberta (81), Quebec (80), and Queensland, Saskatchewan, and Brazil (tied with 79). While Nevada
and Chile consistently perform well on the Policy Potential Index, this year’s decision to examine
Australia as individual states pushed last year’s solid performers Ontario and New Brunswick out of
the top 10. New Zealand dramatically improved its ranking from thirty-fifth last year to twenty-first
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Table I: Policy Potential Trends

Jurisdiction Score Rank Trend
2003/ 2002/ 2001/ 2003/ 2002/ 2001/
2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
Alberta 81 87 82 7/53 1/47 3/45 v
British Columbia 30 23 14 45/53 44/47 45/45 A
Manitoba 82 81 74 6/53 4/47 9/45 A
New Brunswick 73 79 66 13/53 5/47 12/45 —
Nfld./Lab. 43 56 39 34/53 20/47 31/45 A
NWT 38 49 40 38/53 24/47 30/45 v
Nova Scotia 63 56 59 18/53 20/47 20/45 A
Nunavut 42 44 33 36/53 31/47 33/45 A
Ontario 72 76 78 16/53 8/47 5/45 v
Quebec 80 77 76 8/53 7/47 6/45 —
Saskatchewan 79 74 65 9/53 10/47 14/47 A
Yukon 45 48 32 33/53 27/47 35/45 A
Alaska 57 50 64 22/53 23/47 16/45 v
Arizona 51 71 80 30/53 11/47 4/45 v
California 15 29 24 52/53 37/47 41/45 v
Colorado 29 49 36 46/53 24/47 32/45 v
Idaho 54 60 66 27/53 18/47 12/45 v
Minnesota 32 43 56 44/53 33/47 22/45 A 4
Montana 27 46 44 47/53 29/47 29/45 v
Nevada 89 87 85 1/53 1/47 1/45 —
New Mexico 53 75 57 29/53 9/47 21/45 v
South Dakota 34 66 50 41/53 16/47 24/45 v
Utah 55 69 60 26/53 14/47 19/45 v
Washington 26 29 27 48/53 37/47 39/45 —
Wisconsin 15 26 30 52/53 40/47 37/45 v
Wyoming 54 58 64 27/53 19/47 16/45 v
Australia * 78 75 * 6/47 7/45 —
New South Wales 83 * * 3/53 * * N/A
Northern Terr. 74 * * 12/53 * * N/A
Queensland 79 * * 9/53 * * N/A
South Australia 83 * * 3/53 * * N/A

2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies



Table I: Policy Potential Trends

Jurisdiction Score Rank Trend

2003/ 2002/ 2001/ 2003/ 2002/ 2001/

2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
Tasmania 83 * * 3/53 * * N/A
Victoria 73 * * 13/53 * * N/A
Western Aus. 73 * * 13/53 * * N/A
Argentina 58 54 65 21/53 22/47 14/45
Bolivia 57 70 64 22/53 13/47 16/45 v
Brazil 79 64 75 9/53 17/47 7/45 —
Chile 85 85 85 2/53 3/47 1/45 —
Mexico 63 71 70 18/53 11/47 10/45 v
Peru 61 67 69 20/53 15/47 11/45 v
Venezuela 34 44 50 41/53 31/47 24/45 v
Indonesia 23 19 27 50/53 47/47 39/45 v
New Zealand 57 42 * 22/53 35/47 * A
Philippines 20 29 33 51/53 37/47 33/45 v
DRC (Congo) 34 * * 41/53 * * N/A
Ghana 47 45 49 32/53 30/47 27/45 —
South Africa 43 47 45 34/53 28/47 28/45 —
Zimbabwe 26 20 22 48/53 46/47 42/45 —
China 50 38 28 31/53 36/47 38/45 A
India 42 26 * 36/53 40/47 * A
Ireland 72 * * 16/53 * * N/A
Kazakhstan 38 24 21 38/53 43/47 43/45 A
Russia 35 23 20 40/53 44/47 44/45 A
Turkey 57 * * 22/53 * * N/A

*Data not gathered for jurisdiction this year.

this year as a result of improved perceptions about its taxation regime, and slight improvements to
its ratings in uncertainty about both land claims and protected areas. South Africa’s drop from
twenty-eighth to thirty-fourth might be the result of impacts of the Mining Charter recently passed
in that country. The worst performing jurisdictions, based on policy, are Wisconsin and California
(tied at 15), the Philippines (20), Indonesia (23), Washington and Zimbabwe (tied at 26), Montana
(27), Colorado (29), British Columbia (30), and Minnesota (32). California received its poor ratings
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as a result of environmental regulations and local opposition to mining. Wisconsin performs poorly
as a result of stringent regulations including the Mining Moratorium Act. Also worth noting is the
fact that, despite recent policy changes, for the seven years that the survey has been conducted, Brit-
ish Columbia has continually been rated last in Canada for its mining policies.

Table 1 illustrates in greater detail the shifts in relative ranking of the policy potential of the jurisdic-
tions surveyed. The first three columns provide the score each jurisdiction received on the Policy Po-
tential Index (out of a best possible of 100) in this year’s survey, and the two surveys before. The next
three columns show the relative ranking assigned in each year. The last column indicates whether
the jurisdiction is improving (A), declining ('¥), or remaining stable (—) relative to the other juris-
dictions in the three years of data presented.

The Mineral Potential Index

The Mineral Potential Index rates a region’s attractiveness based on mining company executives’
perceptions of geology. Survey respondents were asked to rate the mineral potential of each region
with which they were familiar assuming no land use restrictions in place, but further assuming that any
mine would operate to industry “best practice” standards. In other words, respondents were asked to
rate the attractiveness of the region’s mineral potential independent of any policy restrictions. The in-
dex ranks the jurisdictions based on which regions’ geology “encourages exploration investment.”
This year, Russia is in first place with a score of 100 (see figure 2). Western Australia comes in a close
second with 98. Peru and Chile tie for third with a score of 96, and Nevada rounds out the top five
with a score of 92. Other top-ranked jurisdictions include Indonesia (91), Quebec (89), Ontario
(87), and the Northwest Territories and Brazil (tied with 83). The lowest-rated jurisdictions on this
index include Washington (2), Ireland, Wyoming, and New Zealand (tied at 8), and California (9).

Table 2 details the relative improvement or deterioration of each jurisdiction surveyed in terms of
their performance on the Mineral Potential Index.

The Investment Attractiveness Index takes
both Mineral and Policy Potential into Consideration

Anoverall Investment Attractiveness Index is constructed by combining the mineral potential index,
which rates regions based on geologic attractiveness, and the policy potential index, a composite in-
dex that measures the effects of government policy on attitudes toward exploration investment. In
an effort to determine a weighting with which the industry agrees, we ask survey respondents what
weights they would place on policy and mineral potential to determine the weighting we should ac-
cord the mineral and policy scores when compiling the Investment Attractiveness Index. The median
result of the findings this year was to put a 60 percent weight on mineral potential and a 40 percent
weight on policy.

