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About Research
License Review

Health

Social/ Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit

Physical/ 
Natural

Qaujigiartiit Health
Research Centre

Government of Nunavut -
Department of Health

Hamlet office
Regional Inuit Association
Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated
Ittaq heritage and research
centre
Kitikmeot Heritage Society
Aqqiumavvik Society

Hunters and
Trappers
Association/
Organization

Government of Nunavut -
Department of Education

Government of Nunavut -
Department of Environment

A variety of licenses and permits are required to conduct research in the Canadian Arctic (NRI 2021;
Polidoro et al 2022).  Research licenses are administered primarily by Territorial and Federal
government agencies, but other regulatory approvals for research are issued by Indigenous

organizations and Co-Management Institutions. These various agencies all employ methods to engage
and consult with northern communities and other stakeholders during the process of reviewing and

approving requests for research licenses (Polidoro et al 2024).
 

Research consultation ensures that communities are made aware of planned research and have an
opportunity to raise questions, share concerns, and recommend to licensing authorities whether projects
be approved or not. Licensing authorities gain important information through consultation to ensure that

research does not harm the physical or social environment of research-impacted communities
(Government of Nunavut 2011). However, concern has been raised that northern research licensing
processes, including consultation measures, need to be changed to better support Indigenous self

determination in research (Council of Canadian Academies (CCA) 2023; Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami (ITK)
2018; ITK & NRI 2007).

 
The consultation process administered by the NRI for research licensing under the Scientists Act involves

local authorities, Designated Inuit organizations, co-management bodies, government agencies, and
other groups (Figure 1). This project sought to learn more about how NRI’s consultation process is

experienced by Nunavut’s community research stakeholders, and how consultation can be improved to
make the process more effective and accountable for Nunavummiut.

Figure 1: The stakeholders
and rights holders in the
research license review

process. 1



About the project

This project was co-developed with both
northern and southern research partners who
have worked together for over 15 years on various
projects across Nunavut, including the
Qaujigiartiit Health Research Centre (QHRC),
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI), Nunavut
Research Institute (NRI), Carleton University, and
McMaster University. 
The Nunavut Research Institute is a division of
Nunavut Arctic College and is also responsible
for licensing health, social, and physical/natural
sciences research in or about Nunavut in
accordance with Nunavut’s Scientists Act. The
NRI developed Isirvik, an online portal designed
to manage and share information on licensed
research projects. Through an investigation of
research trends (Fig. 2), we found that over the
period from 2004-2019, the NRI made 5299

Project partners (from left to right): Jade Owen (NRI),
Jamal Shirley (NRI), Mosha Cote (NRI), Alexis Beltrano

(McMaster University), Peter Pulsifer (Carleton University).

Figure 2: Research trends in Nunavut
report.

requests to Nunavut Hamlets and 2642 
requests to Hunters and Trappers 
Organizations (HTOs) to review and 
provide comments on research 
license applications. Local research intensity 
and the potential review burden experienced 
by Nunavut communities engaged in the 
NRI’s licensing process needs to be 
better understood. The first step is to learn 
about experiences with the review process to
gain an initial understanding of research
 license review and feedback on the current
research licensing process administered by the
NRI. 
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Our approach was guided by
the Piliriqatigiinniq
Partnership Model

 for research (QHRC, n.d),
with all project partners

contributing at all stages of
this study.

To better understand the RLR process in Nunavut, we 
developed a survey with four objectives in mind, to:

Identify the number of NRI research license review requests received annually by

community organizations across Nunavut; 

1.

Investigate reviewer roles and responsibilities for different organizations that

receive research license applications; 

2.

Gather reviewer-identified recommendations on ways to improve interactions

with the NRI in the licensing review process; and, 

3.

Explore perspectives on the opportunities/challenges with the research licensing

review process. 

4.

Survey Objectives

Use Qualtrics software

Open and closed-ended questions

Likert-scale (strongly disagree to strongly

agree) and multiple-choice questions

19 questions total

Skip and display logic 

Section questions together (group

details, RLR processes and protocols,

communications with NRI, opportunities

and challenges)

Survey Design

3



Survey Timeline

4

1

2

3

4

5

Initial recruitment email sent November
15 from Research Manager at NRI.
Email included link to complete the
survey, project overview (English and
Inuktut), letter of information (English
and Inuktut), and phone number to
request telephone survey.

