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Abstract 

 

The Arctic region, characterized by its vast natural resources and strategic importance, has become a focal 

point for global investments in energy, mining, and infrastructure. This article examines the legal 

frameworks governing investments in the Arctic, encompassing international treaties, national legislation, 

and emerging regulatory challenges. Key issues include environmental protection, indigenous rights, and 

geopolitical tensions. Drawing on case studies from Russia, the United States, and Canada, the analysis 

highlights the balance between economic development and sustainability. The findings underscore the need 

for harmonized international standards to mitigate risks and promote equitable investment practices. 

 

Keywords: Arctic investments, legal regulation, international law, environmental 

protection, indigenous rights, UNCLOS 

 

 

I. Introduction 
 

The Arctic, encompassing territories of eight Arctic states (Russia, the United States, Canada, 

Denmark, Norway, Finland, Sweden, and Iceland) and indigenous communities, is undergoing 

rapid transformation due to climate change and technological advancements. Melting ice caps have 

opened new opportunities for resource extraction, shipping routes, and tourism, attracting 

significant investments. However, these activities pose substantial environmental, social, and 

geopolitical risks, necessitating robust legal regulation. 

This article explores the multifaceted legal landscape of Arctic investments, focusing on 

international and national frameworks. It addresses the interplay between economic interests and 

protective measures, with a particular emphasis on sustainability and equity. The discussion is 

structured into sections covering international legal instruments, national regulations, challenges, 

and future prospects [15]. 

 

II. International Legal Frameworks 

 
International law provides the foundational layer for Arctic investments, emphasizing 

cooperation and environmental stewardship. 

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 

UNCLOS (1982) is pivotal, regulating maritime boundaries, resource exploitation, and 

environmental protection in the Arctic Ocean. It establishes exclusive economic zones (EEZs) up to 
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200 nautical miles from coastlines, allowing states to exploit seabed resources. For investments in 

offshore oil and gas, Article 76 defines continental shelf limits, enabling claims beyond 200 miles if 

geological evidence supports them [27]. 

Russia's 2001 submission to the United Nations Commission on the Limits of the Continental 

Shelf (CLCS) exemplifies this, claiming extended rights over the Arctic seabed. Investments in such 

areas must comply with UNCLOS's provisions on environmental impact assessments and 

technology transfer. 

The Arctic Council and Related Agreements 

The Arctic Council, established in 1996, promotes sustainable development and environmental 

protection among Arctic states and indigenous peoples. While not legally binding, its agreements 

influence investments. For instance, the 2013 Agreement on Cooperation on Aeronautical and 

Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic enhances safety for investment-related activities like 

shipping and tourism [1]. 

The Paris Agreement (2015) under the UNFCCC indirectly affects Arctic investments by 

mandating reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, impacting fossil fuel projects [2]. 

Other International Instruments 

Bilateral agreements, such as the 2010 Norway-Russia Maritime Delimitation Treaty, resolve 

boundary disputes to facilitate investments. Multilateral efforts, including the International 

Maritime Organization's (IMO) Polar Code (2017), set standards for shipping in polar waters, crucial 

for infrastructure investments [18]. 

 

III. National Legal Regulations 
 

Arctic states have developed domestic laws to regulate investments, often aligning with 

international norms while addressing national priorities [16]. 

Russia 

Russia's Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation, defined by Presidential Decree No. 296 (2017), 

covers 40% of the country's territory and hosts major energy investments. The Federal Law on the 

Continental Shelf (1995) governs hydrocarbon exploration, requiring licenses and environmental 

assessments. Investments in the Yamal LNG project demonstrate compliance, with state oversight 

ensuring revenue sharing and indigenous consultation [13]. 

