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Dear M r .  I rwin ,  M s .  Cournoyea, and M r .  Kusugak, 

O n  b e h a l f  o f  the Nunavut Implementation Commission (NIC)  , I am 
w r i t i n g  t o  you f u r t h e r  t o  m y  l e t t e r  o f  May 24 ,  1995. You w i l l  
r e c a l l  t h a t  the Commission le t ter  o f  t h a t  da te  was written in  
a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  the p u b l i c  r e l e a s e  o f  the N I C  r e p o r t  entit led 
"Footpr in ts  i n  New Snown. In i t s  le t ter ,  the Commission undertook 
t o  supply  you wi th  a supplementary repor t  o f f e r i n g  

... f u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s  and adv ice  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  the 
comparative advantages o f  Cambridge Bay, Iqa l  u i  t and Rankin 
Inlet a s  c a p i t a l  o f  Nunavut based on a d e t a i l e d  examination o f  
o b j e c t i v e  f a c t o r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  set up and operat ional  c o s t s ,  
and c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i t h  overa l l  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o f  government 
operat ions .  The Commission w i l l  submit this r e p o r t  t o  t h e  
three p a r t i e s  by June 30, 1995. " 

'- 
The supplementary r e p o r t  accompanying this 1 e t  ter o f  transmi t t a l  , 
entit led "Choosing a C a p i t a l M ,  i s  i n  f u l f i l m e n t  o f  the Commission's 
undertaking t o  you i n  this r e s p e c t .  

While you and your o f f i c i a l s  w i l l ,  n o  doubt,  w i s h  t o  review 
the c o n t e n t s  o f  the r e p o r t  i n  depth,  the Commission would l i k e  t o  
emphasize two t h i n g s  about the r e p o r t  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  
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The first thing t o  be emphasized is tha t  the Commission went 
about developing the repor t  with a view t o  ident i fying and 
evaluating re levant ,  objective, and quant i f iable  comparisons among 
the three  design models f o r  the organization of the Nunavut 
Government s e t  out  i n  nFootprints i n  New Snown. 

The second thing t o  be emphasized is the overal l  r e s u l t s  of 
the analys is  provided by the report ;  these a r e  set out i n  the 
concluding words of the report :  

'Overall Results 

It is possible t o  tabulate the conclusions discussed 
above i n  the following way: 

Factor Best Model 

Decentralization Iqal  u i  t Model 

Demographic and Related 
Social Impacts 

Iqal  u i  t Model 

Costs Iqal  u i  t Model * 

Inf ras t ruc ture  
Considerations 

Equal r e s u l t s  

Geographic Posi tion Equal r e s u l t s  

Regional Support Equal results** 

Climate Equal r e s u l t s  

* One t i m e  costs  associated with Iqalui  t a r e  somewhat 
lower than f o r  Cambridge Bay and Rankin In1 e t  . Operating 
costs  f o r  Cambridge Bay are  somewhat higher than fo r  
the other two cormnuni t i e s .  

** An equal level  of regional support f o r  each of the 
three potent ia l  capi ta l  locations is, due t o  the 
l a rge r  population of the Baffin region, l i k e l y  to  
t r ans la t e  i n t o  a higher 1 eve1 of popular resul  t f o r  
I q a l u i t  on a mavut -wide  basis.  

Considering a l l  the factors,  i t  is apparent tha t  the 
three design models, w i  th t h e i r  a1 terna t e  capi t a l  locations, 
a re  equal i n  more respects than not. It is a lso  apparent 
that ,  insofar  a s  differences do emerge, the fac tors  of 
decentralization, demographic and re la ted  social  impacts, and 
costs,  give Iqalui  t the best  overall  r e su l t s .  



O n  the basis of these overall results ,  the Commission has 
concluded t h a t ,  while the Iqaluit Model emerges as best i n  several 
important respects, many factors place Cambridge, Iqal u i  t and 
Rankin Inlet on an equivalent footing. Accordingly, the choice o f  
capital should be properly understood as fundamentally a matter of  
pol i tical choi ce, not technical meri t . The Nunavut A c t  
acknowledges t h i s  reali ty ,  and reserves the choice o f  capital to  
the federal Cabinet. 

