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Nunavut Hivumukpalianikhaagut Katimayit
Nunavut Implementation Commission
Commission d’etablissement du Nunavut

June 30, 1995

The Hon. Ron Irwn,

M ni ster,

Department of Indian Af f airs and
Nort hern Devel opnent,

Otawa, Ontario

The Hon. Nellie Cournoyea,

Gover nnent Leader,

Governnent of the Northwest Terri tories,
Yellowknife, NWT

M. Jose Kusugak,

Presi dent,

Nunavu t Tunngavi k | ncorporated,
Igalui t, NW

Dear M. Irwin, M. Cournoyea, and M. Kusugak,

On behalf of the Nunavut Inplenentation Conmission (NIC), | am
witing to you further to ny letter of May 24, 1995. You will
recall that the Comm ssion letter of that date was witten in
association with the public release of the NNIC report enti tied
“Footprints in New Snow . Inits letter, the Conm ssion undertook
to supply you with a supplenmentary report offering

w .. further analysis and advice with respect to the
conparati ve advantages of Canbri dge Bay, Igalui t and Rankin
Inlet as capital of Nunavut based ona detail ed exam nation of
objective factors, particularly, set up and operational costs,
and conpatibility with overall decentralization of governnent
operations. The Commi ssion will submi t this report to the
three parties by June 30, 1995.

The suppl ementary report acconpanying this 1 et ter of transmttal,
enti tied “Choosing a Capi tal”, is in fulfillment of the Conm ssion’s
undertaking to you in this respect.

Wil e you and your officials will, no doubt, wi sh to review
the contents of the report in depth, the Commission would like to
enphasi ze two things about the report in particular.

PO. Box 1109, igalut, NT X0A OHO, Tel (819)9794199 Fax: (819)979-6862



The first thing to be enphasized is that the Conm ssion went
about developing the report with a view to identifying and
eval uating rel evant, objective, and quantifiable conparisons anpbng
the three design nodels for the organization of the Nunavut
Government setout in ‘Footprints in New Snow'.

The second thing to be enphasized is the overall results of
the anal ysis provided by the report; these are set out in the
concl uding words of the report:

“Overall Results

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

Fact or Best Model
Decentralization Igaluit Mode
Denographi ¢ and Rel at ed Igaluit Model

Soci al | npacts
Cost s Igqaluit Mdel *
I nfrastructure Equal results
Consi derat i ons
Geographic Position Equal results
Regi onal Support Equal results**
Cimte Equal results

*

One tine costs associated with Igaluit are somewhat
| ower than for Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet. Operating
costs for Canbridge Bay are sonmewhat higher than for
the other two communities.

** An equal |level of regional support for each of the
three potential capital locations is, due to -the
| arger popul ation ofthe Baffin region, likely to
translate into a higher |evel of popular result for
Igaluit On a Nunavut-wide basis.

Considering all the factors, it is apparent that the
three design nodels, with their alternate capital |ocations,
are equal in nore respects than not. It is al so apparent
that, insofar as differences do emerge, the factors of
decentralization, denographic and related social inpacts, and
costs, give Igaluit the best overall results.




On the basis of these overall results, the Commission has
concluded ‘that, while the Igaluit Mddel energes as best in severa
i mportant respects, nmany factors place Canbridge, Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet on an equivalent footing. Accordingly, the choice of
capital should be properly understood as fundanentally a matter of
political choi ce, not techni cal nerit. The Nunavut Act
acknow edges this real i ty, and reserves the choice of capital to

the federal Cabinet.

Commi ssioners would wel cone nmeeting with you, at your earliest
conveni ence, to discuss the report and other issues relevant to the
creation of the Nunavut Government.

| look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

a1

Chai r per son
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PART | : | NTRODUCTI ON

~Under section 58 of the Numavut Act, the nmandate of the
Commi ssion is to advise on

“58. . . (d) the process for determining the location of the seat
of governnment of Nunavut. “

In pursuit of that mandate, the Nunawvut |nplenentation Conm ssion
(the NIC) made a nunber of recommendations with respect to
selection of a capital in its conprehensive report, “Footprints in
New Snow’ (Recommendations #9-1 to #9-6). These recommendati ons
can be summarized as foll ows:

* each of the regions in Nunavut should be equipped with
facilities allow ng the Nunavut Legislative Assenbly to sit in
each region on a regul ar basis;

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

o selection of the capital should be based on a nunber of
obj ective factors;

= selection of the capital should be confined to Canbridge Bay,
Igaluit or Rankin Inlet;

the federal Cabinet, exercising its statutory discretion under
t he Nunavut Act, should select the capital at its first
opportunity of review ng Nunavut isSsues; and,

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

In response to its report, “Footprints in New Snow , the NC
recei ved some early indications fromthe CGovernnment of Canada, the
Governnent of the Northwest Territories (the GNWT) , and Nunavut
Tunngavi k I ncorporated (NTI) that they would wel conme 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 M.
Ken Wman, Associate Director, Northern Affairs Program Department
of Indian Affairs and Northern Devel opnent (DIAND), to M. Sinon
Awa, Executive Director of NIC M. Wnan's letter, witten on
behal f of the GCovernment of Canada, the GNWT and NTI (“the
parties”) , made the follow ng point:



In narrowing options for the selection of the capital of
Nunavut, the Comm ssion recommends criteria to be used in the
sel ection process. The parties feel it is inportant for the
Commi ssion to provide additional clarification on the criteria
and sone relevant weighting to aid in the process of

anal ysi s.

The NIC responded to this letter in correspondence to the
three parties dated May 24, 1995. Inits letter of that date, the
NIC undertook to conplete two supplenmentary reports in support of
the conprehensive report, “Footprints in New Snow . In relation to
the matter of Nunavut‘s capital, the NIC committed itself to

prepare a supplenmentary report that would offer

" .. further analysis and advice wth respect to the
conparati ve advantages of Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin
Inlet as capital of Nunavut based on a detailed exanm nation
of objective factors, particularly, set up and operationa

costs, and conpatibility with overall decentralization of
governnment operations. The Conmission will submi t this
report to the three parties by June 30, 1995.”

This supplementary report is in fulfillment of the Comm ssion’s
undertaking as set out in its letter of My 24, 1995. The
correspondence of May 4 and May 24, 1995, is attached as
Appendi x 1.