The Russian Federation's legal framework for investments in the Arctic is a blend of federal 

laws, presidential decrees, and international commitments, designed to promote economic 

development while addressing environmental, social, and geopolitical concerns. As one of the 

largest Arctic stakeholders, Russia has extensive territories in the region, including the Yamal 

Peninsula, Chukchi Sea, and Severnaya Zemlya, which are rich in hydrocarbons, minerals, and 

shipping potential. The legislation emphasizes state control, resource exploitation, and 

sustainability, often prioritizing national interests. Below, I analyze key pieces of legislation, 

drawing from the context of the original article on "Legal Regulation of Investments in the Arctic." 

This analysis highlights their provisions, implementation, strengths, weaknesses, and implications 

for investors. 

1. Federal Law No. 187-FZ "On the Continental Shelf of the Russian Federation" (1995, with 

Amendments) 

This law regulates the exploration, development, and exploitation of natural resources on 

Russia's continental shelf, including Arctic seabed areas beyond the 200-nautical-mile exclusive 

economic zone (EEZ). It establishes the legal basis for issuing licenses for hydrocarbon extraction, 

requiring state approval from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment. Provisions 

mandate environmental impact assessments (EIAs), safety standards, and revenue sharing (e.g., 
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royalties and taxes). The law aligns with UNCLOS, allowing Russia to claim extended shelf rights, 

as in its 2001 CLCS submission [25]. 

It facilitates investments by providing a clear licensing regime, exemplified by projects like 

Yamal LNG, where Gazprom received permits after rigorous assessments. Strengths include strong 

state oversight, ensuring revenue generation (e.g., via the Federal Budget) and technology transfer 

requirements. However, weaknesses lie in enforcement gaps, as seen in the 2020 Norilsk oil spill, 

where inadequate compliance led to massive fines and prosecutions [3]. The law's emphasis on 

economic benefits often overshadows environmental protections, prompting criticisms from 

international bodies like the Arctic Council for insufficient indigenous consultation. Investors 

benefit from predictability but must navigate bureaucratic hurdles and liability risks, with 

amendments in 2018 enhancing digital reporting to improve transparency. 

2. Presidential Decree No. 296 "On Determining the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation" 

(2017) 

This decree defines the Arctic Zone as encompassing 40% of Russia's territory, including 

Murmansk Oblast, Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Okrug, and parts of Krasnoyarsk Krai. It 

designates special economic status for the zone, with incentives like tax breaks, infrastructure 

subsidies, and priority for state-funded projects in energy, mining, and transportation. The decree 

also mandates integrated development plans, requiring coordination among federal ministries to 

balance resource extraction with ecological preservation. 

It serves as a strategic tool for attracting investments, reducing red tape for qualifying projects 

(e.g., via the "Arctic Development" program). Strengths include fostering mega-projects like the 

Northern Sea Route, boosting GDP through exports. However, it has been criticized for uneven 

enforcement, with environmental NGOs arguing it prioritizes industrialization over climate 

resilience, exacerbating permafrost thaw and biodiversity loss. Geopolitical tensions, such as U.S. 

sanctions post-2022, complicate foreign investments, forcing reliance on domestic or allied partners 

(e.g., China). For investors, it offers lucrative opportunities but demands compliance with 

sustainability criteria, as non-compliance can lead to project cancellations, as hinted in the article's 

discussion of state oversight [8]. 

3. Federal Law No. 473-FZ "On Territories of Advanced Socio-Economic Development in the 

Russian Federation" (2014, with Amendments) 

This law creates "advanced development territories" (ADT) with favorable tax regimes, 

simplified customs, and infrastructure support. In the Arctic, ADTs like the "Arctic" ADT 

(established 2016) target regions such as Arkhangelsk and Nenets Autonomous Okrug, promoting 

investments in mining, LNG, and logistics. Residents include special economic zones with reduced 

corporate income tax (down to 5-12.5%) and exemptions from property taxes for up to 10 years. 