Commissioners would welcome meeting w i t h  you, a t  your earliest 
convenience, t o  discuss the report and other issues relevant to  the 
creation o f  the Nunavut Government. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 
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PART I: INTRODUCTION 

Under section 58 of the Nunavut Act, the mandate of the 
Commission is to advise on 

"58. . . (dl the process for determining the location of the seat 
of government of Nunavut . . . . "  

In pursuit of that mandate, the Nunavut Implementation Commission 
(the NIC) made a number of recommendations with respect to 
selection of a capital in its comprehensive report, wFootprints in 
New Snoww (Recommendations #9-1 to #9-6). These recommendations 
can be summarized as follows: 

* each of the regions in Nunavut should be equipped with 
facilities allowing the Nunavut Legislative Assembly to sit in 
each region on a regular basis; 

* selection of the capital for Nunavut should be made in the 
context of overall efforts to create a highly decentralized 
Nunavut government; 

* selection of the capital should be based on a number of 
objective factors; 

* selection of the capital should be confined to Cambridge Bay, 
Iqaluit or Rankin Inlet; 

* the federal Cabinet, exercising its statutory discretion under 
the Nunavut Act, should select the capital at its first 
opportunity of reviewing Nunavut issues; and, 

* no plebiscite should be held in Nunavut to guide the selection 
of capital. 

In response to its report, "Footprints in New Snowm, the NIC 
received some early indications from the Government of Canada, the 
Government of the Northwest Territories (the GNWT), and Nunavut 
Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI that they would welcome further advice 
from the NIC on the matter of Nunavut's capital. These early 
indications were followed up by a letter on May 4, 1995, from Mr. 
Ken Wyman, Associate Director, Northern Affairs Program, Department 
of ~ndian Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND) , to Mr. Simon 
Awa, Executive Director of NIC. Mr. Wyman's letter, written on 
behalf of the Government of Canada, the GNWT and NTI ("the 
partiesN), made the following point: 



" In narrowing options for the selection of the capital of 
Nunavut, the Commission recommends criteria to be used in the 
selection process. The parties feel it is important for the 
Commission to provide additional clarification on the criteria 
and some relevant weighting to aid in the process of 
analysis." 

The NIC responded to this letter in correspondence to the 
three parties dated May 24, 1995. In its letter of that date, the 
NIC undertook to complete two supplementary reports in support of 
the comprehensive report, nFootprints in New Snown. In relation to 
the matter of Nunavut's capital, the NIC committed itself to 
prepare a supplementary report that would offer 

" . . .  further analysis and advice with respect to the 
comparative advantages of Cambridge Bay, Iqaluit and Rankin 
Inlet as capital of Nunavut based on a detailed examination 
of objective factors, particularly, set up and operational 
costs, and compatibility with overall decentralization of 
government operations. The Commission will submit this 
report to the three parties by June 30, 1995." 

This supplementary report is in fulfilment of the Cornmissionls 
undertaking as set out in its letter of May 24, 1995. The 
correspondence of May 4 and May 24, 1995, is attached as 
Appendix 1. 



PART 11: FACTORS 

Section 1. Identification of Factors 

In Recommendation #9-3 of its comprehensive report, 
nFootprints in New Snown, the NIC advised as follows: 

"9.3 The NIC recommends that the selection of capital for 
Nunavut be based on the following factors: 

1. existing infrastructure, services and amenities; 

2. potential for additional infrastructure, services and 
amenities; 

3. existing and potential transportation links within Nunavut 
and outside Nunavut; 

cost of living the community; 

5. position/accessibility within the overall circumpolar 
region; 

6. attitude of the population of the community, taking into 
account its social, cultural and economic priorities; 

7. the extent of regional support; and 

8. climate." 

Application of these factors, particularly the first four, 
resulted in Recommendation #9-4 of nFootprints in New Snown, 
namely, the recommendation that the selection of the capital be 
confined to Cambridge Bay, Iqaluit or Rankin Inlet. 

Application of the factors listed in Recommendation #9-4 of 
the nFootprints in New Snown report has been key to reducing the 
number of suitable candidate communities to a workable number and 
has allowed the NIC to concentrate on three distinct models of 
organizational design for the Nunavut Government: one based on 
Cambridge Bay as capital; one based on Iqaluit as capital; and, 
one based on Rankin Inlet as capital. Application of the factors 
has been less helpful in allowing the NIC to 'develop meaningful, 
quantifiable comparisons as to the relative advantages and 
disadvantages associated with the Cambridge Bay, Iqaluit and Rankin 
Inlet Models. 