Cou




PART 11: FACTCRS

Section 1. Identification of Factors

In  Recommendation #9-3 of its conprehensive report
‘Footprints in New Snow', the NI C advised as follows:

“9.3 The NI C reconmends that the selection of capital for
Nunavut be based on the followi ng factors:

1. existing infrastructure, services and anenities;

2. potential for additional infrastructure, services and
anenities;

3. existing and potential transportation links w thin Nunavut
and outsi de Nunawvut;

4. cost of living in the community;

5. position/accessibility within the overall circumpolar
regi on;

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

7. the extent of regional support; and

8. climte.

Application of these factors, particularly the first foug,
resulted in Recommendation #9-4 of “Footprints in New Snow’
nanely, the recomrendation that the selection of the capital be
confined to Canbridge Bay, Igaluit or Rankin Inlet.

Application of the factors listed in Recomendation #9-4 of
the “Footprints in New Snow report has been key to reducing the
nunber of suitable candidate communities to a workabl e nunber and
has allowed the NIC to concentrate on three distinct npdels of

organi zational design for the Nunavut Governnent: one based on
Canbridge Bay as capital; one based on Igaluit as capital; and,
one based on Rankin Inlet as capital. Application of the factors

has been I ess helpful in allowing the NNC to devel op nmeani ngf ul,
quantifiable conparisons as to the relative advantages and
difadvanga?es associated with the Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin
I nl et Models.

Devel opment of meaningful, quantifiable conparisons as to the
relative advantages and disadvantages of the three nodels has
required the NIC to look at two considerations which, while not

3



explicitly set out in Recommendation #9-4 of “Footprints in New
Snow’, run right through that report. As indicated in the NIC S
letter to the Government of Canada, the GN\W and NTI dated My 24,
1995, these considerations are

* conpatibility with overall decentralization of government
operations, and

* setup and operational costs of the Nunavut Governmnent.

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



Section 2. Decentral i zati on

Subsection (i). Introduction

There are a nunber of conpelling reasons to adopt a
decentral i zed approach to the design of the Nunavut Governmnent.
They include the follow ng:

*

to nake government as close to the public as possible;
* to distribute public sector enploynent opportunities and other
econom ¢ benefits as widely as possible;

to recognize regional and community identities and allegiances
Wi t hi n Nunavut;

to acknow edge variations in the severity of unenployment and
ot her econom c problens anong communities in Nunavut;

to mnimze adverse social inpacts that m ght acconpany
excessive growh in any particular comunity; and,

to encourage a healthy and visible private sector dinension to
regional and comunity econoni es.

These reasons favour a high degree of decentralization. QO her
factors inpose practical limts on how far decentralization can be
taken. Among such limting factors are the follow ng:

the need to maintain organizational coherence (the Nunavut
Governnent cannot function coherently if “atonmized” into an
infinite nunber of tiny parts) ;

the need to realize economes of scale in the setting up and
operation of the Nunavut CGovernnent;

the need to acknow edge significant variations in construction
and living costs; and,

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

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

As identified in “Footprints in New Snow , there are a nunber
of techniques that can Dbe enployed, individually and in
conbi nation, to bring about a greater degree of decentralization.
These include:



»*

the |l ocation of some headquarters functions of the Government in
comuni ties throughout the regions;

* the location of various sem -autononous boards, agencies,
commi ssions and corporations in commnities throughout the
regi ons;

* the location of sonme territorial and regional facilities, both
existing and as required in future years, in comunities
t hroughout the regions;

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

* the further decentralization of sone 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 commnity should nove
out to other comunities in that region.

In Chapter 5 of “Footprints in New Snow , the NIC used these
techniques to flesh out three nodels for the organization of the
Nunavut CGovernnent based on the possibility of the capital being
situated in Canbridge Bay, 1Igaluit or Rankin Inlet. Each of these
decentrali zed nodels is "regionalized" , insofar as each
contenpl ates a re-ordering of the current regional operations of
the territorial governnent as well as the placenent of departnenta
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
enpl oyment 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 enploynment positions in the
regional centre of Igaluit.



Subsection (ii) . Conparisons

In “Footprints in New Snow’, the NC provided sonme conparisons
concerning various features and inpacts of the three design nodels.

Most of these conparisons were illustrated through a series of bar
charts set out in Appendix 14 of that report. Wil e these
conparisons were illustrated in Appendix 14, the NIC did not mnake

explicit extrapolations from Appendi x 14 about which of the three
design nodels would best serve specific decentralization
obj ecti ves. For the purpose of providing as many neani ngful
quantifiable conpari sons as possi bl e concerni ng t he
decentralization advantages and di sadvantages of the three nodels,
the NIC has carried out the follow ng:

* an analysis of the conparisons that flow fromthe

informati on set out in Appendix 14 (paragraphs (a) to (1)
below ; and,

* a presentation of additional decentralization conparisons
among the three nodels which, while not set out in Appendix
14, provide useful insight into the conparative advantages
quwfisadvantages of the three nodels (paragraph (m
elow) .

It should be noted that the conparisons set out in the
follow ng subsection do not take into account popul ation increases
in the private sector that would result fromthe creation of new
Nunavut Covernnent | obs. Price Waterhouse Managenent Consultants
estimated a nmultiplier of 0.4 to be reasonable in calculating the
nunber of additional federal governnment and private sector jobs
resulting from new Nunavut Governnent jobs. There is no reason to
suppose that factoring in this nultiplier would change the
conparati ve decentralization advantages and di sadvantages of the
three candi date communities for capital.

Appendi x 14 of “Footprints in New Snow' is appended to this
suppl ementary report as Appendix 2.



(a) Net Change in Nunber of Territorial CGovernment FTEs
(page A-14.4)

Backgr ound

In 1991, the Baffin Region popul ation was 53% (11, 385) of the
popul ation of Nunavut, the Keewatin 27% (5,834), and the Kitikmeot
20% (4, 325). A proportional regional distribution of FTEs woul d
result in the Baffin Region getting 318, the Keewatin Region 162
and the Kitikmeot Region 120.

Canbridge Bay as Capita

If Canbridge Bay were to be chosen as the capital, there would
be an increase of 404 FTEs in the Kiti kmeot Region, of which 255
woul d be located in Canbridge Bay. FTEs in Coppermine would
increase by 97 and in G oa Haven by 52

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be a
gain of 41 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Rankin Inlet, it would nean a loss of 3 FTEs. Baker Lake would
gain 17 FTEs and Arviat 27.

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be a
gain of 155 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre
Igaluit, it would nmean an increase of 2.5 FTEs. Cape Dorset woul d
gain 8, Igloolik 66.5, Pangnirtung 41, and Pond Inlet 37 FTEs.