It accelerates economic growth by de-risking investments through guarantees and subsidies, 

as seen in the Kolskaya ADT for nickel mining. Strengths include job creation and export 

diversification, aligning with Russia's Arctic Strategy 2020. Weaknesses include limited 

environmental safeguards, leading to conflicts with indigenous rights (e.g., Nenets reindeer herders 

affected by infrastructure). Amendments in 2020 expanded ADT eligibility, but critics note it 

exacerbates inequality, with benefits skewed toward large corporations like Rosneft. Investors gain 

fiscal advantages but face reputational risks from environmental incidents, necessitating 

stakeholder engagement to mitigate legal challenges under international standards like UNDRIP. 

4. Federal Law No. 7-FZ "On Environmental Protection" (2002, with Amendments) and Related 

Norms 

This overarching law sets standards for EIAs, pollution control, and biodiversity conservation 

in the Arctic. It requires permits for resource activities, with penalties for violations, and integrates 

with the 2017 decree for zone-specific plans. Indigenous protections are addressed via consultations, 
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though not always mandated. 

It provides a framework for sustainable investments, mandating EIAs for projects like oil 

drilling. Strengths include alignment with UNCLOS and the Paris Agreement, promoting cleaner 

technologies. However, enforcement is inconsistent, as evidenced by the Norilsk case, where fines 

were imposed but systemic issues persist. Amendments post-2020 emphasize digital monitoring, 

but geopolitical isolation limits international cooperation. For investors, compliance is crucial to 

avoid shutdowns, highlighting the need for proactive environmental strategies to balance 

profitability with regulatory demands. 

Russian legislation on Arctic investments is highly centralized, prioritizing state-led 

development and resource sovereignty, which has enabled projects contributing billions to the 

economy (e.g., Arctic oil/gas accounting for 10-15% of exports) [24]. However, it faces challenges 

like inadequate indigenous inclusion, environmental vulnerabilities exacerbated by climate change, 

and external pressures (e.g., sanctions hindering technology imports). Compared to Western 

counterparts, Russia's approach is more permissive economically but less stringent on social equity, 

leading to tensions with international norms. Investors must conduct thorough due diligence, 

engage in public consultations, and leverage incentives while preparing for evolving laws, such as 

potential stricter EU-style regulations if Russia seeks deeper global integration. This framework 

underscores the article's theme of balancing development with sustainability, urging harmonization 

for long-term viability [14]. 

United States 

The United States' legal framework for investments in the Arctic primarily focuses on Alaska, 

which encompasses about 60% of the U.S. Arctic region, including the North Slope, Bering Sea, and 

Beaufort Sea. This legislation balances economic development, particularly in oil, gas, and mining, 

with stringent environmental protections, indigenous rights, and national security. Rooted in 

federal statutes, it emphasizes transparency, public participation, and sustainability, often aligning 

with international agreements like UNCLOS and the Arctic Council's guidelines. Below, I analyze 

key pieces of legislation, highlighting their provisions, implementation, strengths, weaknesses, and 

implications for investors, drawing parallels to the original article on "Legal Regulation of 

Investments in the Arctic." 

1. Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA, 1953, with Amendments) 

This law governs the exploration, development, and leasing of offshore resources on the U.S. 

continental shelf, including Arctic waters like the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. Administered by the 

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), it requires competitive leasing auctions, 

environmental assessments, and royalty payments (e.g., 12.5-18.75% for oil/gas). Amendments like 

the 2015–2017 updates mandate Arctic-specific plans, including oil spill response and climate 

impact evaluations. 

It enables investments by providing a structured leasing system, as seen in Shell's 2012 Chukchi 

Sea lease (later withdrawn due to court challenges). Strengths include robust revenue generation 

(e.g., billions in federal funds) and technological innovation requirements. However, weaknesses 

include lengthy permitting processes and vulnerability to litigation, as in the 2015 ExxonMobil case 

where courts blocked drilling over inadequate NEPA reviews. Environmental NGOs often 

challenge it for insufficient protections against spills in fragile ecosystems. Investors benefit from 

predictability but must invest heavily in compliance and risk delays from appeals, underscoring the 

article's emphasis on balancing economic and ecological interests [17]. 

2. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 1969, with Amendments) 

NEPA mandates environmental impact statements (EIS) for major federal actions affecting the 

environment, including Arctic investments like pipelines or mines. It requires public scoping, 

alternatives analysis, and mitigation plans, with oversight by agencies like the Environmental 
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Protection Agency (EPA). In the Arctic, it integrates with OCSLA for projects in Alaska's North 

Slope. 

This law promotes sustainable investments by enforcing comprehensive reviews, exemplified 

by the 2019 Willow Project EIS for ConocoPhillips' oil development. Strengths include public 

transparency and indigenous consultation, reducing conflicts with communities like the Inupiat. 

Weaknesses lie in bureaucratic delays and high litigation costs, as seen in numerous court rulings 

halting projects (e.g., Pebble Mine in 2020). Critics argue it can stifle innovation, while proponents 

highlight its role in preventing disasters like the 1989 Exxon Valdez spill. For investors, NEPA 

demands early stakeholder engagement and robust data, mitigating legal risks but increasing 

upfront costs, aligning with the article's discussion of regulatory hurdles. 

3. Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA, 1980) 

ANILCA designates vast Alaskan lands, including Arctic areas like the Arctic National Wildlife 

Refuge (ANWR), as protected wilderness or wildlife refuges. It allows limited resource 

development (e.g., oil leasing in ANWR's 1002 Area) but prioritizes conservation, subsistence rights 

for indigenous peoples, and ecological integrity. It includes provisions for co-management with 

Native corporations under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA, 1971). 

It facilitates investments in designated zones while safeguarding biodiversity, as in the 2017 

ANWR leasing program generating $900 million. Strengths include balancing development with 

indigenous rights, fostering partnerships like those with the North Slope Borough. However, 

weaknesses include restrictive land use, leading to ongoing debates over ANWR expansion (e.g., 

2020 proposals). Environmental groups view it as insufficient against climate threats, while industry 

sees it as overly burdensome. Investors must navigate co-management agreements, ensuring 

benefit-sharing to avoid disputes, which reflects the article's theme of integrating social equity into 

investment frameworks. 

4. Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA, 1972, with Amendments) and Related Norms 

This law prohibits the "taking" (harassing, hunting, or killing) of marine mammals, with 

exemptions for subsistence by indigenous groups and incidental takes from commercial activities. 

In the Arctic, it applies to species like bowhead whales and polar bears, requiring permits from the 

National Marine Fisheries Service for oil/gas operations [23]. 

It supports sustainable investments by protecting wildlife, as in mitigation plans for Sakhalin 

Energy's Bering Sea projects. Strengths include ecosystem preservation and indigenous inclusion. 

Weaknesses include permit denials or restrictions, impacting operations (e.g., seismic surveys 

limited to avoid whale disruptions). Amendments in 2016 enhanced protections, but enforcement 

varies, with occasional violations leading to fines. For investors, compliance involves monitoring 

and adaptive technologies, highlighting the need for environmental stewardship to secure long-

term permits. 

U.S. legislation on Arctic investments emphasizes environmental accountability and 

stakeholder rights, enabling sectors like energy to contribute to national GDP (e.g., Alaska's oil 

production). However, it faces challenges such as permitting backlogs, climate change accelerating 

ecosystem degradation, and geopolitical tensions (e.g., Russia-China partnerships). Compared to 

Russia's more state-centric approach, the U.S. system is decentralized and litigation-prone, 

promoting innovation but deterring some investors due to costs. To succeed, investors should 

prioritize partnerships with indigenous groups, invest in green technologies, and anticipate 

evolving regulations like those under the Biden administration's climate agenda [6]. 