NOVEMBER 2022

Beltrano followed up with each
review organization who had not
responded.
Included the fillable PDF version of
the survey (in both English and
Inuktut).

DECEMBER 2022

Survey Launch

Follow-up emails

First round of phone calls
Beltrano followed up with review
organizations via telephone.
Asked reviewers if the recruitment email
was received.
Beltrano also sent the original email
once again, with recruitment material
and fillable PDF survey for review.

January 2023
First round of phone calls

February - April 2023
Second, third round of phone calls

Beltrano made two more rounds of
phone calls.
Messages were left (if voicemail
was available), along with an
email.

May - June 2023
Final stages of recruitment

Final phone calls and follow up
emails to reviewing organizations
Data collection ended June 30th,
2023.



There were 60 research
review organizations who

were contacted to complete
this survey. We received a

28% response rate (20
completed surveys from 17
different organizations).
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Out of the 20 survey responses we received, the majority (60%, n=12) stated that one
person completed the survey on behalf of the organization. The remaining 40% (n=8)

respondents stated that others from their organization may respond as well. This was only
the case for two organizations in which multiple responses were recorded. 

Who completed the
survey?
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s

Research Review Organization Name
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1-10

I do not know

21 - 40

41 - 60

11-20

More than 60

I prefer not to answer

0 1 2 3 4 5

Some (1-39%)

Most (61-99%)

About half (40-60%)

I do not know

None

I prefer not to answer

Respondents state that
time constraints,

competing interests,
and topical focus will
affect the percentage
of licenses reviewed.

Percentage of licenses reviewed
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Number of responses

Respondents review
anywhere from one to

60 applications per
year.

(Based on all 20 survey respondents)

(Based on 9 respondents who do not review all applications received by NRI)
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Factors affecting license review

“Research
Topic”Co

mpeting interests
“Balancing the
time needed to

review with
other priorities”

“Availability
of reviewers”

Ad
m

inistrative workload

“Workload of
the group 

and volume of 
licenses at

once.” 

“Catching the 
email”

“Workload”

Tim
e of year

“We always get slammed in
the spring when researchers
want to come for the warm
summer months. We never

get slammed in November.”

(Based on 9* respondents who do not review all applications received by NRI)

*two respondents preferred not to answer
this question
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Other (please explain)

I prefer not to answer
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More than 2 hours

1 - 2 hours

30 - 59 minutes

1 - 29 minutes

I do not know

I prefer not to answer

License Review Process

License Review Time
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Number of responses

Through a regularly scheduled
meeting to discuss various matters
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to review and discuss applications
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Number of responses

It depends on the application 
(please explain)

(Based on all 20 respondents, totals to not equal 100%
because more than one option could be selected)

Based on all 20 respondents

What affects license review
time?

Community consultation
Legal representation
Proximity to community
Environmental concerns

Respondents who selected
“other” review by email

and present to their
board/committee, and

facilitate group review for
health sciences

applications only. 
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0 2 4 6 8 10

It is different each time (please explain)

All members of the group

1 person representing the group

I prefer not to answer

When one person represents the
group, this is typically the manager

of the HTO, or the Senior/ Chief
administrative officer at the

hamlet.

Who reviews research license
applications?

Number of responses

R
ev

ie
w

in
g 

p
ro
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ss

(Based on all 20 respondents)

Why is it different each time?
(Based on the 9 respondents who selected this option)

9*these are emerging themes based on the 9 responses 

The research topic may not align with all areas of expertise,
limiting the people involved.

The capacity of the group may vary at the time of
receiving the application.

The application may be reviewed by secondary reviewers in the
case of a conflict of interest.



Written protocol

Guidelines

Community-based
approach

67% of respondents who use
criteria also coordinate with other
community organizations in their

review process.

55%
Do not use  

review criteria

45%
Use review

criteria

Checklists

Vote

What kinds of 
criteria are
being used?

Review 
Criteria

“We have a written protocol.
Range in questions. Focus is on
benefits to the community that
would come from the project

(economic, training etc).”
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No Yes I do not know I prefer not to answer
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Those who responded “other”
did not elaborate on
compensation type.