Igqaluit as Capital

If Igaluit were to be chosen as the capital, there would be an
increase of 416.5 FTEs in the Baffin Region, of which 99 would b-e
| ocated in Igaluit. FTEs in Cape Dorset would increase by 67,
Igloolik by 93.5, Pangnirtung by 80, and Pond Inlet by 77.

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitikneot Region would be a
gain of 67 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Canbridge Bay, there would be an increase of 29 FTEs. Copperm ne
woul d gain 33 FTEs and G oa Haven 5

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Regi on would be a
gain of 116.5 FTEs. |In the case of the current regional centre,
Rankin Inlet, it would nmean an increase of 33.5 FTEs. Baker Lake
woul d gain 28 FTEs and Arviat 55.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were to be chosen as the capital, there would
be an increase of 391 FTEs in the Keewatin Region, of which 216
woul d be located in Rankin Inlet. FTEs in Baker Lake woul d

8
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(A-14. 4)
i ncrease by 99 and Arviat by 76.

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitikmeot Regi on would be a
gain of 51 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Canbridge Bay, it would nmean an increase of 15 FTEs. Coppermine
woul d gain 36 FTEs. Unlike in the Canbridge Bay and Igaluit
Model s, Gjoa Haven woul d not gain any FTEs.

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be a
gain of 158 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Igaluit, it would nmean an increase of 2.5 FTEs. Igloolik woul d
gain 61.5 FTEs, Pangnirtung 41, and Pond Inlet 53. Unlike in the
gﬁgbridge Bay and Igaluit Model s, Cape Dorset would not gain any

Di scussi on

If Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, there would be an
increase of 404 FTEs in the Kitikmeot Region, 155 FTEs in the
Baffin Region, and 41 FTEs in the Keewatin Region. The current
regi onal centre of Igaluit would gain 2.5 FTEs, while the regional
centre of Rankin Inlet would |ose 3 FTEs.

I f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, there would be an
increase of 416.5 FTEs in the Baffin Region, 67 FTEsS in the
Kitikmeot Region, and 116.5 in the Keewatin Region. The current
regi onal centres of Canbridge 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
regi onal centres of Canbridge Bay and Igaluit would gain 2.5 and 15
FTEs respectively. In this nodel, neither G oa Haven nor Cape

Dorset woul d gain any FTEs.
Speci fic Conparisons

Exami nation of page A-14.4 reveals an obvious difference: the
bar chart for the Igaluit Mbddel is nuch “flatter” than for the
other two nodels. This would appear to indicate that the Igaluit
Model is nore effective at avoiding a concentration of new FTES in
one comunity. A nunber of quantitative conparisons can be nade to
test this assessnent.



(A-14. 4)

Decentral i zation Conparison #1

Largest nunber of new FTEs in a Single community:

Canbri dge Bay Model 252 (CB)
Igaluit Model 99 (Iqg)
Rankin Inlet Model 216 (R)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the nunber of PTEsto be
| ocated in any single community, the Igqaluit Model is best.

Decentral i zati on Conpari son #2

Difference between regional centre gaining the nost FTEs and
regi onal centre gaining the fewest (losing the nost)

Canbri dge Bay Model 258 (CB 255/ Rl -3)
Igqaluit Model 70 (Ig 99/CB 29)
Rankin Inlet Model 213.5 (Rl 216/1q 2.5)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the gap in FTEgains (| osses)
among regi onal centres, the Igaluit Mddel is best.

Decentral i zati on Conparison #3

D fference between region gaining the nost FTEs and region
gai ning the fewest:

Canbri dge Bay Mbddel 363 (Kt 404/ Kw 41)
Igaluit Model 349.5 (Bf 416.5/Kt 67)
Rankin | nl et 340 (Kw 391/Kt 51)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the difference between the
region gaining the nost FTEs and the region gaining the
fewest, the Rankin Inlet Mdel is best.

10



(A-14. 4)

Decentralization Conparison #4

Nunber of FTEs |ocated outside capital and (new) regiona
centres:

Canbri dge Bay Model 248.5 (excl. CB, Coppermine, Ig, RI)

Igaluit Model 345 (excl . CB, Iqg, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin I nlet Model 267.5 (excl. CB, Ig, R, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of maxim zing FTEs outside the capital and
regi onal centres, the Igqaluit Mddel is best.

11



(b) Percentage Increase in the Number of Territorial Governnent
FTEs (page A-14.5)

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

If Canbridge Bay were to be chosen as the capital, there would
be a 67.3% increase of FTEs in the Kitikneot Region. A 116%
i ncrease would be experienced in the current regional centre of
Canbridge Bay. Coppermine would experience a 62% i ncrease and G oa
Haven a 59% i ncrease.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be a
6.8% increase of FTEs. The current regional centre, Rankin Inlet,
woul d have a 0.5% | oss of FTEs. Baker Lake woul d experience an 11%
i ncrease and Arviat an 18% i ncrease.

The effect of this nmodel upon the Baffin region would be a
25.8% increase of FTES. In the case of the current regional centre,
Igaluit, it would mean a 0.4% increase of FTEs. Cape Dorset woul d
experience a 6% increase, Iglooclik a 59% i ncrease, Pangnirtung a
30% increase, and Pond Inlet a 30% i ncrease.

Iqaluit as Capit al

| f Igaluit were to be chosen as the capital, there would be
a 69.4% increase of FTEs in the Baffin Region. A 12% increase
woul d be experienced in the current regional centre of Igaluit.
Cape Dorset would experience a 54% increase, 1Igloolik an 82%
increase, Pangnirtung a 59% increase, and Pond Inlet a 63%
i ncrease.

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitiknmeot Region would be'a
11. 6% i ncrease of FTEs. The current regional centre, Canbridge
Bay, would have a 12% increase of FTEs. Coppermine woul d
experience a 21% increase and G oa Haven a 6% i ncrease.

The effect of this npbdel upon the Keewatin Region would be a
19. 4% increase of FTEs. The current regional centre, Rankin Inlet,
woul d have a 10%increase of FTEs. Baker Lake woul d experience an
19% increase and Arviat a 37% i ncrease.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were to be chosen as the capital, there would
be a 65.5% increase of FTEs in the Keewatin Region. A 65%increase
of FTEs would be experienced in the current regional centre of
Rankin Inlet. Baker Lake would experience a 66% increase and
Arviat a 52% i ncrease.