Chile is the top-rated jurisdiction for investment attractiveness for the second year with a score of 92
out of 100 (see figure 3). Nevada comes in a close second this year with 91, followed by Western Aus-
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Figure 2: Mineral Potential Index
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Table 2: Mineral Potential Trends

Jurisdiction Score Rank Trend
2003/ 2002/ 2001/ 2003/ 2002/ 2001/
2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
Alberta 25 6 11 41/53 45/47 41/45 A
British Columbia 70 74 91 17/53 13/47 5/45 v
Manitoba 43 47 62 31/53 26/47 18/45 v
New Brunswick 32 23 18 37/53 37/47 38/45 A
Nfld./Lab. 62 28 47 21/53 35/47 25/45 A
NWT 85 81 80 9/53 10/47 10/45 A
Nova Scotia 11 2 2 48/53 47/47 45/45 A
Nunavut 72 83 73 16/53 9/47 13/45 —
Ontario 87 87 98 8/53 7/47 2/45 v
Quebec 89 98 100 7/53 2/47 1/45 v
Saskatchewan 28 19 24 39/53 39/47 35/45 A
Yukon 53 66 64 26/53 17/47 17/45 v
Alaska 81 70 91 11/53 15/47 5/45 v
Arizona 47 45 49 29/53 27/47 24/45 —
California 9 40 42 49/53 29/47 27/45 v
Colorado 21 40 31 43/53 29/47 32/45 v
Idaho 40 34 36 33/53 32/47 30/45 A
Minnesota 25 13 27 41/53 42/47 34/45 —
Montana 34 53 53 36/53 23/47 22/45 v
Nevada 92 85 82 5/53 8/47 9/45 A
New Mexico 36 26 40 35/53 36/47 28/45 —
South Dakota 15 17 4 46/53 40/47 44/45 A
Utah 38 34 13 34/53 32/47 40/45 A
Washington 2 17 7 53/53 40/47 43/45 v
Wisconsin 17 4 9 45/53 46/47 42/45 A
Wyoming 8 13 16 50/53 42/47 39/45 v
Australia * 96 96 * 3/47 3/45 —
New South Wales 55 * * 25/53 * * N/A
Northern Terr. 77 * * 13/53 * * N/A
Queensland 62 * * 21/53 * * N/A
South Australia 43 * * 31/53 * * N/A
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Table 2: Mineral Potential Trends

Jurisdiction Score Rank Trend
2003/ 2002/ 2001/ 2003/ 2002/ 2001/
2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
Tasmania 32 * * 37/53 * * N/A
Victoria 28 * * 39/53 * * N/A
Western Aus. 98 * * 2/53 * * N/A
Argentina 57 66 58 24/53 17/47 20/45 —
Bolivia 15 66 56 46/53 17/47 21/45 v
Brazil 85 96 93 9/53 3/47 4/45 v
Chile 96 100 85 3/53 1/47 7/45 A
Mexico 77 77 67 13/53 12/47 16/45 A
Peru 96 96 76 3/53 3/47 12/45 A
Venezuela 49 51 38 28/53 24/47 29/45 A
Indonesia 91 68 69 6/53 16/47 15/45 A
New Zealand 8 9 * 50/53 44/47 * —
Philippines 64 34 20 20/53 32/47 37/45 A
DRC (Congo) 74 * * 15/53 * * N/A
Ghana 66 49 44 19/53 25/47 26/45 A
South Africa 81 74 71 11/53 13/47 14/45 A
Zimbabwe 51 40 29 27/53 29/47 33/45 A
China 70 81 78 17/53 10/47 11/45 v
India 45 23 * 30/53 37/47 * A
Ireland 8 * * 50/53 * * N/A
Kazakhstan 62 66 51 21/53 17/47 23/45 A
Russia 100 89 84 1/53 6/47 8/45 A
Turkey 21 * * 43/53 * * N/A

*Data not gathered for jurisdiction this year.

tralia, which comes third (88). Quebec (85) and Brazil and Peru (tied for 82) round out the top five
positions. Other highly ranked jurisdictions include Ontario (81), Australia’s Northern Territory
(76), Russia (74), and Mexico (72). The lowest-rated jurisdictions on the investment attractiveness
index, with low ratings on both the policy and mineral potential indices include Washington (11),
California (12), Wisconsin (16), South Dakota (23), Colorado (24), Wyoming (26), New Zealand
(27), Minnesota (28), Montana (31), and Nova Scotia and Bolivia (tied at 32).
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The relative trends observed over the last three years for the performance of each of the jurisdictions
on the overall Investment Attractiveness Index are detailed in table 3.

The Objective Index Complements Our
Opinion Survey by Comparing Selected Policy Features
of Canadian Jurisdictions

For the third year we have provided readers with more information about the differences between
policies in different regions by including a section that compares Canadian provinces and territories
using available data. These data may provide some insight into what is causing some regions to score
well and others poorly on the opinion survey. It has been suggested by survey respondents and policy
makers alike that poor ratings for certain jurisdictions may be a result of misperceptions about the
realities of operating in a jurisdiction. Assessing the differences in policy by comparing the data may
help determine whether this is the case, although relevant data are often limited. Further, data alone
cannot fully capture the investment climate, which is also affected by the personalities and biases of
all stakeholders, whether they be the makers of policy, the administrators of policy, or the individu-
als and groups who care deeply about land use decisions, and feel that their concerns must also be
heard. Therefore, this information should be considered only as a complement to the survey data pre-
sented in the body of the report. For these reasons, these data are not included when determining the
Policy Potential, Mineral Potential, or Investment Attractiveness indices.
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Table 3: Investment Attractiveness Trends

Jurisdiction Score Rank Trend
2003/ 2002/ 2001/ 2003/ 2002/ 2001/
2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002