Canada 

1. Canada Petroleum Resources Act (CPRA, 1985, with Amendments) 

This federal law governs the exploration, development, and production of petroleum resources 

on Canada's frontier lands, including Arctic offshore areas like the Beaufort Sea and Baffin Bay. 
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Administered by Natural Resources Canada, it requires work commitments, environmental 

assessments, and royalty payments (e.g., 5-30% depending on profitability). Amendments in 2015 

introduced stricter safety and spill response standards, including bans on Arctic drilling in certain 

seasons. 

It enables investments by providing a licensing regime, as seen in projects like the Hecla-Kilgok 

oil field in Nunavut. Strengths include revenue sharing with Indigenous groups and technological 

mandates for safer operations. However, weaknesses include high regulatory burdens and 

vulnerability to moratoriums, such as the 2016 federal ban on Arctic offshore drilling, which halted 

operations and led to legal challenges. Environmental concerns, like oil spills in sensitive 

ecosystems, have prompted delays. Investors benefit from predictability in permitted zones but 

must navigate Indigenous consultations and risk cancellations, reflecting the article's focus on 

balancing economic gains with ecological risks. 

2. Impact Assessment Act (IAA, 2019) 

Replacing the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA 2012), this law mandates 

comprehensive impact assessments for projects affecting the environment or Indigenous rights, 

including Arctic mining, pipelines, and shipping routes. It requires public hearings, Indigenous 

participation, and mitigation plans, with oversight by the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada. In 

the Arctic, it applies to projects like the Mary River iron ore mine in Baffin Island [4]. 

It promotes sustainable investments through rigorous reviews, exemplified by the 2021 

assessment of the Nunavut Hydro project. Strengths include strong Indigenous engagement, 

reducing conflicts and ensuring cultural preservation. Weaknesses lie in lengthy timelines (often 2-

5 years) and appeals, as seen in the 2019 rejection of the Trans Mountain Pipeline expansion due to 

inadequate Indigenous consultations [26].Critics argue it can discourage foreign investment, while 

proponents highlight its role in preventing disasters. For investors, early stakeholder involvement 

is essential to avoid litigation, aligning with the article's emphasis on transparency and public 

participation [7]. 

3. Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA, 1993) and Related Indigenous Rights Frameworks 

This agreement, part of the broader Inuit land claims process, grants Nunavut Inuit ownership 

of 350,000 km² of land and subsurface rights, with co-management of resources. It includes 

provisions for benefit-sharing from developments like mining and energy projects, requiring 

environmental and social impact assessments. Similar frameworks exist in Yukon (Umbrella Final 

Agreement, 1993) and the Northwest Territories (various treaties) [5]. 

It facilitates investments by providing clear land tenure, as in the Baffinland Iron Mines project, 

where Inuit partnerships ensured community benefits. Strengths include fostering reconciliation 

and equitable development, with royalties funding local economies. However, weaknesses include 

overlapping jurisdictions causing delays and disputes, such as those in the 2020s over diamond 

mines in the Northwest Territories. Indigenous groups have successfully challenged projects for 

insufficient benefits, leading to project modifications. Investors must form partnerships with Inuit 

organizations to secure approvals, underscoring the article's theme of integrating social equity into 

investment strategies. 

4. Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act (AWPPA, 1970, with Amendments) 

This law regulates pollution in Arctic waters within 100 nautical miles of Canada's coast, 

requiring permits for discharges from ships, drilling rigs, and mining operations. It sets strict 

standards for oil spills, toxic substances, and shipping, with enforcement by the Canadian Coast 

Guard. Amendments in 2017 expanded protections for vulnerable ecosystems like the Lancaster 

Sound [20]. 