12




(A-14. 5)

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitikmeot regi on would be a
8.5% i ncrease of FTEs. The current regional centre, Canbridge Bay,
woul d have a 7% i ncrease of FTEs. Coppermine woul d experience a
23% increase. Goa Haven, unlike in the Canbridge Bay and Igaluit
Model s, woul d not experience any percentage increase.

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be a
26. 3% i ncrease of FTEs. The current regional centre, Igaluit,
woul d have a 0.4% increase of FTEs. Igloolik woul d experience an
54% i ncrease, Pangnirtung a 30% increase, and Pond Inlet a 44%
i ncrease of FTEs. Cape Dorset, unlike in the Canbridge Bay and
Igaluit Models, would not experience any percentage increase.

Di scussi on

I f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, there would be a
67.3% increase of FTEs in the Kitiknmeot Region. A 116% i ncrease of
FTEs would be experienced in the current regional centre of
Canbridge Bay. The Baffin Regi on woul d experience a 25.4% i ncrease
in FTEs, with the current regional centre of Igaluit experiencing
a 0.4% i ncrease. The Keewatin Region would experience a 7.8%
increase in FTEs, with the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet
experiencing a 0.5% | oss.

I f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, there would be a 69.4%
increase in FTEs in the Baffin Regi on. A 12% i ncrease woul d be
experienced in the current regional centre of Igaluit. The
Kiti kmeot Regi on woul d experience an increase of 11.6% in FTEs,
with the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay experiencing-a
12% i ncrease. The Keewatin Region would experience a 19.4%
increase in FTEs, with the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet
experiencing a 10% increase.

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, there would be a
65.5% increase in FTEs in the Keewatin Region. A 65% increase in
FTEs woul d be experienced in the current regional centre of Rankin
Inlet. The Baffin Regi on woul d experience a 26.3% increase of
FIlEs , with a 0.4% increase being experienced in the current
regional centre of Igaluit. The Kitiknmeot Region would experience
a 8.5% increase in FTEs, with a 7% increase being experienced in
the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. I n this nodel
nei ther G oa Haven nor Cape Dorset woul d experience any percentage
increase in FTEs.

13



(A-14. 5)

Speci fic Conparisons
. Exam nation of page A-14.5 suggests w der swi ngs in percentage
increases in territorial government FTEs with respect to the

Canbridge Bay Mddel than wth respect to the other two nodels.
Closer analysis reveals the follow ng quantitative conparisons.

Decentral i zation Comparison #5

Largest percentage increase in the nunber of FTEs for any
single comunity:

Canbri dge Bay Model 116% (CB)
Igqaluit Model 82% (Igloolik)
Rankin Inlet Model 66% (Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of minimzing the largest increase in the

nunber of FTEs for any single conmmunity, the Rankin Inlet
Model is best.

Decentral i zati on Conparison #6

Spread in percentage increases in FTEs anong three existing
regi onal centres (Canbridge Bay, Igqaluit, Rankin Inlet) :

Canbri dge Bay Model 116%
Igqaluit Model 2%
Rankin I nlet Model 65%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the spread in percentage
increases in FTEs anobng the three existing regional centres,
the Igaluit Mddel is best.

Decentral i zati on Comparison #7

Average percentage increase in FTEs in the capital and
regi onal centres:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 44% (CB,I1q, RI, Coppernmine)
Igaluit Mbdel 29% (CB, Ig, RI, Igloolik)
Rankin | nlet Model 34% (CB, 1g, R, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the average percentage
increase in the capital and regional centres, the Igaluit
Model is best.
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(c) Estimted Popul ation Gow h (page A-14.6)

Underlyi ng Assunptions

The addition of 600 FTEs in Nunavut would result in an influx
of 1,031 additional people (see pp. A-11.1, A-12.1 and A-13.1).

The percentage of FTEs recruited from the comunity in which
positions are located is assumed to be 25% regardless of the
choice of capital. Twenty five percent of the new FTEs woul d
cone fromother conmunities wthin Nunavut, and the remai ni ng
50% woul d come from outsi de Nunavut (see p. A-17.3)

~ Calculation of the population influx to Nunavut is based on
initial recruitment figures and the following facts and assunptions
(see pp. A-17.3 and A-17.4):

* the average household size (including married and single
persons) for Nunavut CGovernnent headquarters FTEs is based on
the 1991 Census of Canada; household size is assuned to be 4.2
for Nunavut hires and 2.7 for non-Nunavut hires (Canadi an
average) ;

* the 6288 current GNW enpl oyees include 549 known coupl es;

* it is assumed that 0.4 additional private sector and federa
government jobs will be created for every new Nunavut Governnent
posi tion;

* the denographic inmpacts for private sector and federal
government staff would be the sane as for the Nunavut
Government staff; the extent to which people in these positions
have spouses al so enployed with the Nunavut Governnment has not
been taken into account;

* gspouses of the Nunavut Governnent who fill new jobs in the
federal and private sectors are assumed to be included in
| ocal hire percentages; and,

* the inpact of the influx in population (due to new headquarters
and other positions) on the nunber of headquarters FTES is
assuned to be non-consequenti al

Canbri dge Bay as Model

If Canbridge Bay were to be chosen as the capital, the overal
popul ati on woul d grow by 1080 people, of whom 682 would be | ocated
in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. The popul ations
of Coppermine and G oa Haven woul d increase by 259 and 139 peopl e,
respectively.
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The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be to
increase the population by 415 people, of whom 7 would reside in
the current regional centre of Igaluit. Cape Dorset woul d grow by
21 people, 1Igloolik by 178 people, Pangnirtung by 110 people, and
Pond Inlet by 99 people.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be to
increase itspopulation by 117 people; no increase in the
popul ation of the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet is
expected (there would be a |oss of 3 FTEs) . The popul ations of
Baker Lake and Arviat would increase by 45 and 72 people,
respectively.

Iqaluit as Capital

If Igaluit were to be chosen as the capital, the population in
the Baffin Region would increase by 1114 people, of whom 265 woul d
be located in the current regional centre of Igaluit. Cape Dorset
woul d grow by 179 people, Igloolik by 250 people, Pangnirtung by
214 people and Pond Inlet by 206 people.

The effects of this nodel upon the Kitikmeot Region would be
to increase the population by 179 people, of whom 78 would reside
in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. The po ulatlons
of Coppermine and G oa Haven woul d increase by 88 anJ) 3 peopl e
respectively.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be to
i ncrease the population by 312 people, of whom 90 people would
reside in the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet. The
popul ati ons of Baker Lake and Arviat would grow by 75 and 147
peopl e respectively.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were to be chosen as the capital, the
popul ation in the Keewatin Region would increase by 1045 people, of
whom 577 woul d be located in the current regional centre of Rankin
Inlet. The popul ations of Baker Lake and Arviat would grow by 265
and 203 peopl e, respectively.

