Preliminary Map Staking Discussion Paper
The Yukon is prime territory for mineral exploration due to its relatively under-explored nature coupled
with geology favorable for sizeable mineral deposits. Unfortunately much of this potential remains
unrealized and/or untapped due to limited infrastructure and access coupled with a short exploration
season, the combination of which leads to significantly above average exploration and development costs.
Couple these negatives with an oppressive regulatory regime and seemingly constant attacks by
environmental interests and often being at loggerheads with First Nations, and exploration dollars, which
are the lifeblood of the industry, are heading to other jurisdictions. Although many of the changes
required to make the Yukon a favored destination for mineral exploration dollars are sizeable, simple
tweaks to the system can improve the investment climate and help send the message that the Yukon is
open for business.
Some of the biggest differences between the Yukon and neighbouring jurisdictions can be found in the
claim acquisition (“staking”) and regulatory regimes. Although both areas are of importance to the
mineral industry, the focus of this discussion paper will be on claim staking and management issues as it
is felt that the greatest reward-effort ratio will be found there. Permitting concerns are of greater
significance than staking but would require significant and likely time-consuming consultation involving
all affected parties.
All Canadian provinces with a significant mineral industry have been surveyed with the majority using a
form of map staking or a fully automated online staking system. The following are notes on staking
systems used by varying jurisdictions and some comments pertaining to those systems:
Saskatchewan – converted to an online staking system in December of 2012, although initially lauded by
industry the system has proven to be problematic due to crashing and bugs
“The mining industry in this province is diverse, from border to border we have resources that play a key
role in our growing economy,” Energy and Resources Minister Tim McMillan said. “This new system
keeps Saskatchewan competitive and it plays a significant role in ensuring the long term, sustainable
growth of this sector.”
“The MARS online system allows industry to save millions of dollars in staking costs and invest the funds
in further exploration,” McMillan said.
British Columbia – converted to an online staking system almost 9 years ago
Although numerous issues were thought to exist during the lead up to map staking, the only major
concern currently noted with online staking was that the ease and affordability of BC method turned the
system into a home for speculators who had no intention of exploring the ground and were fast
becoming a significant impediment to exploration.
"When some guy can sit in his living room and stake B.C. claims for 40 cents a hectare, online staking is
too easy," said Randy Hawes, the province's Minister of State for Mining.
"A producing mine provides long-term high-paying jobs and provides significant spinoff benefits in the
communities near the mine location," said Jake Jacobs, spokesman for the Ministry of Energy, Mines and
Petroleum Resources. "Where land is held by a mineral claim that is not being adequately explored, the
province loses the potential of finding a mine. The land is sterilized from legitimate exploration."

Jonathan Buchanan, a spokesman for the Association for Mineral Exploration B.C., says the online
system has done a lot of good for legitimate miners. Not only has the system reduced the expense and
work of acquiring mineral tenures, he says, but the ability to register a claim in real time has minimized
disputes between rival companies competing for mineral prospects.
Alberta – uses a permit (map staking) system where a person fills out a form and mails it to the
appropriate office with a fee, with permit approval granted to the highest bidder after a period of due
diligence by the government.
Manitoba – uses 2 systems: map staking in surveyed portions of the province (much of the south half of
the province) and perimeter or 4-post (ground) staking in un-surveyed portions of the property (much of
the north half of the province).
“I have long since lost count of the number of claims I have looked for and never found a single axe mark
on a tree, although the claims were on the claim map. Others were only partly staked (always the part
near the road or the lake shore), and were therefore invalid, had anyone chosen to dispute them. If
there are no posts, there is no benefit whatsoever to physical staking”.
Nova Scotia – uses a map staking system
Quebec – has used an online staking system since 2000. A 2004 submission to a PDAC committee noted
that the greatest benefit of the transition to map staking was felt by explorers, including prospectors,
while the professional stakers were “losing”.
Newfoundland and Labrador – uses an online staking system
New Brunswick – uses an online process and can be completed by selecting claim units from an
interactive map or by inputting claim units numbers in the application. For acquisition, the minimum size
of a claim is 1 unit and the maximum number of units cannot exceed 256 contiguous available units. The
fees for acquisition are comprised of a fee for the claim as well as a work deposit fee.
Ontario – is currently under-going the transition from ground staking to map-staking as part of a greater
overhaul to their system which will:
1) Clarify requirements for aboriginal consultation
2) Respect private landowners
3) Minimize the impact of exploration and development
4) Make the system more efficient and effective for industry
NWT and Nunavut – use a combination of ground staking and map staking (prospecting permit)
systems.
A summary of the realized positive impacts of introducing a map or internet based staking system
include:
1) Elimination of staking disputes revolving around improperly staked ground or fraudulently
staked ground, with these types of disputes sterilizing ground for years in certain cases while
inspections are conducted and court cases are settled; at significant cost to government and
industry.