Alberta 47 39 40 32/53 35/47 31/45 A
British Columbia 54 54 60 25/53 20/47 15/45 v
Manitoba 59 60 67 19/53 17/47 10/45 v
New Brunswick 48 46 37 30/53 29/47 34/45 A
Nfld./Lab. 55 39 44 24/53 35/47 27/45 A
NWT 66 68 64 13/53 9/47 11/45 —
Nova Scotia 32 24 25 43/53 43/47 41/45 A
Nunavut 60 67 57 18/53 11/47 19/45 A
Ontario 81 83 90 7/53 6/47 1/45 v
Quebec 85 90 90 4/53 2/47 1/45 v
Saskatchewan 48 41 41 30/53 34/47 29/45 A
Yukon 50 59 51 28/53 18/47 21/45 v
Alaska 71 62 80 11/53 15/47 7/45 v
Arizona 49 55 61 29/53 19/47 12/45 v
California 12 36 35 52/53 38/47 35/45 v
Colorado 24 44 33 49/53 32/47 38/45 v
Idaho 45 44 48 35/53 32/47 24/45 v
Minnesota 28 25 38 46/53 42/47 33/45 v
Montana 31 50 50 45/53 21/47 22/45 v
Nevada 91 86 83 2/53 4/47 6/45 A
New Mexico 43 45 47 38/53 31/47 25/45 v
South Dakota 23 37 23 50/53 37/47 43/45 —
Utah 45 48 32 35/53 26/47 39/45 A
Washington 11 22 15 53/53 45/47 45/45 —
Wisconsin 16 13 17 51/53 47/47 44/45 —
Wyoming 26 31 35 48/53 41/47 35/45 v
Australia * 89 87 * Mar-47 Mar-45 —
New South Wales 66 * * 13/53 * * N/A
Northern Terr. 76 * * 8/53 * * N/A
Queensland 69 * * 12/53 * * N/A
South Australia 59 * * 19/53 * * N/A
2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies 15



Table 3: Investment Attractiveness Trends

Jurisdiction Score Rank Trend
2003/ 2002/ 2001/ 2003/ 2002/ 2001/
2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
Tasmania 52 * * 26/53 * * N/A
Victoria 46 * * 34/53 * * N/A
Western Aus. 88 * * 3/53 * * N/A
Argentina 57 61 61 23/53 16/47 12/45 v
Bolivia 32 69 59 43/53 9/47 16/45 v
Brazil 82 83 86 5/53 6/47 4/45 —
Chile 92 94 86 1/53 1/47 4/45 A
Mexico 72 74 68 10/53 8/47 9/45 —
Peru 82 84 73 5/53 5/47 8/45 A
Venezuela 43 48 43 38/53 26/47 28/45 v
Indonesia 64 49 52 16/53 24/47 20/45 —
New Zealand 27 22 * 47/53 45/47 * —
Philippines 47 32 25 32/53 39/47 41/45 —
DRC (Congo) 58 * * 21/53 * * N/A
Ghana 58 47 46 21/53 28/47 26/45 A
South Africa 66 64 61 13/53 “12/47 12/45 —
Zimbabwe 41 32 26 40/53 39/47 40/45 A
China 62 64 58 17/53 12/47 18/45 A
India 44 24 * 37/53 43/47 * A
Ireland 33 * * 42/53 * * N/A
Kazakhstan 52 49 39 26/53 24/47 32/45 A
Russia 74 63 59 9/53 14/47 16/45 A
Turkey 35 * * 41/53 * * N/A

*Data not gathered for jurisdiction this year.
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Survey Background

The idea to survey mining companies about how government policies and mineral potential affect
new exploration investment came from a Fraser Institute conference on mining held in Vancouver,
Canada, in the fall of 1996. The comments and feedback from the conference showed that the mining
industry was dissatisfied with government policies that deterred exploration investment within the
mineral-rich province of British Columbia. Since many regions around the world have attractive ge-
ology and competitive policies, and given the increasing opportunities to pursue business ventures
globally, many conference participants expressed the view that it was easier to explore in jurisdic-
tions with attractive policies than to fight for better policies elsewhere. The Fraser Institute launched
the survey to examine which jurisdictions are providing the most favourable business climates for
the industry, and in which areas certain jurisdictions need to improve.

The effects of increasingly onerous, seemingly capricious regulations, uncertainty about land use,
higher levels of taxation, and other policies that interfere with market conditions are rarely felt im-
mediately, as they are more likely to deter companies looking for new projects than they are to shut
down existing operations. We felt that the lack of accountability that stems from 1) the lag time be-
tween when policy changes are implemented and when economic activity is impeded and job losses
occur and 2) industry’s reluctance to be publicly critical of politicians and civil servants, needed to be
addressed.

In order to address this problem and assess how various public policy factors influence companies’
decisions to invest in different regions, The Fraser Institute began conducting an anonymous survey
of senior and junior companies in 1997. The first survey included all Canadian provinces and territo-
ries. The second survey, conducted in 1998, added 17 US states, Mexico, and for comparison with
North American jurisdictions, Chile. The third survey, conducted in 1999, was further expanded to
include Argentina, Australia, Peru, and Nunavut. The fourth survey looked at the Canadian prov-
inces and territories (except for Prince Edward Island, which was removed due to its lack of mineral
potential), 14 US states, Australia, Argentina, Chile, Mexico, Peru, as well as Brazil, Indonesia, Pa-
pua New Guinea, and South Africa. Additions continued through following editions, and in this, the
seventh survey, we have included Russia, Kazakhstan, Venezuela, China, Philippines, New Zealand,
Ghana, Zimbabwe, Turkey, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo. We have further divided
Australia into states to compare regional policy differences.

We add countries to the list based on the interests expressed by survey respondents, and have no-
ticed that these interests are becoming increasingly global. In recognition of the fact that jurisdic-
tions are no longer competing only with the policy climates of their immediate neighbours, but with
jurisdictions around the world, we think it is important to continue publishing and publicizing the
results of the survey annually, and to make the results available and accessible to an increasingly
global audience.
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Survey Results

Section I: Investment Climate Ratings

Methodology

The following section provides an analysis of 13 factors that contribute to the ability of jurisdictions
to attract exploration investment. Companies were asked to rate for each jurisdiction the following
factors on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 6 as a “do not know” option):

* Uncertainty concerning the administration, interpretation, and enforcement of existing regula-
tions

* Environmental regulations

* Regulatory duplication and inconsistencies (including federal/provincial or federal/state and in-
terdepartmental overlap)

* Taxation regime (including personal, corporate, payroll, capital taxes, and the complexity associ-
ated with tax compliance)

* Uncertainty concerning native land claims

* Uncertainty concerning which areas will be protected as wilderness or parks

* Infrastructure

* Socioeconomic agreements

* Political stability

* Labour regulation/employment agreements

* Geological database (including quality and scale of maps and ease of access to information)
* Mineral potential assuming current regulation and land use restrictions

* Mineral potential assuming no regulation or land restrictions (but further assuming industry
“best practice” standards)

Scale

1 = encourages exploration investment

2 = not a deterrent to exploration investment
3 = mild deterrent to exploration investment
4 = strong deterrent to exploration investment