Development of meaningful, quantifiable comparisons as to the 
relative advantages and disadvantages of the three models has 
required the NIC to look at two considerations which, while not 



explicitly set out in Recommendation #9-4 of "Footprints in New 
Snow", run right through that report. As indicated in the NIC1 s 
letter to the Government of Canada, the GNWT and NTI dated May 24, 
1995, these considerations are 

* compatibility with overall decentralization of government 
operations, and 

* set up and operational costs of the Nunavut Government. 

Accordingly, in developing this supplementary report, the NIC 
has devoted a great deal of attention to these two considerations, 
as well as attempted to offer some comments on factors previously 
identified in Recommendation #9-4 of the "Footprints in New Snow" 
report. 



Section 2. Decentralization 

Subsection (i) . Introduction 

There are a number of compelling reasons to adopt a 
decentralized approach to the design of the Nunavut Government. 
They include the following: 

* to make government as close to the public as possible; 

* to distribute public sector employment opportunities and other 
economic benefits as widely as possible; 

* to recognize regional and community identities and allegiances 
within Nunavut; 

* to acknowledge variations in the severity of unemployment and 
other economic problems among communities in Nunavut; 

* to minimize adverse social impacts that might accompany 
excessive growth in any particular community; and, 

* to encourage a healthy and visible private sector dimension to 
regional and community economies. 

These reasons favour a highdegree of decentralization. Other 
factors impose practical limits on how far decentralization can be 
taken. Among such limiting factors are the following: 

* the need to maintain organizational coherence (the Nunavut 
Government cannot function coherently if "atomizedw into an 
infinite number of tiny parts) ; 

* the need to realize economies of scale in the setting up and 
operation of the Nunavut Government; 

* the need to acknowledge significant variations in construction 
and living costs; and, 

* the reality that certain major facilities serving a large 
proportion of the Nunavut population are already in place 
(e.g. the Baffin Correctional Centre). 

For both organizational and financial reasons, these limiting 
factors have to be built into any effort to bring about a 
decentralized public administration in Nunavut. 

As identified in "Footprints in New Snown, there are a number 
of techniques that can be employed, individually and in 
combination, to bring about a greater degree of decentralization. 
These include: 



* the location of some headquarters functions of the Government in 
communities throughout the regions; 

* the location of various semi-autonomous boards, agencies, 
commissions and corporations in communities throughout the 
regions ; 

* the location of some territorial and regional facilities, both 
existing and as required in future years, in communities 
throughout the regions; 

* the establishment of both regional offices and auxiliary 
regional offices in each administrative region of 
Nunavut ; 

* the further decentralization of some headquarters positions to 
regional offices and auxiliary regional offices; and, 

* the stipulation that the community that is selected to be the 
capital should not continue to be a regional centre as well; 
regional offices currently located in that community should move 
out to other communities in that region. 

In Chapter 5 of nFootprints in New Snown, the NIC used these 
techniques to flesh out three models for the organization of the 
Nunavut Government based on the possibility of the capital being 
situated in Cambridge Bay, Iqaluit or Rankin Inlet. Each of these 
decentralized models is ~regionalizedw, insofar as each 
contemplates a re-ordering of the current regional operations of 
the territorial government as well as the placement of departmental 
headquarters in the capital of Nunavut. The possibilities for re- 
ordering current regional operations in the future is influenced to 
a considerable extent by the current degree of concentration of 
employment positions in regional centres; in this regard, the 
Baffin Region stands out from the other two regions with respect to 
its heavy concentration of existing employment positions in the 
regional centre of Iqaluit. 



Subsection (ii). Comparisons 

In "Footprints in New Snown, the NIC provided some comparisons 
concerning various features and impacts of the three design models. 
Most of these comparisons were illustrated through a series of bar 
charts set out in Appendix 14 of that report. While these 
comparisons were illustrated in Appendix 14, the NIC did not make 
explicit extrapolations from Appendix 14 about which of the three 
design models would best serve specific decentralization 
objectives. For the purpose of providing as many meaningful, 
quantifiable comparisons as possible concerning the 
decentralization advantages and disadvantages of the three models, 
the NIC has carried out the following: 

* an analysis of the comparisons that flow from the 
information set out in Appendix 14 (paragraphs (a) to (1) 
below) ; and, 

* a presentation of'additional decentralization comparisons 
among the three models which, while not set out in Appendix 
14, provide useful insight into the comparative advantages 
and disadvantages of the three models (paragraph (m) 
below) . 