The effects of this nodel upon the Kitiknmeot Region would be
to increase the population by 136 people, of whom 40 woul d reside
in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. The popul ation of
Coppermine woul d increase by 96 people. No popul ation growth woul d
be experienced in G oa Haven

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be to
i ncrease the popul ation by 423 people, of whom 7 people would
reside in the current regional centre of Igaluit. 1Igloolik
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woul d grow by 164 people, Pangnirtung by 110 people and Pond I nl et
by 142 people. No popul ation growth would be experienced in Cape
Dor set .

D scussi on

[f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the population in
t he Kitikmeot Regi on woul d grow by 1080 people, the popul ati on of
the Baffin Region by 415, and the population of the Keewatin Region
by 117. O the regional totals, the current regional centres of
Canbridge Bay and Igaluit would increase by 682 and 7 people,
respectively, while Rankin Inlet would experience no popul ation
i ncrease (3 FTE | o0ss)

If Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the population of the
Baffin region would increase by 1114 people, the population of the
Kiti kmeot Region by 179 people, and the popul ati on of the Keewatin
Regi on by 312 people. O the regional totals, the current regional
centres of Igaluit, Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet would increase
by 265, 179 and 90 people, respectively.

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Keewatin Region would increase by 1045 people, the popul ation
of the Kitikmeot Region by 136, and the popul ation of the Baffin
Region by 423 people. O the regional totals, the current regional
centres of Rankin Inlet, Canbridge Bay and Igaluit woul d grow by
577, 40 and 7 people, respectively. In this nodel, neither G oa

Haven nor Cape Dorset woul d experience any increase in population.
Specific Conparisons

Exam nati on of page A-14.6 reveals a nmuch flatter bar chart
for Igaluit than for the other two candidate communities for

capital. ~ Mre detailed examnation provides the following
quantitative results:
Decentralization Conparison #8

Largest population growh in a single comunity:

Canbri dge Bay Model 682 (CB)
Igaluit Model 265 (Iq)
Rankin Inlet 577 (R%

Wth an objective of avoiding excessive growh in a single
community, the Igqaluit Mbdel is best.
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Decentral i zati on Conparison #9

Difference between the regional centre gaining the nost
popul ati on and the regional centre gaining the |east:

Canbri dge Bay Mbodel 685 (CB 682/ Rl -3)
Igqaluit Model 177 (Iq 265/CB 78)
Ranki n I nlet Model 570 (R 577/1q 7)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the differences in population

i ncreases anong the regional centres, the Igaluit Mdel is
best .

Decentralization Conparison #lo

Di fference between the region gaining the nost popul ation and
the region gaining the |east:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 963 (Kt 1080/Kw 117)
Igqaluit Mbdel 935 (Bf 1114/Kt 179)
Rankin I nlet Model 909 (Kw 1045/Kt 136)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the difference between the
regi on gaining the nost population and the regi on gaining the
| east, the Rankin Inlet Mdel is best.

Decentralization Conparison #11

Popul ation growmh outside the capital and (new) regional
centres:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 664 (excl. CB, Coppermine, Ig, RI)
Iqaluit Mbdel 922 (excl. CB, 1Iq, Igloolik, RI)
Ranki n I nl et Model 722 (excl. CB, Iqg, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of maximzing popul ation growh outside the
capital and (new) regional centres, the Igqaluit Mddel is best.
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(d) Estimated Popul ation Gowth Expressed in Percentage Terns
(page A-14.7)

Canbri dge Bay

I f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the Kitikmneot
Regi on population would grow by 22% wth 48% growth being
experienced in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay.
Coppermine and Gjoa Haven woul d experience 20% and 14% popul ation
increases, respectively.

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be 3%
popul ation growh, wth the current regional centre of Igaluit
experiencing 0.4% growh. Cape Dorset woul d 9row by 2% Igloolik
by 15% Pangnirtung by 8% and Pond Inlet by 8%

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

Igaluit

If Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the Baffin Region
popul ation would grow by 8% with 6% growth being experienced by
the current regional centre of Igaluit. Cape Dorset woul d grow by
15% 1Igloolik by 21% Pangnirtung by 15% and Pond Inlet by 17%

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitikmeot Region would be 4%
popul ation growth, with the current regional centre of Canbridge
Bay experiencing 5% growth. coppermine and G oa Haven woul d grow
by 7% and 1%, respectively.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be
popul ation growth of 4% with the current regional centre of Rankin
Inl et experiencing 4% growh. Baker Lake and Arviat woul d grow by
5% and 9% respectively.

Rankin | nl et

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

The effect of this mobdel upon the Kitiknmeot Region would be 3%

popul ation growth, wth the current regional centre of Canbridge
Bay experiencing 3% grow h. Copperm ne woul d grow by 7%
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while G oa Haven woul d experience no popul ati on grow h.

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Region would be
popul ation growh of 3% wth the current regional centre of
Igaluit experiencing 0.4% grow h. Igloolik would grow by 14%
Pangnirtung by 8% and Pond Inlet by 12% while Cape Dorset would
experi ence no popul ati on grow h.

A-14.7 D scussion

If Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Kitikneot Region would grow by 22% the population of the
Baffin Region by 3% and the popul ation of the Keewatin Region by

%. O the regional totals, the current regional centre of
Canbridge Bay would grow by 48% a little growth would be
experienced in Igaluit (0.49% , and Rankin Inlet would register a

smal|l loss (-0.5%

If Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the population of the
Baffin Region would increase by 8% the population of the Kitikneot
Region by 4% and the popul ation of the Keewatin Region by 4% O
the regional totals, the populations of the current regional
centres of Igaluit, Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet would increase
by 6% 5% and 4% respectively.

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Keewatin Regi on would increase by 14% the popul ation of the
Kiti kmeot Region by 3%, and the population of the Baffin Region by
3% O the regional totals, the current regional centres of Rankin
Inlet, Canbridge Bay and Igaluit would grow by 26% 3% and 0.4%
respectively. In this nodel, neither G oa Haven nor Cape Dorset
woul d experience an increase in popul ation.