5 = would not pursue exploration investment in this region due to this factor
6 = do not know
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Figures 4 through 13 show the percentage of respondents who rate various policy factors as strong
deterrents to exploration investment in each jurisdiction. This includes survey respondents who ei-
ther consider the factor a “strong deterrent to exploration investment” or “would not pursue explo-
ration investment in this region due to this factor” (a “4” or a “5” on the scale above). We have
highlighted Canadian jurisdictions for ease of comparison. On the pages opposite these graphs, we
have included quotes from survey respondents that help illustrate their feelings about operating in
different regions. Figures 14 through 16 show the percentage of respondents who say that the geo-
logical database or mineral potential of each jurisdiction either “encourages exploration investment”
or is “not a deterrent to exploration investment” (a “1” or a “2” on the scale above). Figures 1, 2, and
3, shown in the executive summary, give the composite rates for policy potential, mineral potential,
and overall investment attractiveness. The mineral potential index was created by indexing jurisdic-
tions according to the number of “1s” they received on the above scale. Tables 4 and 5 summarize the
survey results. Table 6 shows the number of companies who indicate that a jurisdiction has the
most/least favourable policies toward mining. Section II provides an overview of where the compa-
nies surveyed invested their exploration budgets, including separation of seniors from juniors and
recent trends.
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Uncertainty Concerning the Administration,
Interpretation, and Enforcement of Existing Regulations

In Australia “with the exception of Native Title, most states actively support mineral exploration and mineral
development and are continuing to modify legislation to improve this.”
—Exploration Manager, junior mining company

The problem in Mexico is “the corruption, especially in government circles. I would make the regulations less
subjective and fire a number of senior officials. If anyone is in a [position] to remove these individuals I would
gladly provide a list.”

—President, junior mining company

“The new government in BC is a big joke. Government layoffs have resulted in lack of staff. We have been waiting
for asimple water license for one year and we will probably have to wait another two. I could go onand on...”
—Chief Operating Officer, junior mining company

“Our experience of conducting exploration in BC has been first rate despite the poor rating given BC by other min-
ing executives. Are they actually working in BC??”
—President & CEO, junior mining company

“Nevada [rewards] self initiation, [and has] cooperative government attitude; reasonable regulations.”
—President/CEO, senior mining company

“Chile [has] stable politics, taxes, fair and fast administration and enforcement of environmental regulations.”
—President, junior mining company

Ontario has: “Minimal environmental permitting, quick turnaround of permits, limited regulations, no signifi-
cant land claims, super-flow shares... Our work in Ontario has been very straightforward with no delays in 5
years of work and very limited government involvement.”

—Exploration Manager, junior mining company

“Ghana [has] good potential combined with transparent rules.”
—Company Secretary, junior mining company

The deterrents to mining in “India [include] monopoly control and bureaucratic impediments to exploration
and development. [They should establish] fair laws governing foreign investment and development.”
—Managing Director, junior mining company

“Turkey [is] exemplary in clear rules for permitting drilling. [They] walk [companies] through defined steps.”
—Manager—Continent/Global Assessment, senior mining company

“Sweden [has a policy of] changing regulations to suit conditions. [The] government of Sweden requested that a
tenement boundary be moved 1,000 km to the east to allow the government-owned mine to continue to develop the
orebody at depth.”

—Chief Financial Officer, junior mining company
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Figure 4: Uncertainty Concerning the Administration, Interpretation,
and Enforcement of Existing Regulations
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Environmental Regulations

The “USA and New Zealand [are] heavily over-regulated and distinctly green. In New Zealand [they should] give
less control in policy-making to the conservation lobby.”
—Exploration Manager, junior mining company

“Most states of USA [have a] NIMBY attitude. Largest consumers but they don’t want environmental problems in
their backyard.”
—President, junior mining company

“Chile [has] stable, reasonable environmental regulations.”
—Evaluations Manager, senior mining company

In the Yukon “—former mining-friendly territory—...a tracked vehicle (bulldozer) was used to mobilize a drill
rig over a distance of about 1500 meters. A land-use inspector has ruled that the cat-tracks be filled (by hand)
with peat moss. ‘By hand’ because no further vehicle access will be allowed.”

—President, junior mining company

“Mobilizing a helicopter... to move drill rig: Alaska Department of Fish & Game withheld permit because they
feared that we would ‘bother the goats,” due to pressure from local environmental group. Discussions with ‘stake-
holders,” greenies, and ADFG resulted in their recommendation to ‘study’ whether or not our activities would
bother goats in their habitat by—you guessed it—using helicopters to dart/tag the goats in order to install collars
for tracking. Statistically this would have resulted in several goat deaths since darting goats on steep mountain
ledges generally results in 1 out of 10 goats falling to their deaths. As far as I know, moving a drill rig never killed
any goats. Utterly ridiculous, overzealous bureaucrats!”

—President, junior mining company

Unfavourable mining policies include: “Laws against cyanide in Montana and Oregon, [and] excessive envi-
ronmental zeal/regulations in California, Wisconsin, and Colorado.”
—President, junior mining company

In the “USA [the] environmental approval process is too cumbersome.”
—CFO, junior mining company

“Chile actively encourages exploration and mining. No known issues regarding environment or native title.”
—Controller/Vice President Exploration, junior mining company

“My only comment on this is that regulations should consider, primarily, the geochemical aspects of a mine before
all else. Location, etc. are non issues when weighed against the potential for geochemical contamination of the en-
vironment. Regulations should focus in this area and leave the other, minor, often obstructive issues such as access,
power, camp, archaeology, wildlife, terrestrial ecosystem, fish, and other issues as ancillary to the geochemical is-

sue.
—CEQO, junior mining company
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Figure 5: Environmental Regulations
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Uncertainty Concerning Regulatory Duplication
and Inconsistencies

In the Northwest Territories, “28 months ago applied for permit to decline and pilot plant. 14 months ago per-
mits cleared environmental review. 6 months later sent back for review by Minister. At 25 months, cleared review
again, still no timetable for permits for this advanced exploration activity. No accountability to anybody.”
—President and CEO, junior mining company

“In Saskatchewan there are 3 agencies responsible for all water crossings: the provincial Saskatchewan Environ-
ment, the federal Fisheries, and the federal Coast Guard. Although the federal departments operate out of the
same office they do not exchange files.”
—Director, junior mining company

In Western Australia: “Despite perceived difficulties with native title the lead time from discovery to production
can still be very fast... [One] gold discovery (2m oz)... 3 years from discovery hole to first gold pour at
stand-alone operation.”

—NManaging Director, junior mining company

In “Nunavut and to some degree NWT and Yukon... land claims issues while somewhat resolved have created nu-
merous governing boards and new regulations that make it very cumbersome to conduct exploration programs
(lots of overlap). [They should:] Simplify regulations, eliminate boards, and allow qualified government officials
to review project proposals and provide required permits.”

—Director and Geologist, junior exploration company

India’s problems lie in: “Bureaucracy, corruption, socialist policy. [They should] dismantle 19% century British
administrative system.”
—Managing Director, junior mining company

“BC and Wisconsin [have problems with] over-regulation, uncertainty/multiple and lengthy permitting delays,
[and] too many environmental restrictions on early stage work.”
—Exploration Manager, junior mining company

“Infighting between federal departments [in Canada] as to who should be lead responsible authority for environ-
mental assessment for CEAA [Canadian Environmental Assessment Act]. After 13 weeks all involved still pass-
ing the buck.”