It should be noted that the comparisons set out in the 
following subsection do not take into account population increases 
in the private sector that would result from the creation of new 
Nunavut Government jobs. Price Waterhouse Management Consultants 
estimated a multiplier of 0.4 to be reasonable in calculating the 
number of additional federal government and private sector jobs 
resulting from new Nunavut Government jobs. There is no reason to 
suppose that factoring in this multiplier would change the 
comparative decentralization advantages and disadvantages of the 
three candidate communities for capital. 

Appendix 14 of "Footprints in New SnowW is appended to this 
supplementary report as Appendix 2. 





increase by 99 and Arviat by 76. 

The effect of this model upon the Kitikmeot Region would be a 
gain of 51 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre, 
Cambridge Bay, it would mean an increase of 15 FTEs. Coppermine 
would gain 36 FTEs. Unlike in the Cambridge Bay and Iqaluit 
Models, Gjoa Haven would not gain any FTEs. 

The effect of this model upon the Baffin Region would be a 
gain of 158 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre, 
Iqaluit, it would mean an increase of 2.5 FTEs. Igloolik would 
gain 61.5 FTEs, Pangnirtung 41, and Pond Inlet 53. Unlike in the 
Cambridge Bay and Iqaluit Models, Cape Dorset would not gain any 
FTEs . 

Discussion 

If Cambridge Bay were chosen as the capital, there would be an 
increase of 404 FTEs in the Kitikmeot Region, 155 FTEs in the 
Baf f in Region, and 41 FTEs in the Keewatin Region. The current 
regional centre of Iqaluit would gain 2.5 FTEs, while the regional 
centre of Rankin Inlet would lose 3 FTEs. 

If Iqaluit were chosen as the capital, there would be an 
increase of 416.5 FTEs in the Baffin Region, 67 FTEs in the 
Kitikmeot Region, and 116.5 in the Keewatin Region. The current 
regional centres of Cambridge Bay and Rankin Inlet would gain 29 
and 33.5 FTEs, respectively. 

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, there would be an 
increase of 391 FTEs in the Keewatin Region, 51 FTEs in the 
Kitikmeot Region, and 158 in the Baffin Region. The current 
regional centres of Cambridge Bay and Iqaluit would gain 2.5 and 15 
FTEs respectively. In this model, neither Gjoa Haven nor Cape 
Dorset would gain any FTEs. 

Specific Comparisons 

Examination of page A-14.4 reveals an obvious difference: the 
bar chart for the Iqaluit Model is much "flatterl1 than for the 
other two models. This would appear to indicate that the Iqaluit 
Model is more effective at avoiding a concentration of new FTEs in 
one community. A number of quantitative comparisons can be made to 
test this assessment. 





















(d) Estimated Population Growth Expressed in Percentage Terms 
(page A- 14.7 

Cambridge Bay 

If Cambridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the Kitikmeot 
Region population would grow by 22%, with 48% growth being 
experienced in the current regional centre of Cambridge Bay. 
Coppermine and Gjoa Haven would experience 20% and 14% population 
increases, respectively. 

The effect of this model upon the Baffin Region would be 3% 
population growth, with the current regional centre of Iqaluit 
experiencing 0.4% growth. Cape Dorset would grow by 2%, Igloolik 
by 15%, Pangnirtung by 8% and Pond Inlet by 8%. 

The effect of this model upon the Keewatin Region would be 
population growth of 2%, with the current regional centre of Rankin 
Inlet experiencing no growth (loss of 3 FTEs). Baker Lake and 
Arviat would grow by 3% and 4%, respectively. 

Iqaluit 

If Iqaluit were chosen as the capital, the Baffin Region 
population would grow by 8%, with 6% growth being experienced by 
the current regional centre of Iqaluit. Cape Dorset would grow by 
15%, Igloolik by 21%, Pangnirtung by 15% and Pond Inlet by 17%. 

The effect of this model upon the Kitikmeot Region would be 4% 
population growth, with the current regional centre of Cambridge 
Bay experiencing 5% growth. Coppermine and Gjoa Haven would grow 
by 7% and I%, respectively. 