It supports environmentally responsible investments, as in the mandatory oil spill contingency 

plans for Arctic projects. Strengths include proactive pollution control and alignment with 
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international norms, reducing ecological risks. Weaknesses include enforcement challenges in 

remote areas and conflicts with shipping interests, exemplified by debates over the Northwest 

Passage. Climate change has heightened vulnerabilities, prompting stricter rules. For investors, 

compliance involves advanced monitoring technologies, but it can increase costs, highlighting the 

need for sustainable practices to mitigate legal and reputational risks [21]. 

Canadian legislation on Arctic investments prioritizes Indigenous rights and environmental 

protection, enabling sectors like mining and energy to drive economic growth (e.g., Nunavut's GDP 

boosted by resource exports). However, challenges include regulatory complexity, reconciliation 

with Indigenous groups, and climate impacts accelerating permafrost degradation. Compared to 

Russia's state-led model or the U.S.'s litigation-heavy system, Canada's collaborative approach 

fosters inclusivity but can lead to slower approvals. Investors should prioritize Indigenous 

partnerships, invest in clean technologies, and anticipate evolving laws under initiatives like the 

2022 Arctic and Northern Policy Framework. Other Arctic States 

Norway's Petroleum Act (1996) and Denmark's Greenland policies focus on sustainable 

mining, with Greenland Home Rule allowing for foreign investments in rare earth minerals 

(Government of Norway, 1996). Finland, Sweden, and Iceland prioritize tourism and research, with 

regulations under EU frameworks where applicable [12]. 

 

IV. Challenges and Emerging Issues 
 

Despite regulatory frameworks, several challenges impede effective investment regulation: 

Environmental Risks: Investments in oil and gas threaten fragile ecosystems. The 2020 Norilsk 

oil spill in Russia highlighted enforcement gaps, prompting calls for stricter liability under UNCLOS 

[3]. 

Indigenous Rights: The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

(UNDRIP, 2007) requires free, prior, and informed consent for projects affecting indigenous lands. 

Disputes in Canada's Nunavut illustrate tensions between economic gains and cultural preservation 

[27]. 

Geopolitical Tensions: Sanctions against Russia (e.g., post-2022 Ukraine invasion) restrict 

Western investments, while China's Belt and Road Initiative introduces new players, complicating 

sovereignty [8]. 

Climate Change Adaptation: Rising sea levels and permafrost thaw necessitate adaptive 

regulations, such as mandatory carbon offset programs. 

Arctic Sunrise Case (Netherlands v. Russia, 2013–2016) 

In September 2013, Russian authorities seized the Greenpeace ship Arctic Sunrise and arrested 

its crew after they protested against Shell's oil drilling operations in the Pechora Sea, part of Russia's 

Arctic zone. The activists boarded an oil platform to highlight environmental risks. 

This case involved the application of UNCLOS Article 87 (freedom of navigation) and the 

International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS). Russia claimed the protest violated 

its sovereignty, while the Netherlands (as the ship's flag state) argued it was a peaceful 

environmental action. 

The International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) ordered Russia to release the ship 

and crew in 2013. A subsequent arbitration under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 

Sea (Annex VII) ruled in 2016 that Russia had violated the freedom of navigation. This case 

underscores the tension between state sovereignty and international environmental activism, 

influencing regulations for protest activities near Arctic oil rigs and emphasizing the need for 

investor compliance with maritime laws to avoid legal disputes [30]. 

Beaufort Sea Maritime Boundary Dispute (Canada v. United States, Ongoing) 
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This dispute concerns the delimitation of the maritime boundary in the Beaufort Sea, a 

resource-rich area with potential for oil and gas investments. Canada and the U.S. have overlapping 

claims to the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles. 

Governed by UNCLOS Articles 74 and 76, which require equitable delimitation of EEZs and 

continental shelves. The case involves submissions to the CLCS and principles of international 

equity, with environmental assessments under the Arctic Council's guidelines. 

Ongoing negotiations and a 1988 agreement on hydrocarbon exploration in the disputed zone 

have allowed joint management. A potential adjudication could clarify boundaries, impacting 

investments like those in Alaska's North Slope. It highlights the role of bilateral cooperation in 

resolving sovereignty issues to de-risk investments [29]. 