—Vice President, senior mining company

“In India, the lack of application of the ‘first come, first served’ principle for allocation of exploration licenses is a
regulatory challenge. The lack of transparency when dealing with some State Governments such as Orissa and
Chhattisgarh is a ‘horror story.” The irregularity between states’ interpretation of the same federal policy is a
strong deterrent to exploration investment.”

—Exploration Manager, senior mining company
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Taxation Regime

“Quebec [is] very open to exploration and mining. System in place functions well. Pro mining attitude. Good bene-
fits for exploration companies. Reasonable tax laws. .. Quebec moved right in when things got rough for explora-
tion and mining (tax adjustments, grants, tax incentives, etc.).”

—President, junior mining company

“Flow-through share scheme implemented by Canada has demonstrated the benefits that accrue to companies, in-
dustry in general, and national economy if bureaucrats and politicians show some foresight—current Canadian
diamond boom led by junior explorers. Such a scheme desperately needed in Australia!”

—Chief Geologist, Australian junior mining company

“Quebec [is favourable because of] mineral potential combined with aggressive government support: tax base, in-
centives, financing.”
—Executive, senior mining company

“Canada [has favourable policies regarding] taxation and other government-based encouragement and explora-
tion funding.”
—Managing Director, junior mining company

“Peru [has an] aggressive tax structure, reasonable environmental process, good mineral potential.”
—CFO, junior mining company

“South Africa is in the process of introducing new mineral legislation which is likely to: a) alienate existing own-
ership rights; and b) impose punitive royalty payments.”
—Company Secretary, senior mining company

In “Western Australia tax and government costs and royalties are out of control, [as are] native title and environ-
mental regulations.”
—CEQO, junior mining company

In “Russia [there is an] inability of government or courts to guarantee mineral rights. [There are problems with]
unstable, inconsistent taxation/royalties.”
—Evaluations Manager, junior mining company
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Figure 7: Taxation Regime
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Uncertainty Concerning Native Land Claims

“Yukon [has a] lack of co-ordination between territorial and federal jurisdictions and aboriginal interests. [They
need aj clear definition of land use policy.”
—President, junior mining company

In Northern Territory, Australia: “Land titles expire due to lack of cooperation/ coordination between levels of
government; process of negotiation with aboriginal land council completely co-opted by non-aboriginals with no
interest in improving quality of life—a situation tolerated by all levels of government.”

—President & CEO, senior mining company

“In the ‘developed’ world, BC and Yukon continue to rank very high on the avoidance list of many explorers due to
unsettled land claims and unreasonable permitting requirements even for ‘grass roots’ exploration programs.”
—President, junior mining company

“Queensland Standard Story: Can’t explore on granted mining leases due to uncertainty of native title. Can’t get
mining leases renewed due to native title uncertainty. Don’t bother to apply for exploration permits over native ti-
tle claimable ground due to complexity, delays, costs, and uncertainty of native title process. Hearsay stories of ex-
tortionate requirements by native title claimants on major projects.”

—Exploration Manager, junior mining company

“Ontario government does not give any help when natives confront mining companies. Not pro mining or pro de-
velopment in the North. [They should establish:] Better working relationships between native groups and mining
companies. If natives won’t negotiate they lose any input.”

—CEQ, junior mining company

“Regulations are excessive and the lack of treaties make for uncertainties [in BC|. Environmental movement his-
torically carries too much weight. [They should] create certainty when making investments in BC.”
—President, junior mining company

“Uncertainty over native land claims settlements increases risk. [British Columbia should] move to quickly solve
native land claims issues.”
—President, junior mining company

“Zimbabwe and South Africa [have unfavourable] indigenization [aboriginal claim] policies.”
—Vice President Exploration, junior mining company

“Australia [has favourable policies] except tax and native title. Intent is there but completely [messed] up by poli-
ticians and lawyers. Native title can be simple but it is an industry on its own at present. [They should] revert to
Aboriginal Heritage Act (former) and enforce it by government funding site clearance done by them nationwide.
Mining should not have to negotiate and clear on heritage areas.”

—Director, unlisted mining company
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Figure 8: Uncertainty Concerning Native Land Claims
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Uncertainty Concerning which Areas will be Protected
as Wilderness or Parks

“Ontario would be top [mining] jurisdiction based on [mineral] potential. However, growing aboriginal, ‘Lands
for Life,” government regulation, and government lack of commitment make Ontario in major decline in my
books.”

—Executive, senior mining company

“The whole story involved with Tatshenshini [expropriation in BC|. A change of government policy can create a
huge negative impact within an industry sector. Investors have long memories.”
—President, junior mining company

“Mining is probably the most misunderstood industry in the world! All forms of government should be promoting
mining instead of shooting it down. BC has an excellent mineral database and a terrific mineral potential, how-
ever politicians support parks, outdoor recreation, Indian land claims, environmentalists (many pay no taxes),
etc... After 50 years of prospecting in BC I have never seen things so bad! The present [government] don’t seem to
recognize the impact of their policies.”

—Prospector, fifty years of experience

In New Zealand: “Large amounts of land where the mineral potential lies is locked up in a conservation estate
administered by the government. When combined with land claims, Kyoto Protocol, and environmental difficul-
ties in obtaining consents, the overall landscape is terrible for mining. [There should be:] Consideration of
socio-economic issues, not solely conservation, when attempting to obtain mining rights in respect of conservation
estate.”

—Project Manager, junior mining company

“Native land claims coupled with government lack of decisive action is a major concern along with land use poli-
cies—park establishment over areas of mineral exploration potential. Reduced budgets (MNDM [Ministry of
Northern Development and Mines]) is resulting in steadily declining product quality in Ontario (other than claim
maps).”

—Senior exploration geologist, junior mining company

The “Windy Craggy and Tulsequah [Chief in BC] come to mind.”
—President, junior mining company

In Australia “Lake Cowal [in New South Wales and] Coronation Hill [in the Northern Territory are] both ex-
amples of populist government caving in to spurious environmental (+/- native title) demands.”
—Vice President Exploration, junior mining company

32 2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies



Zimbabwe |

Venezuela

DRC Congo |

Russia
Kazakhstan
India

South Africa |

China
Bolivia

Turkey |
Peru |

Mexico

Brazil

Chile
Manitoba
Saskatchewan
Nevada
Quebec

Alberta |

Argentina

South Australia
Philippines

New Brunswick
Queensland
Western Australia
Northern Territory
Ghana

Ireland

New South Wales
Indonesia
Arizona

Ontario

Victoria
Tasmania
Newfound. & Lab.