The effect of this model upon the Keewatin Region would be 
population growth of 4%, with the current regional centre of Rankin 
Inlet experiencing 4% growth. Baker Lake and Arviat would grow by 
5% and 9%, respectively. 

Rankin Inlet 

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the Keewatin 
Region population would grow by 14%, with 26% growth being 
experienced by the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet. Baker 
Lake and Arviat would grow by 18% and 12%, respectively. 

The effect of this model upon the Kitikmeot Region would be 3% 
population growth, with the current regional centre of Cambridge 
Bay experiencing 3% growth. Coppermine would grow by 7%, 

















With an objective of minimizing the difference between the 
regional centre with the smallest population ratio to Nunavut 
G o v ~ ~ P ~ M ~  qloyees and the regional centre with the largest, 
the Iqaluit Model is best. 









(k) Percentage Estimated Population Growth by Real Unemployment 
Rate (page A-14.11) 

Underlying Assumptions 

Twenty-nine percent of the total adult population of Nunavut 
were unemployed in 1994. The real unemployment rate for each of 
the three regions is: Baffin 26%; Kitikmeot 30%; and, Keewatin 
34%. The real unemployment rate in the three regional centres is 
less than half that of the other communities (17% compared to 35%) . 
~t should also be noted that: 

* 33.4% of the population live in communities with "low real 
unemploymentn (between 3% and 19%) ; 

* 31.3% of the population live in communities with "medium real 
unemployment" (between 20% and 39%); and, 

* 35.3% of the population live in communities with "high real 
unemploymentu (between 40% and 47%). 

Cambridge Bay as Capital 

If Cambridge Bay were chosen as capital, communities with a 
less than 20% real unemployment rate would grow an average of 8%, 
communities with a 20% to 39% real unemployment rate would grow an 
average of 5%, and communities with a real unemployment rate of 40% 
or more would grow an average of 6%. 

Iqaluit as Capital 

If Iqaluit were chosen as capital, communities with a less 
than 20% real unemployment rate would grow an average of 5%, 
communities with a 20% to 39% real unemployment rate would grow an 
average of 10%) and communities with a real unemployment rate of 
40% or more would grow an average of 4%. 

Rankin Inlet as Capital 

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, communities with a 
less than 20% real unemployment rate would grow an average of 7%, 
communities with a 20% to 39% real unemployment rate would grow an 
average of 5%, and communities with a real unemployment rate of 40% 
or more would grow an average of 6%. 

Specific Comparisons 

In the relevant bar chart, the Iqaluit Model shows the largest 
percentage population growth in communities with a medium real 
unemployment rate, while the other two models show the smallest 
percentage population growth in such communities. The following 
quantitative comparisons are possible: 

























* 0.4 additional private sector and federal government jobs are 
assumed to be created for every Nunavut Government position, 
and the demographics for private sector and federal government 
staff will be the same as for new Nunavut Government staff. 

In developing comparisons, it is also reasonable to make a 
couple of additional assumptions: 

* putting aside the impact of the creation of the Nunavut 
Government, the ratio of Inuit to non-Inuit in communities will 
remain constant between 1991 and 1999; and, 

* 50% of new population resulting from a community becoming 
capital will be non-Inuit. 

The comparisons that follow constitute an attempt to identify 
meaningful, quantitative differences among the three design models 
as to their demographic and related social impacts. Four points 
should be noted about these comparisons. 

First of all, the comparisons examine demographic and related 
social impacts on a community basis not on a regional one; this 
reflects the NIC1s assessment that, while all of the design models 
present the possibility of too rapid growth in specific 
communities, none of the design models anticipate explosive 
population growth for an entire region. 

Secondly, the comparisons are all expressed in percentage 
terms; this reflects the NIC1s assessment that the social impacts 
of population growth are a function not so much of how many new 
people come to live in a community, but rather how many new people 
come to live in a community in comparison with the pre-existing 
population. 

Thirdly, Impacts Comparisons #1 and #2  reproduce comparisons 
previously made in the section of this report dealing with 
decentralization (Decentralization Comparisons #12 and #13 from 
that previous section) ; repetition reflects the NIC1s assessment 
that base-line comparisons as to overall population increases in 
specific communities are of central relevance from both the 
perspective of promoting a maximum degree of decentralization and 
the perspective of avoiding the negative social impacts associated 
with excessive population growth. 