2) Elimination of the lag time between when a claim is staked and when it is recorded. This lag
time was often responsible for complications, and resultant disputes, involving two or more
groups acquiring the same piece of property.
3) Remaining competitive with neighbouring jurisdictions
4) Ensuring that exploration dollars are spent exploring for mineral wealth and not wasted on the
act of staking ground.
5) Reducing the number of upfront conflicts with other land users such as outfitters, tourism based
businesses and surface rights owners.
6) Helping reduce mineral explorations impact on the environment is a theme that most groups
outside of the industry including First Nations and environmentalists will appreciate.
7) Certainty on the physical location of a property.
8) Staking in remote areas is so costly that most small individuals are priced out of the game, map
staking levels the playing field in these cases and helps encourage exploration in remote areas
through the reduction of up front acquisition costs.
A summary of the realized negative impacts of introducing a map or internet based staking system
include:
1) In British Columbia low acquisition and pay in lieu fees coupled with the ease of the system saw
the province swarmed by nuisance stakers or speculators having no interest in developing
ground. There were significant adverse impacts on legitimate explorers which by default
translated to reduced benefits to the province. As a solution BC raised acquisition costs
significantly, raised pay in lieu costs, while eliminating the cost to file work on claims. To ensure
claim turnover the amount of exploration expenditures necessary to renew a claim for a year
was changed to a graduated system which sees amounts escalate every claim renewal year and
reaching a plateau when a claim has been renewed for more than 5 years. Initial returns suggest
the changes have been somewhat positive but that significantly more stringent rules will need
to be put in place to eliminate the negative impact of speculators.
2) Every jurisdiction implementing electronic or internet based staking saw professional stakers
negatively impacted through loss of jobs.
3) In the case of paper staking systems, confusion and timing issues occur when there is
competition for the same piece of ground at the same time. IE who gets the ground in the case
of multiple applications for the same area.
4) Some jurisdictions have seen large swaths of ground being rapidly acquired and then held using
work conducted on only a small part of the property.
5) There have been difficulties merging ground based and map or internet based staking systems.
6) Internet based staking systems have seen some issues which would suggest some form of hack
or application is applied that sees an unfair advantage gained. Once again the common
speculator is usually behind these problems.
Although changes in BC have not pushed the little guy out of the game, and have perhaps even
enhanced his ability to compete, ensuring that the poorest prospector retains the ability to remain
competitive at a level similar to what exists with ground staking is a key point to ensure the broad
acceptability of some form of map staking. Being the only jurisdiction in Canada without some form of
map or internet based staking puts us at a competitive disadvantage but in the enviable situation of
being able to study the history of other attempts and hopefully use those experiences to create a better
system. In jurisdictions that have completed the transition from ground based staking systems to
internet or map based systems there have been no calls to change the system back to ground staking.

The combination of being able to study the history of past attempts, coupled with the popularity of this
type of change, seems to suggest few if any risks to the process.
Initial System Changes
To ensure the least disruption and quickest transition a map or paper based staking system is proposed.
This will ensure a rapid transition requiring no significant electronic database or program construction
(although that could be added in the future), will have minimal impact on the existing rules and
regulations as well as on current government staff. Ironically there are already individuals out there
practicing map or paper staking through the fraudulent misrepresentation of their staking jobs.