Speci fic Conpari sons
Exam nation of the bar charts shows the flattest results for
the Igaluit Model, followed by the Rankin Inlet Mdel, and then the
Canbri dge Bay Mbdel . Cl oser exam nation permts the follow ng
quantitative conparisons:
Decentralization Conparison #12

Largest percentage popul ation increase in a single community:

Canbri dge Bay Model 48% (Canbri dge Bay)
Igqaluit Model 21% (Igloolik)
Rankin Inlet Mdel 26% (Rankin Inlet)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage popul ation
increase in a single community, the Igaluit Mbdel is best.
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Decentralization Conparison #13

Aver age percentage increase in the population growth of the
capital and regional centres:

Canbri dge Bay Model 14.5%  (CB, Coppermine, Ig, Rl)
Iqaluit Mbdel 9.0% (CB, 1q, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin I nlet Mdel 12. 0% (CB, Ig, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth the objective of mninzing average percentage increase
in the population growth of the capital and regional
centres, the Igqaluit Mddel is best.
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(e) Percentage Popul ation Gowth by Region (page A-14.8)

Canbri dge Bay

I f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Kitikneot Region would increase by 22% the population of the
Baffin Region by 3% and the population of the Keewatin Region by

2%
Igaluit

I'f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the population of the
Baffin Region would increase by 8% the population of the Kitikneot
Region by 4% and the population of the Keewatin Region by 4%

Rankin Inl et
If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the population in

t he Keewatin Region would increase by 14% the popul ation of the

tP)(iti kmeot Region by 3% and the population of the Baffin Region
y 3%

Speci fic Conparisons

Decentralization Conparison #14

Largest percentage increase in population by region:

Canbri dge Bay Model 22% (Kt)
Iqaluit Model 8% (Bf)
Rankin | nlet Mdel 14% (Kw)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage popul ation
increase in any single region, the Igqaluit Mddel is best.

Decentralization Conparison #15

Percentage difference between the region with the | argest
increase in population and the region gaining the |east:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 20% (Kt 22% Kw 2%
Igqaluit Mbdel 4% (Bf 8%/Kt and Kw 4%
Rankin I nlet Mdel 11% (Kw 14%/Bf and Kt 3%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage difference
between the region with the largest increase in population and
the region gaining the |least, the Igqaluit Mbdel is best.
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(f) 1999 Popul ation per Nunavut Cover nnment Employee, by Regi on
(page A-14.8)

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

| f Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, there would be 7.7
peopl e per Nunavut Governnent enployee in the Kitikmeot Region
10.4 in the Baffin Region, and 11.6 in the Keewatin Region

Igaluit as Capital

I f Igaluit were chosen as capital, there would be 11.5 people
per Nunavut Governnent enployee in the Kitikmeot Region, 9.1 in the
Baffin Region, and 10.6 in the Keewatin Region.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, there would be 11.8
peopl e per Nunavut CGovernment enployee in the Kitikmeot Region
10.3 in the Baffin Region, and 8.4 in the Keewatin Region

Speci fic Conparisons
Initial exam nation of these bar charts does not reveal any

obvious differences. Cl oser examination permts the follow ng
quantitative conparisons:

Decentralization Conparison #16

Smal | est ratio of regional population to Nunavut Gover nnent
enpl oyees:

Canbri dge Bay Model 7.7
Igqaluit Model 9.1 (Bf)
Rankin I nl et Model 8.4

Wth the objective of nmaximzing the ratio of regiona

popul ati on to Numavut Government enpl oyees, the Igqaluit Mbdel
I's best.
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Decentralization Conparison #17

Difference between the region with the snmallest ratio of
regi onal popul ation to Nunavut Governnent enployees and the
region with the |argest:

Canbri dge Bay Model 3.9 (Kw 11.6/Kt 7.7;
Iqaluit Model 2.4 (Kt 11.5/Bf 9.1
Rankin Inlet Mdel 3.4 (Kt 11.8/Kw 8. 4)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the differences anong regions
in the ratio ofregional populations to Nunmavut CGovernnent
enpl oyees, the Igaluit Model is best.
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(g) Percentage Estimated Population Gowth by Regional Centre
(page A-14.9)

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

Canbridge Bay, if chosen as the capital, would experience 49%
growh in population, while the current regional centres of Igaluit
(

2.5 FTE gain) and Rankin Inlet (3 FTE loss) would experience
little popul ation change.

Iqaluit as Capital

. Igaluit, if chosen as the capital, would experience 6% grow h
in population, while the current regional centres of Canbridge Bay
and Rankin Inlet would each experience 6% growh in population

Rankin Inlet as Capital

Rankin Inlet, if chosen as capital, would experience 27%
growth in population, while the current regional centres of
Canbridge Bay and Igaluit woul d experience 3% and 2% growth in
popul ation, respectively.

Speci fic Conpari sons
G aphic differences are apparent in the relevant bar chart.
The bar chart for the Igaluit Mbdel is nmarkedly flatter than for
the other two nodels. The follow ng quantitative conparison can be
made:
Decentralization Conparison #18

Percentage difference between the regional centre gaining the
nost popul ation and regional centre gaining the |east:

Canbri dge Bay Model 49% (CB 49% R O%
Igaluit Model 2% (Ig and CB 6% Rl 4%
Rankin |nlet Mdel 25% (R 27%/1q 29

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage difference
bet ween the regi onal centre gaining the nost popul ation and
t he regi onal centre gaining the |least, the Igaluit Model is
best .
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(h) 1999 Popul ati on per Nunavut Covernment Enployee, by Regiona
Centre (page A-14.9)

Canbri dge Bay as Capita

Canbridge Bay, if chosen as the capital, would have 4.8 people
per Nunavut Governnent enpl oyee, Igaluit 6.2, and Rankin Inlet 7.6.

Igaluit as Capital

Igaluit, if chosen as the capital, would have 5.8 people per

Nunavut Covernment enpl oyee, Canbridge Bay 7.0, and Rankin Inlet
7.0.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

Rankin Inlet, if chosen as the capital, would have 5.5 people
per Nunavut Governnment enployee, Canbridge Bay 7.3, and Igaluit
6. 2.

Speci fic Conpari sons

Initial review of the relevant bar chart provides no obvious
message. The follow ng quantitative conparisons are possible:

Decentralization Conparison #19

Smal lest ratio of regional centre population to Nunavut
Gover nnent employees:

Canbri dge Bay Model 4.8
Igaluit Model 5.8
Rankin Inlet Mbdel 5.5

Wth an objective of maxim zing the ratio of regional centre
popul ati on to Numavut Governnent enpl oyees, the Igaluit Mbdde
i's best.