Finally, the comparisons provide insight into only those 
social impacts directly attributable to population change; they do 
not offer insight into more specific manifestations of negative 
social impact such as crime, substance abuse, family stress, 
increased pressure on the renewable resource base, etc. Available 
evidence does not make it possible, for the purposes of this 

















4. there will be a job multiplier of 0.4 (that is, 0.4 jobs in 
the federal government, municipal governments, and the 
private sector will be created for each new Nunavut 
Government position) ; 

5. the average number of new Nunavut Government .staff per new 
household will be 1.10; 

6. 25% of new Nunavut Government employees will be hired from 
within the immediate community, 25% from other communities in 
Nunavut, and 50% from outside Nunavut; 

7. calculations of community populations will follow from 1991 
census results, with different annual population growth rates 
for each community (these range from 2.18 a year to 2.79 a 
year) ; 

8. the housing mix for new Nunavut Government staff housing will 
be 5% single family housing, 50% multi-family/row housing, 
and 45% multi-family/apartment (low rise); and, 

9. all staff housing will be leased by the Nunavut Government 
for its employees. 

(d) Analysis and Conclusions 

The following charts summarize the incremental capital and 
leasing costs associated with the establishment of the capital 
and the other governmental structures for the Commission's three 
design models, with their alternate capital locations. All costs 
are expressed in 1996 dollars and are adjusted to present value. 
~t is important to emphasize that the costs shown in these charts 
cover incremental infrastructure needs for Nunavut over a 20 year 
planning period, 1996/97 to 2015/16. 

















community capability to absorb an influx of people. The Report 
did not attempt to forecast social and cultural impacts. 

The overall conclusion of the Report was that none of the 
communities analyzed presented any abnormal obstacles to 
accommodating a Nunavut Government headquarters. 

It should be pointed out that the Report made a number of 
assumptions, concerning such matters as average family size, that 
were different from assumptions used in the NIC report, 
"Footprints i n  New Snowa. This variation in assumptions does not 
detract from the reliability of the Report's overall conclusion 
as to the ability of all relevant communities to expand to 
accommodate influxes of up to 500 new workers; the 500 number is 
far in excess of the maximum of 255 additional workers for any 
single community contemplated in "Footprints in  New Snoww. 

(c)  Population Analysis 

A population analysis is essential in assessing overall 
demand for hard and soft community services and the demand for 
land. The Report determined that, in the calculation of total 
population impacts, the following factors must be included: 

* normal growth; 

* additional population growth created by federal government 
jobs; 

* additional population growth created by private sector 
expansion to serve the new population levels; 

* additional population growth to account for family members of 
federal and territorial public servants and of new private 
sector employees; and, 

* local hire. 

(dl Local H i r e  

Local hire could reduce the need for housing and land and 
reduce the impact on community services. In examining local 
hire, the Report reviewed the Coopers and Lybrand studies of 1991 
and 1992 and a 1985 study by Reid Crowthers and Partners Ltd. 
Estimates of local hire varied from 5-50% due to the type of 
skills needed and available in any community as well as the 
success of training programs. Due to uncertainty surrounding the 
issue, the Report deemed it best to assume a 100% influx. 

























Comnnunications (Rankin Inlet) 

All Nunavut communities are served by the CBC. 
Telecommunications services are provided by NorthwesTel, with 
Cambridge Bay being served out of Yellowknife, and Iqaluit and 
Rankin Inlet being served out of Iqaluit. Iqaluit has state of 
the art equipment and telephone service. The Report stated that 
services such as video-conferencing and distance learning would 
be feasible with appropriate equipment. 

Air Transportation (Rankin Inlet) 

Rankin Inlet has a paved 1829 by 46 metre airstrip and 
facilities adequate for all scenarios. 

Marine  rans sport at ion (Rankin Inlet) 

Rankin Inlet receives three NTCL barge and two ship sea lift 
visits a year. Upgrading of resupply facilities (wharf and 
terminal) began in 1994 and is due to be completed in 1998; this 
upgrading will be adequate to meet all growth scenarios. The 
Report concluded that there are no major obstacles to expansion. 

Roads (Rankin Inlet) 

The Report stated that an all weather road to Rankin Inlet 
(or any of the communities in Nunavut) from the South would not 
be feasible due to excessive costs. 