Nova Scotia |

Alaska
Idaho

Nunavut k

New Mexico
Northwest Territories
Wyoming

Utah

Yukon Territory
New Zealand
South Dakota
Minnesota
Washington
Montana
Colorado

British Columbia
California
Wisconsin

(=}
o

Figure 9: Uncertainty Concerning which Areas
will be Protected as Wilderness or Parks

23%
RSSO 23%
25%
27%
ARSI 33%

56%
RSN NSISIIIIIIINININANININIAIAIAIAIANAN 59%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Percent who consider protected areas uncertainty
a strong deterrent to exploration investment

90%

100%

2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies

33



Infrastructure

In Quebec: “There is a favourable bias towards mining and exploration. Institutions work with industry to re-
solve problems, if any.”
—President and CEO, junior mining company

“Canada or nothing! Uncertainty prevails everywhere! I only explore in good infrastructure—why go anywhere
else? The potential is the same (most geologists don’t realize this!)”
—President and Chief Explorationist, junior mining company

China has a “complicated political/permitting system. [It is] difficult to obtain locally or import modern equip-
ment, airborne geophysics, drills, etc.”
—President, junior mining company

“Quebec [has] set up excellent internet claim staking system, encourages exploration with significant investment
tax credits, [and] provides excellent financing for exploration companies... Regulations/land use not a deter-
rent.”

—President, junior mining company

In “Zimbabwe [the] rules can change overnight—social chaos, lack of infrastructure, and necessities.”
—Company Secretary, junior mining company

“Australia [has a] historical mining culture, generally good regulatory environment—notwithstanding backlog
of tenement applications held up by native title claims—good infrastructure, [and] good public domain data-
bases... If Australia could clear backlog of titles applications held up by native title claims and introduce
flow-through shares system, it would be as close as you’d hope to get to an exemplary policy climate.”
—Chief Geologist, junior mining company

“Chile, then Australia, then Quebec [have the most favourable policies|. A major advantage that Chile has is that
most mine development is in the north of the country, in a dry desert environment, with little population present.
Also the people of the country are generally supportive of mining.”

—Director—Geology and Geochemistry, senior mining company

34 2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies



Figure 10: Infrastructure
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Socioeconomic Agreements

“Quebec constantly finds ways to say yes, re-invent itself, high geological potential. Ontario [is] similar, but still
more cumbersome.”
—President, junior mining company

In the Northwest Territories: “The requirement for community consultation for exploration is onerous and im-
practical. The (de facto) requirement for Impact and Benefits Agreements with native groups prior to receiving
mining permits adds very significant costs to mining project.” Solution: “Eliminate the need for Impact and Ben-
efits Agreements.”

—President, junior mining company

In the Northwest Territories there is “uncertainty regarding the regulatory environment and no clear formula
for Impact Benefit Agreements. [They should] add more technical and business expertise to the Mackenzie Valley
Review Board.”

—Vice President Exploration, junior mining company

“Brazil [is] exemplary: minerals are under federal control, strong incentives for mining projects, [and] stable po-
litical climate.”
—Manager, International Exploration, senior mining company

In “South Africa, mining title [is] unsure, empowerment, excessive royalties, [and] game rules changing. [They
should] revert to the position that resulted in South Africa being an attractive mining investment country.”
—CEQ, junior mining company

“Ontario, Quebec, [and] Nevada [have] strong mining history [and] good government policies.”
—Director and Geologist, junior mining company

In California: “State legislators and public don’t want mining in their state.”
—Executive, senior mining company

“South Africa [has an unfavourable policy]: The Mining Charter—although the motives are correct, the imple-
mentation will be full of uncertainty, add in the new Royalty Bill and you have a toxic mix.”
—President and CEO, junior mining company

“Quebec [is] pro development. If you find something, you can develop it.”
—CEQO, junior mining company

36 2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies



Figure | I: Socioeconomic Agreements
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Political Stability

“DRC (Congo) [has] fantastic mineral endowment but political risk is unacceptable.”
—Managing Director, junior mining company

“In December 2000, a new state was created from the original state of Madhya Pradesh, central India. Our pros-
pecting licence was issued by the government of Madhya Pradesh in December 1999. Under the constitution, our
P/L was supposed to automatically be assigned to the new state government of Chhattisgarh (formerly the eastern
sector of Madhya Pradesh). We are still endeavouring to have the P/L and its associated permits re-activated by
the Chhattisgarh state government and we have been prevented from continuing any fieldwork since the first quar-
ter of 2001.”

—Managing Director, junior mining company

In “Russia/Central Asian countries [there is] no confidence in governments honouring policies/commitments.”
—President, junior mining company

“The global reality of instability when added to Canada’s favourable political regime has caused us to retrench and
decide to stay in Canada. The cost of exploration is far less and dollars go farther. BC seems like a land of opportu-
nity as it has received so little attention and the government wants us back.”

—President, junior mining company

“BC [needs] a clearly defined mining policy that can be depended on over time. Mining exploration and mining is
high risk enough without the uncertainty of the province or country’s politics.”
—Director, junior mining company
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Figure 12: Political Stability

New Mexico | 0%
Alaska | 0%

Nova Scotia | 0%
Ireland | 0%

Ontario [ 0%

New Brunswick | 0%
Northern Territory | 0%
Saskatchewan | 0%

Queensland | 0%
Alberta | 0%

Manitoba | 0%

New South Wales | 0%

Tasmania | 0%

South Australia | 0%
Nevada

Western Australia
Chile

Victoria
Quebec

Arizona

Brazil

New Zealand
Utah

South Dakota
Turkey

Mexico

Yukon Territory
India

Newfound. & Lab. 6%
o

Nunavut

Idaho =7 %
Wyoming | 8%
Northwest Territories FSS&N
British Columbia [NNNSNN] 9%
Minnesota 1
China

o

Colorado
Argentina
Bolivia
Peru 21%
Ghana 22%
Montana 29%
South Africa 29%
Washington 29%
California 32%
Wisconsin 34%
Kazakhstan 42%
Russia 43%
Philippines 46%
Venezuela 73%
DRC Congo
Indonesia

=3
s°

Zimbabwe

Percent who consider political stability a strong deterrent to exploration investment

2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies

39



Labour Regulation / Employment Agreements

“Labour rules keep changing [in Ontario]; no alignment of provincial and federal environmental assessments,
growing first nation issues hampering access to ground.”
—Vice President, senior mining company

“We are operating in Quebec only. We have disposed of interests in Mexico and Panama in recent years... because
of [their] negative investment climate[s].”
—President and CEO, junior mining company

In “Myanmar [the] government will accommodate any reasonable labour, environmental tax, or other regula-
tions necessary.”
—President, junior mining company

In Newfoundland: “Government officials [are] very helpful, local people very encouraging.”
—Vice President Corporate Development, junior mining company

“Australia [has a] good regulatory regime, open file data, reasonable access to land, [and a] good level of skill
available.”
—Exploration Manager, senior mining company

“The mining charter is not very well constructed [in South Africa]; obtaining prospecting licenses is virtually im-
possible; black empowerment is not clear-cut; employment equity goal posts are changing regularly; proposed roy-
alty bill is discriminatory and outdated; corruption in provincial and national departments.”