Claim acquisition would require a staker(s) to enter one of the mining recorders offices and
supply a claim map with his claims properly and accurately outlined on the map, pay the
associated fees fill out the proper forms, and the claims are then plotted on an electronic map
with real time updates available in all district offices. Claims are granted on a first come first
serve basis with the cash register time stamp being the deciding factor on time of completion.
Caps on the amount of claims an individual can stake in a day should be enacted, this will ensure
the current situation where a single individual can only stake a certain amount of ground in one
day remains intact. The proposal is for up to 12 claims per person per day which is likely the
maximum amount a person could currently legally ground stake if one properly follows the
current rules and regulations. Should a person want to stake a group larger than 12 claims in
one day they will have to come into an office on subsequent days or hire “stakers” to assist in
the “staking”. This requirement to hire “stakers” will provide local jobs and allow current
contractors to continue business as usual, albeit in a different format.
Fees will need to be high enough to eliminate nuisance stakers or speculators but will need to
be low enough to ensure the little guy remains competitive. The proposal is for the initial 12
claims to cost $1800 and then individual claims thereafter will cost a $110 recording fee
consisting of $10 application fee and a $100 extra fee which will be returned to the staker upon
receipt of an approved assessment report. For example the fee to record 4 claims would be
$1800 comprised of a $40 recording fee and $1760 in added costs, with the $1760 to be
returned to the individual upon acceptance of an assessment report.
Some consideration will need to be given to existing claim holders who are adding a small
amount of claims to an existing group; perhaps this can be done at the $110 rate.
Current holders of ground staked claims will be allowed to supply a GPS survey sketch of their
claim block (subject to inspection) if they feel that current claim maps have misplotted their
claims, or have their claims remain as is where is on the map
Added Thoughts





Although lost staking jobs likely amount to a small portion of the industry with minimal impact,
especially during the summer when people are busy anyway, there may be a slight tangible
impact in the winter. Perhaps some consideration could be given to adding a premium to
assessment work completed during the Nov 14th to Jan 28th period.
The current rush saw many companies apply a large amount of assessment work to their various
holdings, the subsequent implosion of the junior mining market will see many of these same
companies vanish, leaving large swaths of ground in good standing but not being actively
explored or promoted. Some consideration should be given to this issue; graduated assessment









amounts? Caps on total years forward allowed? Proposal is to increase the amount of work
needed to renew a claim and have that amount possibly escalate depending on the claims age.
The current system of allowing a 2 week and subsequent 6 month grace period for filing
assessment work will need to be eliminated so that when a claim lapses it lapses. Having this
rule in place has always caused confusion and its elimination will eliminate that confusion while
enhancing the workability of the new staking system.
Perhaps look into allowing simple claim management tasks to be completed online and by the
client, eliminate sending out claim grants as they are almost 3 years behind in some cases and
they send out paperwork for claims that no longer exist, stuff like that.
Limit the amount of times a person can pay in lieu or perhaps increase the cost of paying in lieu,
either way with the new system the pay in lieu costs/difficulty will need to go way up. Paying in
lieu is a necessary function in situations where a claim cannot be worked for whatever
legitimate reason, unfortunately it also means that ground is not getting developed. The
proposal is to have the pay in lieu fees be double whatever the costs is to use work for renewal.
Legal advice is of the opinion that: “map staking is better than ground staking to address First
Nation's issues because it allows for no intrusion until consultation, if required, can take place”
In BC a common nuisance staking ploy was the acquisition of a single claim over the heart of a
mineralized occurrence and then to continuously pay in lieu. The recent BC system changes have
increased the fees to stake a claim from $7.50 to from $31-$36, and have increased the pay in
lieu costs into the range of $185 to over $300 per claim. Although these were strong steps in the
right direction, there is still a lot of nuisance staking taking place. My feeling is that this
proposed systems combination of the requirement to physically be in a mining recorder office
coupled with the $110 fee should cut most nuisance staking out. Increasing the pay in lieu fees
(as noted in a previous bullet) would be wise. Some consideration should be given to having a
minimum fee for staking as discussed above. Nuisance staking can never really be eliminated
but these steps should make for a strong claim acquisition system that supports true local
explorers.