Facilities (Rankin Inlet) 

The Report found that existing office/administration and 
housing space are adequate to accommodate normal community growth 
with enough capacity to serve less than 25 additional Nunavut 
Government PYs. Municipal buildings would not have to be 
upgraded until the 50 PY threshold is reached. The Report 
concluded that there are no foreseeable obstacles to the 
construction of additional community facilities to meet influx 
levels up to 500 new Nunavut Government employees. 

Community Services (Rankin Inlet) 

The Report found community social, health and recreational 
facilities to be adequate for normal community growth with spare 
capacity adequate to meet influx levels of approximately 25 new 
Nunavut Government PYs. The newly completed training centre 
could accommodate an influx of up to 50 new Nunavut Government 
PYs. The Report concluded that there are no foreseeable 
obstacles to the construction of additional capacity to 
accommodate up to 500 new Nunavut Government employees. 













housing. A 250 PY increase, at 1.8 employees per household, 
would mean an population increase of 153.4% in Cambridge Bay, a 
16.4% increase in Iqaluit, and a 74.4% increase in Rankin Inlet. 

On the basis of the above facts and analysis, Commissioners 
have concluded that, with respect both to existing infrastructure 
and to capability of expansion of infrastructure, all three 
candidate communities for capital are equally well positioned; 
there are no compelling reasons to favour one community over the 
others in this respect. 













Regarding telecommunications, apart from initial 
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there would be 
no appreciable advantage or disadvantage in locating the capital 
in any particular region. 

It is possible to summarize this section of the report in 
the following way: 

* if centrality of location within Nunavut is a key 
consideration, then Rankin Inlet would make the best choice 
for capital ; 

* if proximity to the largest number of Inuit in Canada (as well 
as in Nunavut) is a central consideration, then Iqaluit would 
make the best choice for capital; 

* if weather, as it relates to air transportation, is a central 
issue, then all communities are similarly positioned; 

* the probabilities of road access to the South, or of seasonal 
marine transportation linkages between regional centres, are 
too slim to make such considerations significant; and, 

* regarding telecommunications, apart from the initial 
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there is no 
appreciable advantage or disadvantage in locating the capital 
in any particular region. 

Based on these assessments, the NIC comes to the following 
conclusions: 

1. no single consideration as to geographic position is of such 
primary significance as to warrant favouring one community 
as capital strictly on that basis; and, 

2. no single community emerges as a clear favourite as to 
geographic position when a variety of considerations are 
examined. 

Accordingly, the NIC concludes that considerations of geographic 
position do not equip any candidate community for capital with a 
preferred standing over the other two possibilities. 













Like people all over the world, the people of Nunavut like 
to talk about the weather, in particular, differences in weather 
patterns as experienced from place to place. Such differences 
lead to endless speculation as to whether a community's weather 
is "betteru than that of another community. Speculation is 
fuelled, of course, by a general inability to agree on what might 
constitute "betteru weather - - -  for example, do sharper seasonal 
swings in temperature make a climate more varied and invigorating 
or is a relatively "mildw climate preferable in all cases? How 
much precipitation is too much? How little is not enough? To 
what extent is the predictability of weather as important as its 
qualities? The list of questions can go on and on. Suffice it 
to say that there is a great deal of subjective opinion as to the 
relative attractions and horrors of various types of weather 
patterns and subjective opinion is, by definition, immune to 
objective, quantifiable analysis. 

It is possible to conceive of a number of objective tests 
which could be used to distinguish the comparative climatic 
advantages and disadvantages of the three candidate communities 
for capital. Such tests can be used to investigate two concerns: 

* whether the climate of a community seeking to become capital 
is such that citizens of Nunavut would regularly be impeded 
from getting into, out of, or around the capital; and, 

* whether the climate of a community seeking to become capital 
is such as to impose significant economic burdens in the form 
of higher capital construction or operating costs in 
comparison with other communities also seeking to become 
capital; this could take the form of such things as higher 
heating bills due to colder temperatures, higher electrical 
bills because of darker winters, higher retail prices because 
of unreliability of re-supply from outside the community, lost 
staff time due to weather delays, etc. 

With respect to the first concern, Section 5 of this report 
has indicated that the steady improvements in air navigation and 
transportation in the North have been such that residents of 
Cambridge Bay, Iqaluit and Rankin Inlet can all count on 
uninterrupted airline services; so few scheduled flights are 
cancelled in these communities as to remove inaccessibility due 
to weather as a relevant comparative factor. 