—Exploration Manager, senior mining company

In Quebec: “They seem to look at mining as being an integral part of their culture because a lot of communities
were founded on it. They see mining as a realistic way to develop remote regions.”
—Vice President Exploration, junior mining company

“[Labour regulation] has little influence on whether we’d explore in a country.”
—Executive, senior mining company
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Figure 13: Labour Regulation / Employment Agreements
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Geological Database

In Quebec: “[The] government is very pro-mining—top geological database. Exceptional potential and rela-
tively unexplored. A pro-mining jurisdiction [with] incentive programs [and] agreements with First Nations.”
—President, junior mining company

Ontario has “very good records and dispute resolution facilities. Good regional mapping ad geological surveys.”
—President, junior mining company

In Nevada: “A sustained 7 to 8 million ounce gold production annually is a record no other jurisdiction can
match.”
—President, junior mining company

Canada and Australia: “Political stability, history of modern mining endeavours, great geological data (pub-
licly available), safe to work, decent infrastructure and local expertise.”
—President & CEO, junior mining company

“Wisconsin enacted laws which by USGS [United States Geological Survey] effectively ban sulphide mining. Wis-
consin has been ranked as having highest potential for discovery of iron ores in the continental US. There are over
500 high priority C-M conductors in Wisconsin magnetic terrain that have never been drilled. The state supports
dairy farming, which has a much greater negative environmental impact on the state’s water and air than mining
would. Turn farmers into miners and watch the quality of life improve for everyone!”

—President, junior mining company

The most favourable policies are demonstrated by: “Continued exploration and expansion [of] existing op-
erations in Nevada, [and in] Peru, continued explorations at grass roots level plus mine site expansion.”
—Exploration/Land Manager, junior mining company
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Figure 14: Geological Database
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Figure 15: Mineral Potential Assuming
Current Regulation/Land Use Policies
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and Further Assuming Industry “Best Practice” Standards

Figure 16: Mineral Potential Assuming NO Land Use Restrictions in Place,

China

Western Australia
Queensland

Peru

Brazil

Russia

Indonesia

Chile

Northern Territory
Argentina

Newfound. & Lab. 92%
British Columbia RASSSARERRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRAARRRARRERARRRRERARRERARERRERERNENRENSN 92%
T e I EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE———
Manitoba [ 89%
Philippines 88%
DRC Congo 88%
Bolivia
New South Wales
South Australia
Zimbabwe
Venezuela

Saskatchewan
Tasmania
India

Idaho 74%

Victoria

Utah

Arizona

Wyoming

Minnesota 64%

New Brunswick [rsasinsn s s i i S S s s s b o s s S S (4%
63%
62%

New Mexico
Montana
South Dakota
California 54%
Wisconsin 54%
Alberta BRSNS s o] 49%
Colorado 48%
New Zealand 46%
Washington 45%
Ireland 42%
Nova Scotia RSt s s A s n b S5 37%

Quebec RN s s s R s n e s] 96
96
Ontario MASSARNRARNRARRAR AN N A N N A N A A A A A A S A SRS AN ASASAIIIIISIIIANINIINNANANA] 95%
9
9

Northwest Territories : T ] 95%
NNVt A e e e s s 95%

3° o°

3

ES

Ghana 94
YuKon Territory R A SRR S RS SSN 94
Kazakhstan 94
Mexico 93%
South Africa 93%
Turkey 93%
Nevada 92%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Percent who indicate that mineral potential assuming no land
use restrictions encourages exploration investment

100%

2003/2004 Survey of Mining Companies

45






Tabular Material



Table 4a: Percentage of Respondents who Indicate Factors
Encourage Exploration Investment

Country/ Jurisdiction Regula- Environ- Regula- Taxation Land Pro- Infra-
Region tory mental tory Regime Claims tected structure

Uncer- Regula- Duplica- Uncer-  Areas

tainty tions tion tainty  Uncer-

tainty
Alberta 84% 68% 75% 86% 58% 56% 89%
](alroiltlilsrzbia 22% 19% 29% 59% 5% 10% 60%
Manitoba 89% 76% 73% 78% 55% 67% 62%
New Brunswick  82% 66% 62% 68% 52% 71% 85%
g geﬁ ]fjor‘;‘:lglrand 64% 65% 61% 62% 23% 37% 51%
N NWT 51% 35% 38% 67% 25% 32% 20%
Nova Scotia 75% 44% 54% 55% 58% 42% 83%
Nunavut 51% 34% 40% 65% 34% 38% 12%
Ontario 77% 66% 76% 74% 36% 42% 78%
Quebec 91% 86% 84% 83% 61% 60% 76%
Saskatchewan 79% 72% 69% 72% 61% 60% 63%
Yukon 54% 35% 39% 65% 17% 14% 24%
Alaska 35% 14% 24% 52% 76% 26% 26%
Arizona 34% 29% 38% 53% 59% 48% 82%
California 9% 3% 7% 25% 57% 5% 70%
Colorado 4% 4% 11% 38% 50% 17% 70%
Idaho 24% 24% 33% 69% 47% 19% 83%
5 Minnesota 29% 16% 22% 27% 69% 40% 83%
N Montana 9% 9% 17% 40% 59% 24% 80%
Nevada 87% 72% 85% 91% 69% 80% 98%
New Mexico 17% 28% 24% 45% 57% 15% 86%
South Dakota 31% 11% 33% 50% 50% 0% 90%
Utah 45% 25% 40% 69% 80% 33% 87%
Washington 10% 6% 25% 31% 56% 22% 63%
Wisconsin 8% 8% 10% 25% 62% 15% 77%
Wyoming 50% 32% 40% 83% 71% 42% 88%
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Table 4b: Percentage of Respondents who Indicate Factors