Hans Island Sovereignty Dispute (Canada v. Denmark, Resolved 2022) 

Hans Island, located in the Kennedy Channel between Greenland (Denmark) and Ellesmere 

Island (Canada), has been a flashpoint for territorial claims since the 1970s, with symbolic 

"occupations" by both sides. The dispute affects shipping routes and potential resource investments. 

Based on international law principles of uti possidetis (respect for historical boundaries) and 

UNCLOS for maritime zones. Indigenous perspectives from Inuit communities were considered in 

negotiations [19]. 

In June 2022, Canada and Denmark agreed to divide Hans Island along the meridian, granting 

equal access. This resolution facilitates Arctic investments, such as in tourism and mining, by 

reducing geopolitical uncertainties and promoting transboundary cooperation. 

ExxonMobil v. Environmental Groups (U.S. Courts, 2015–Ongoing) 

In 2015, U.S. federal courts blocked Shell's Arctic drilling plans in the Chukchi Sea off Alaska 

due to environmental concerns raised by groups like the Center for Biological Diversity. The case 

challenged the adequacy of environmental impact statements under the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA). 

NEPA requires comprehensive assessments for federal permits, aligning with UNCLOS's 

environmental provisions. Indigenous rights under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 

(ANCA, 1971) were invoked regarding impacts on subsistence hunting. 

Courts ruled that the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) failed to adequately assess 

risks like oil spills. Shell abandoned its Arctic drilling program in 2015. This precedent strengthens 

environmental scrutiny for investments, requiring investors to incorporate climate change and 

indigenous consultations, influencing global standards for Arctic resource projects. 

Norilsk Nickel Oil Spill Litigation (Russia, 2020–Ongoing) 

In May 2020, a fuel tank at Norilsk Nickel’s power plant ruptured, releasing over 21,000 tons 

of diesel into the Arctic tundra and rivers, devastating ecosystems and affecting indigenous 

communities. 

Russian environmental law (Federal Law on Environmental Protection, 2002) and UNCLOS 

were invoked for liability. The case involved corporate negligence and inadequate spill response, 

with parallels to international treaties like the London Convention on marine pollution. 

Norilsk Nickel faced fines exceeding $2 billion, and executives were prosecuted. The incident 

led to stricter Russian regulations on Arctic infrastructure. It serves as a cautionary example for 

investors, emphasizing the need for robust liability frameworks and emergency preparedness to 

mitigate reputational and financial risks. 

Indigenous Land Claims: Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. v. Canada (Canadian Courts, 2010s) 

This series of cases stems from the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA, 1993), where 

Inuit organizations challenged federal decisions on resource development, such as mining projects, 

for failing to provide adequate compensation and consultation [10]. 

Rooted in Canadian constitutional law (Section 35, recognizing indigenous rights) and 
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UNDRIP. Cases address "duty to consult" and benefit-sharing in investments affecting traditional 

lands [9]. 

Courts have upheld Inuit rights, mandating renegotiations for projects like the Mary River iron 

ore mine. These rulings promote equitable investments, requiring investors to engage indigenous 

stakeholders early, reducing litigation risks and fostering sustainable development [11]. 

 

V. Conclusion 

 
The legal regulation of investments in the Arctic navigates a complex terrain of international 

cooperation, national sovereignty, and sustainability imperatives. While frameworks like UNCLOS 

and national laws provide structure, gaps in enforcement and harmonization persist. Future 

developments should prioritize integrated approaches, incorporating indigenous perspectives and 

technological innovations for climate-resilient investments [22]. 

Strengthening the Arctic Council's role and enhancing multilateral agreements could foster 

equitable growth. Policymakers must balance short-term economic benefits with long-term 

ecological and social stability to ensure the Arctic's sustainable future. 
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