Decentralization Conparison #20

Difference between the regional centre with the smallest ratio
of popul ation to Numavut Governnent enployees and the regional
centre With the largest:

Canbri dge Bay Model
Iqaluit Model
Rankin Inlet Mdel

8 (R 7.6/CB 4.8)
2 (Rl and CB 7.0/Iq 5.8)
8 (CB 7.3/R 5.5)

ol
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Wth an objective of mnimzing the difference between the
regi onal centre with the smallest population ratio to Numavut

Gover nment enpl oyees and the regional centre with the largest,
the Igqaluit Model is best.
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(i) Percentage Estimated Population Gowh by 1999 Community Size
(page A-14.10

Under | yi ng Assunption

It is assumed that small sized conmunities have |ess than 1000
peopl e, nedium sized conmunities have between 1001 and 2000 peopl e,
and large sized comunities have nore than 2000 peopl e.

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

| f Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, comunities with |ess
t han 1000 people and communities with nore than 2000 people would
experience no population growth, while the medium sized comunities
woul d experience an average of 14% growth in popul ation.

Igaluit as Capita

I f Igaluit were chosen as capital, communities with |ess than
1000 people would experience no population growh, comunities wth
1001 to 2000 people woul d experience an average of 11%growth in
population, and comunities with nmore than 2000 people would
experi ence an average of 5% growth in popul ation.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, comunities with |ess
than 1000 people would experience no population growth, comrmunities
with 1001 to 2000 people would experience an average of 9% growth
in population, and comunities wth nore than 2000 people would
experience an average of 9% growth in popul ation.

Speci fic Conparison
The nost obvious difference among the three models in this bar
chart is the concentration of all enploynent in nedium sized
comunities in the Canbridge Bay Mddel; this is a function of
Canbri dge Bay being classified as a nedium sized conmmunity. The
following quantitative conparison can be made:
Decentralization Conparison #21

Gowth in large sized communities (Igqaluit and Rankin Inlet)

Canbri dge Bay Model 0%
Igqaluit Model 5%
Rankin I nlet Model 9%

Wth an objective of minimzing population gromh in |arge
sized communities, the Canbridge Bay Mdel is best.
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(j) Popul ation per Nunavut Governnent Enployee by 1999 Community
Si ze (page A-14.10

Under | yi ng Assunption

In total, there would be 9.4 residents for every direct
Nunavut CGovernment position (see pp. A-11.1, A-12.1 and A-13.1)
Comunities would be assunmed to be small, nedium or |arge based on
popul ation ranges identified above.

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

If Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, communities with |ess
than 1000 people would have an average of 18.1 people per Nunavut
Gover nnment enpl oyee, conmunities with 1001 to 2000 people would
have an average of 9.8, and comunities with nore than 2000 people
woul d have an average of 6. 6.

Iqaluit as Capital

| f Igqaluit were chosen as capital, comunities with |ess than
1000 people would have an average of 18.1 people per Nunavut
Governnent enpl oyee, conmunities with 1001 to 2000 people would
have an average of 9.7, and conmunities with nore than 2000 people
woul d have an average of 6. 1.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, communities with |ess
t han 1000 people would have an average of 18.1 people per Nunavut
Gover nment enpl oyee, communities with 1001 to 2000 people woul d
have an average of 10.2, and comunities with nore than 2000 people
woul d have an average of 5.9.

Speci fic Conparison

The relevant bar chart reveals that, for all three nodels, the
rati o of population to Nunavut CGovernnent enployees would vary
inversely to community size. Not wi t hst andi ng that comon feature

of all three nodels, the following quantitative conparison can be
made:
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Decentralization Conparison #22

Rati o of population of |large sized communities (Igqaluit and
Canbri dge Bay) to Nunmavut Government enpl oyees:

Canbri dge Bay Model 6.6
Igqaluit Model 6.1
Rankin Inlet Model 5.9

Wth an objective of maxim zing the ratio of population to
Nunavut Covernment enployees in large sized comunities, the
Canbri dge Bay Mdel is best.
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(k) Percentage Estimated Popul ation G owm h by Real Unenpl oynent
Rate (page A-14.11)

Under | yi ng Assunptions

Twenty-ni ne percent of the total adult population of Nunavut
were unenployed in 1994. The real unenploynent rate for each of
the three regions is: Baffin 26%  Kitikmeot 30% and, Keewatin
34% - The real unenploynent rate in the three regional centres is
| ess than half that of the other communities (17% conpared to 35%

It should al so be noted that:

* 33.4% of the population live in comunities with “low real
unenpl oynent” (between 3% and 19%) ;

* 31.3% of the population live in comunities wth “nmedi um real
unenpl oynment”  (between 20% and 39% ; and,

* 35.3% of the population live in comunities with “high real
unenpl oyment”  (between 40% and 47%

Canbridge Bay as Capital

If Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, conmunities with a
| ess than 20% real unenpl oynment rate woul d grow an average of 8%
communities with a 20%to 39% real unenpl oyment rate would grow an
average of 5% and comunities with a real unenploynment rate of 40%
or nore would grow an average of 6%

Igqaluit as Capital

If Igaluit were chosen as capital, comunities with a |ess
than 20% real unenploynent rate would grow an average of 5%,
comunities with a 20% to 39% real unenploynent rate would grow an
average of 10% and comunities with a real unenploynent rate of
40% or nore woul d grow an average of 4%

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, communities with a
| ess than 20% real unenploynent rate would grow an average of 7%
comunities with a 20% to 39% real unenploynent rate would grow an
average of 5% and communities with a real unenploynment rate of 40%
or nore would grow an average of 6%

Speci fic Conparisons

In the relevant bar chart, the Igaluit Mbdel shows the | argest
per centage population growh in conmunities with a nedium real
unenpl oyment rate, while the other two nodels show the snall est
per cent age population growmh in such conmmunities. The follow ng
gquantitative conparisons are possible:

31



(A-14.11)

Decentralization Conparison #23

Percentage population growmh in comunities with the highest
real unenpl oynment rate:

Canbri dge Bay Model 6%
Iqaluit Model 4%
Rankin | nlet Model 6%

Wth an objective of maximzing population gromh in the
communities W th the highest unenploynent rate, the Canbridge
Bay and Rankin Inlet Mdels are best.