Part of my job
50%

Other
50%

Compensation received for reviewing
applications

How is compensation received?

Number of responses
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(Based on 17 respondents)

(Based on the 6 respondents who receive compensation)
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(Based on all 20 survey respondents)
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Gathering and disseminating
feedback

(Based on all 20 survey respondents)
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Gathering and disseminating
feedback

(Based on all 20 survey respondents)

Usually enough time to
review

(50%, 10 respondents)

Sometimes enough time to
review

(15%, 3 respondents)

Other (15%, 3
respondents)

I prefer not to answer 
(10%, 2 respondents)

Always enough time to review 
(10%, 2 respondents)
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Most respondents
do not share

concerns with the
NRI on a regular

basis.
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Always
(10%, 2 respondents)

Usually
(35%, 7 respondents)

I do not know
(5%, 1 respondent)

Never
(5%, 1 respondent)

How often do reviewers send
feedback to NRI?

Sometimes
(45%, 9 respondents)



What are some concerns?

“Western science
conflicts with Inuit

Qaujimajatuqangit.”

“Insufficient
engagement with
community by a
research group.”

14

“Duplication of
community-led

research or projects.”

“Researchers have
not done enough

community
consultation.”
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Always

Usually

Sometimes

Never
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Most reviewers do not
request terms and

conditions for
applications.

What are some of those terms and
conditions?

Requesting terms and
conditions

Number of responses

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y 
of

 r
eq

ue
st

ed
 te

rm
s 

a
nd

co
nd

it
io

ns

15

Ensuring the research demonstrates local input that
benefits the community

Requiring written letters or other demonstrations of
support from community

The inclusion of more detailed plans



Does NRI address terms and
conditions?

Organizations engaged in NRI’s license review process are invited to provide
requests for license terms and conditions. These recommendations inform the terms
and conditions NRI includes in issued licenses. Therefore, it is important to confirm

if reviewers feel their terms and conditions are addressed.

Yes
(33.3%, 3 respondents)

Sometimes
(33.3%, 3 respondents)

No
(11.1%, 1 respondent)

Unsure
(22.2%, 2 respondents)

*based on 9 responses 
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Do reviewers feel
that their terms
and conditions

are addressed by
the NRI?*



Reports received
from NRI

Another concern regarding research practice in Nunavut is the reporting of results
back to communities (Polidoro et al 2024). Annual reports are expected to be

completed by the researcher at the end of each research year (NRI 2021). 
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Most respondents do not
know how often reports
are received from NRI.

Therefore, it is critical for
researchers to provide
reports to both the NRI

and organizations directly.
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Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

Neutral
Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

I do not know
Not

Applicable

Level of agreement with
research licensing practices

Number of responses

The NRI reviewer
 recommendation

 form is helpful

The NRI provides
enough information
 about each project

 for us to evaluate

The NRI responds to
our questions or

comments in a timely
manner

Research summaries
use plain language

that is not too
technical

We require help from
people with specific

technical expertise to
evaluate some research

license applications

Inuktut translations are
accurate enough for us

to evaluate
applications

(Based on all 20 survey respondents)
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Key Messages

19

Research license review requests range from 1-60
applications per year. The amount of applications that get
reviewed depend on time of year, local capacity, and subject
area. Some applications take longer to review if community
consultation is required.

1

Reviewer roles and responsibilities vary by organization.
Most organizations complete the review by email, or as part of
a group meeting. Additionally, reviews are mostly completed by
one individual representing the group.

Recommendations to improve interactions with 
the NRI include increasing community-based reporting and
follow-up between researchers, NRI, and community members.

Opportunities and challenges associated with research
license review include the need for compensation, increased
community consultation, plain language in applications, and
clearly communicating the benefits of the project to the
community.

4

3

2
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Manager, Research Design and Policy Development  
Nunavut Research Institute Iqaluit, Nunavut 

jade.owen@arcticcollege.ca 
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PhD Candidate, School of Earth, Environment, and,
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Hamilton, Ontario
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(905) 741-2963

Alexis Beltrano

Jade Owen

Project Contacts

Project Leads
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Gita Ljubicic, McMaster University
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