Encourage Exploration Investment

Country/ Jurisdiction Socio- Political Labour Geologi- Mineral Mineral Potential
Region eco- Stability Regula- cal Potential Assuming
nomic tion Data- With NO Land Use
Agree- base Current Regulation
ments Land
Use Encour- Encour-
age age
Re'gl"la' (1+2) Strongly
tion (1)—For
Index
Alberta 88% 100% 81% 89% 49% 49% 25%
British Columbia 54% 62% 46% 94% 49% 92% 58%
Manitoba 87% 97% 72% 90% 82% 89% 34%
New Brunswick 78% 96% 71% 84% 58% 64% 28%
Nfld. & Labrador 68% 78% 71% 88% 68% 92% 50%
?3 NWT 34% 80% 74% 80% 67% 95% 67%
sz Nova Scotia 75% 96% 57% 88% 46% 37% 21%
Nunavut 37% 75% 62% 71% 63% 95% 59%
Ontario 81% 98% 76% 98% 87% 95% 68%
Quebec 85% 91% 73% 96% 91% 96% 72%
Saskatchewan 79% 94% 74% 88% 65% 81% 26%
Yukon 51% 73% 78% 91% 67% 94% 43%
Alaska 73% 73% 61% 70% 57% 91% 66%
Arizona 71% 76% 90% 79% 47% 68% 37%
California 53% 50% 59% 65% 11% 54% 17%
Colorado 58% 68% 71% 77% 19% 48% 24%
Idaho 68% 75% 94% 81% 29% 74% 33%
< Minnesota 67% 71% 78% 78% 31% 64% 25%
= Montana 67% 57% 79% 67% 24% 62% 29%
Nevada 94% 89% 94% 89% 90% 92% 80%
New Mexico 71% 84% 88% 75% 41% 63% 30%
South Dakota 73% 71% 88% 71% 38% 57% 22%
Utah 76% 81% 88% 82% 57% 73% 31%
Washington 68% 56% 79% 76% 16% 45% 9%
Wisconsin 61% 52% 75% 72% 14% 54% 23%
Wyoming 78% 77% 88% 81% 50% 65% 15%
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Table 4c: Percentage of Respondents who Indicate Factors
Encourage Exploration Investment

Country/ Jurisdiction Regula- Environ- Regula- Taxation Land Pro- Infra-
Region tory mental  tory Regime Claims tected struc-
Uncer- Regula- Duplica- Uncer- Areas ture
tainty tions tion tainty Uncer-
tainty
New South Wales 63% 53% 79% 47% 20% 57% 97%
Northern Territory 72% 73% 79% 48% 13% 61% 56%
'7? Queensland 70% 71% 76% 58% 4% 62% 84%
% South Australia 74% 65% 89% 48% 26% 62% 70%
Tasmania 76% 41% 79% 46% 41% 44% 86%
Victoria 55% 38% 68% 43% 21% 46% 97%
ststifa 81%  75%  82%  50% 15%  64%  83%
Indonesia 11% 60% 6% 27% 44% 50% 7%
% New Zealand 32% 21% 41% 47% 40% 20% 81%
&  Philippines 13%  50% 8%  27%  13%  71%  16%
Argentina 61% 84% 59% 65% 70% 76% 52%
s Bolivia 71% 86% 86% 64% 64% 82% 15%
é Brazil 84% 85% 61% 50% 43% 62% 34%
; Chile 98% 97% 96% 97% 93% 92% 61%
§ Mexico 76% 90% 66% 58% 48% 72% 62%
Peru 76% 86% 72% 68% 37% 76% 33%
Venezuela 18% 74% 22% 31% 36% 33% 28%
DRC (Congo) 24% 94% 36% 20% 80% 100% 18%
;g Ghana 79% 65% 50% 70% 85% 70% 41%
< South Africa 30% 77% 52% 38% 41% 71% 91%
Zimbabwe 29% 80% 50% 50% 36% 88% 53%
China 20% 78% 10% 39% 82% 76% 24%
% India 6% 54% 0% 0% 44% 63% 21%
g
= Ireland 44% 29% 45% 55% 89% 50% 88%
Kazakhstan 27% 69% 27% 38% 88% 100% 14%
Russia 12% 76% 6% 20% 86% 80% 4%
Turkey 39% 43% 23% 64% 89% 89% 88%
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Table 4d: Percentage of Respondents who Indicate Factors
Encourage Exploration Investment

Country/ Jurisdiction Socio- Political Labour Geologi- Mineral Mineral Potential
Region eco- Stability Regula- cal Potential Assuming NO
nomic tion Data- With Land Use
Agree- base Current Regulation
ments Land
Use Encour- Encour-
age age
Re.gula- (1+2) Strongly
tion (1)—For
Index
New South Wales 85% 98% 88% 97% 72% 88% 48%
Northern Territory 72% 98% 88% 98% 85% 95% 64%

% Queensland 81% 98% 90% 89% 89% 98% 50%

%: South Australia 88% 97% 84% 100% 77% 87% 34%

< Tasmania 80% 97% 77% 94% 66% 81% 28%
Victoria 72% 95% 76% 91% 59% 74% 26%
Western Australia 88% 96% 87% 95% 94% 100% 84%
Indonesia 18% 7% 36% 22% 55% 97% 75%

'g New Zealand 88% 76% 65% 95% 57% 46% 15%

& Philippines 24% 0% 43% 35% 40% 88% 53%
Argentina 57% 29% 68% 33% 75% 95% 49%

s Bolivia 44% 32% 57% 18% 67% 88% 22%

é Brazil 61% 56% 40% 54% 78% 98% 67%

i Chile 90% 88% 83% 81% 92% 96% 82%

E Mexico 63% 59% 61% 50% 75% 93% 64%
Peru 48% 15% 65% 59% 83% 98% 82%
Venezuela 32% 9% 29% 14% 48% 81% 38%
DRC (Congo) 56% 0% 57% 12% 56% 88% 61%

.g Ghana 36% 53% 71% 50% 86% 94% 56%

:E South Africa 31% 34% 45% 74% 59% 93% 66%
Zimbabwe 42% 0% 33% 50% 44% 83% 39%
China 58% 32% 67% 8% 61% 100% 58%

K India 30% 29% 38% 20% 24% 76% 36%

§ Ireland 60% 90% 50% 75% 58% 42% 15%

= Kazakhstan 22% 8% 56% 45% 59% 94% 50%
Russia 20% 0% 56% 35% 50% 97% 86%
Turkey 70% 25% 69% 54% 50% 93% 24%
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Table 5a: Percentage of Respondents who Indicate Factors
Discourage Exploration Investment

Country/ Jurisdiction Regula- Environ- Regula- Taxation Land Pro- Infra-
Region tory mental  tory Regime Claims tected struc-
Uncer- Regula- Duplica- Uncer- Areas ture
tainty tions tion tainty Uncer-
tainty
Alberta 5% 5% 6% 2% 14% 5% 0%
British Columbia 37% 38% 30% 16% 66% 59% 8%
Manitoba 0% 8% 5% 4% 14% 2% 0%
New Brunswick 0% 7% 8% 7% 23% 7% 3%
o Nfld. & Labrador 17% 23% 11% 13% 25% 16% 15%
Té; NWT 15% 19% 13% 13% 33% 23% 38%
° Nova Scotia 7% 22% 4% 7% 26% 16% 3%
Nunavut 9% 16% 16% 5% 28% 20% 42%
Ontario 5% 6% 5% 5% 18% 14% 2%
Quebec 1% 4% 4% 4% 8% 4% 0%
Saskatchewan 0% 6% 3% 8% 16% 3% 0%
Yukon 15% 17% 18% 