The second concern as to weather - - -  additional costs 
associated with setting up and operating the headquarters 
functions of a capital in one community as opposed to another - - -  
is of continuing relevance. Insofar, however, as different 
candidate communities for capital present variant profiles of 
installation and operating costs, these comparisons are best 
made in the context of overall financial analysis of the three 









Climate 

The NIC concludes that the only meaningful distinctions that 
can be drawn among the three candidate communities for capital 
with respect to climate are distinctions rooted in cost 
considerations and are best dealt with in Section 4 of this 
report. As a result, the NIC concludes that the factor of 
climate does not lend itself to an objective ranking of the three 
communities. 

Overall Results 

It is possible to tabulate the conclusions discussed above 
in the following way: 

Factor Best Model 

Decentralization Iqaluit Model 

Demographic and Related 
Social Impacts 

Iqaluit Model 

Costs Iqaluit Model* 

Infrastructure 
Considerations 

Equal results 

Geographic Position Equal results 

Regional. Support Equal results** 

Climate Equal results 

* One time costs associated with Iqaluit are somewhat lower 
than for Cambridge Bay and Rankin Inlet. Operating costs 
for Cambridge Bay are somewhat higher than for the other two 
communities. 

** An equal level of regional support for each of three 
potential capital locations is, due to the larger 
population of the Baffin region, likely to translate into a 
higher level of popular support for Iqaluit on a Nunavut- 
wide basis. 
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Nunavut Hivumukpalianikhaagut Katimayit 

Nunavut Implementation Commission 
Commission d'etablissement du Nunavut 

May 24, 1995 

"By Fax" 

The Hon. Ron Irwin, 
Minister, 
Department of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development, 
Ottawa, Ontario 

The Hon. Nellie Cournoyea, 
Government Leader, 
Government of the Northwest Territories, 
Yellowknife, NT 

Mr. Jose Kusugak, 
President, 
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, 
Iqaluit, NT 

Dear Mr. Irwin, Ms. Cournoyea, and Mr. Kusugak, 

On March 31, 1995, 1 wrote to you in association with the submission of 
the Commission's comprehensive report, "Footprints in New Snow". Since the date of 
that letter, the Commission has had feedback on that report from the three parties to 
whom it supplies advice, and has been requested to give more detailed advice in 
relation to a number of matters covered by the report. Commissioners have also had 
an opportunity to reflect on how best to direct the on-going efforts of the Commission in 
the wake of "Footprints in New Snow", and to formulate organizational priorities. I am 
writing to you at this time to outline the Commission's intentions with respect to what it 
seeks to accomplish in the coming months. 

The Commission undertakes to supply advice to the parties, 
supplementary to its recent comprehensive report, in the form of two additional reports. 

P.O. Box 1109, lqaluit, NT XOA OHO, Tel: (819)979-4199 Fax: (819)979-6862 
MBuQSAb 1 109, AB2AC, w Y Q P  XOA OH0 b%&n'L: (81 9)979-4199 Aqbd: (81 9)979-6862 
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Estimated Population Growth with the Cambridge Bay Model 
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% Estimated Population Growth, by Region 
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% Estimated Population Growth, by Real Unemployment Rate 
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APPENDIX 3: Charts Depicting the Expansion Capabilities of 
Cambridge, Bay, Iqaluit and Rankin Inlet in Relation 
to Population Influx Levels 

Note: 

On the charts, black areas indicate a community's capability 
to absorb population influxes without expansion, and white areas 
indicate a community's capability to expand to accommodate 
population influxes. 



Chart 1 
Popc~lnt ion 1994: 1210 C A M B R I D G E B AY Nat~ l ra I  Growth per Year: 31.3 

Community Expansion Capabil i ty at Inf lux Levels of.. . Factor 

LAND AVAILABILITY 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

ACCESS 

GON Inf lux Employee 
Inf lux Pop. due t o  GON 
Incremental Pop. at 1999 
Total Populat ion at 1999 

Housing 
Office 
Institutional 
Community Use 
Commercial 
Industrial 

Water 
Sewage 
Solid Waste 
Roads 
Energy 
Communications 

FACILITIES 
Office 1 Admin. 
Municipal Bldgs. 
Commercial 
Housing 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 
Social Services 
Educational 
Health 
Recreational 



Char t  3 

IQALUIT 
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Chart  4 

RANKIN INLET 
Population 1994: 1862 

Natural Growth per Year: 52.2 
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