Decentralization Conparison #24

Percentage of population growh in communities with the |owest
real unenpl oynment rate:

Canbri dge Bay Model 8%
Iqaluit Model 5%
Rankin | nlet Model 7%

Wth an objective of mininizing population growh in
comunities with the |owest real unenploynent rate, the
Igqaluit Model is best.
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(1) 1999 Popul ation per Nunavut Governnent Employee by Real
Unenpl oynment Rate (page A-14.11)

Under | yi ng Assunptions
Assunptions as to real unenploynent rates are set out above.
Canbri dge Bay as Capital

If Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, communities with a
| ess than 20% real unenploynent rate would have an average of 6.3
peopl e per Nunavut CGovernnent enployee, communities with a 20% to
39% real unenploynment rate would have an average of 14.6, and
communities with a real unenployment rate of 40% or nore would have
an average of 13.4.

Iqaluit as Capital

I f Igaluit were chosen as capital, communities with a |ess
than 20% real unenployment rate would have an average of 6.6 people
per Nunavut Government enpl oyee, communities with a 20%to 39% real
unenpl oynment rate woul d have an average of 12.0, and comunities
with a real unenploynent rate of 40% or nore would have an average
of 14.6.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, comunities with a
| ess than 20% real unenployment rate would have an average of 6.4
peopl e per Nunavut Governnent enployee, comunities with a 20% to
39% real wunenploynent rate would have an average of 14.5, and
communities with a real unenploynment rate of 40% or nore would have
an average of 13. 2.

Speci fic Conparisons

The relevant bar graph reveals that the highest ratio of

popul ation to enployees is, for the Igaluit Mdel, in the
communities with the highest real unenpl oyment rate and, for the
other two nodels, in the conmmunities with a nedi um unenpl oynment

rate. The followi ng quantitative conparisons can be nmade:
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(A-14.11)
Decentralization Conparison #25

Ratio of population to Nunavut Covernnent enployee in
communities wth the highest real unenploynent rate:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 13. 4
Igqaluit Model 14.6
Rankin Inlet Model 13.2

Wth an objective of mnimzing the ratio of population to
Nunavut Covernment enployees in the communities with the
hi ghest real unenploynent rate, the Rankin Inlet Mdel is
best .

Decentralization Conparison #26

Ratio of population +to Nunavut Governnent engloyees in
communities With the | owest real unemployment rate:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 6.3
Igqaluit Mbdel 6.6
Ranki n I nlet Model 6.4

Wth an objective of maximzing the ratio of population to
Nunavut Covernment enployees in communities With the | owest
real unenployment rate, the Igqaluit Model is best.
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(m Additional Conparisons not referenced in Appendi x 14
Underlyi ng Assunptions

The follow ng conparisons are based on a number of facts, proposals
and forecasts, i.e.

1991 regi onal breakdown of Nunavut popul ation (21, 544)

No. %
Ki ti knmeot 4,325 20%
Baffin 11, 385 53%
Keewat i n 5 834 27%

* 1994 regional breakdown of territorial government enploymnent
i N Nunavut:

No. %
Ki ti kmeot 572 18. 5%
Baffin 1672 54. 0%
Keewat i n 852 27.5%

* Proposed allocation of new territorial governnent enploynment by

regi on:
No. %
Canbri dge Bay Model
Ki ti kmeot 404 67%
Baf fin 155 29%
Keewat i n 41 7%
Igaluit Model
Ki ti kmeot 67 11%
Baffin 416.5 69. 5%
Keewat i n 116.5 19. 5%
Rankin | nlet Model
Ki ti knmeot 51 8. 5%
Baffin 158 26. 5%
Keewat i n 391 65. 0%
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* Forecast 1999 regional breakdown of Nunavut popul ation:

No. %

Canbri dge Bay Model

Kiti kmeot 5676 20. 8%

Baffin 14170 52. 1%

Keewat i n 1342 27. 1%
Igaluit Model

Kiti kmeot 5103 18. 7%

Baf fin 14614 53. 8%

Keewat i n 7470 27.5%
Rankin Inlet Mbdel

Kiti kmeot 5076 18. 7%

Baffin 14175 52.1%

Keewat i n 7937 29. 2%

*  Proposed 1999 regional breakdown of territorial governnent
enpl oyment in Nunavut (adjustnments not made for additional FTEs
to acconmpdat e natural increase in Nunavut popul ation) :

No. %

Canbri dge Bay Model

Ki ti knmeot 976 26. 4%

Baffin 1827 49. 4%

Keewat i n 893 24. 2%
Igaluit Model

Kitikmeot 639 17. 3%

Baffin 2088.5 56. 5%

Keewat i n 968. 5 26. 2%
Rankin Inlet Model

Ki ti knmeot 623 16. 9%

Baffin 1830 49. 5%

Keewat i n 1243 33. 6%
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Specific Conparisons

Decentralization Conparison #27

Aver age percentage regional variation in proposed allocation
of new territorial governnment enploynent from 1991 regi ona
breakdown of Nunawvut popul ation:

Canbri dge Bay Model 30. 3% (47% 24% 20%)
Igqaluit Mbodel 11. 0% (9% 16.5%, 7.5%
Rankin I nlet Model 25. 0% (11.5% 26.5% 38%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the average percentage
regional variation in proposed allocation of new territorial
gover nment enpl oynment from 1991 regi onal breakdown in Nunavut
popul ati on, the Igaluit Model is best.

Decentralization Conparison #28

Average percentage regional variation in proposed allocation
of new territorial governnment enploynent from forecast 1999
regi onal breakdown of Nunavut popul ation:

Canbri dge Bay Model 29.8%  (46.2% 23.1% 20.1%
Igaluit Model 10. 5% (7.7% 15.7% 8%)
Rankin I nlet Mdel 23 .9%  (10.2% 25.6% 35.8%

Wth an objective of minimizing the percentage regional
variation in allocation of new territorial government
enpl oynent from existing regional breakdown of Nunavut
popul ati on, the Igaluit Model is best.

Decentralization Conparison #29

Average percentage variation in regional allocation of total
territorial governnment enploynent (FTEs) from 1999 regi ona
br eakdown of Numawvut popul ation:

Canbri dge Bay Model 3. 7% (5.6% 2.7% 2.9%
Igaluit Mbdel 1.8% (1.4% 2.7% 1.3%
Rankin | nlet Mdel 2. 9% (1.8%, 2.6% 4.4%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the average percentage
variation in regional all ocation of total territorial
gover nnent enpl oynent (FTEs) from 1999 regi onal breakdown of
Nunavut popul ation, the Igaluit Mddel is best.
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Subsection (iii) .  Concl usions

The conparisons made in the preceding subsection can be
tabulated in the follow ng way:

Decentralization Conparison Best Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #1 Igqaluit Model
Decentral i zation Conparison #2 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conpari son #3 Rankin | nl et Model
Decentral i zati on Conpari son #4 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #5 Rankin | nl et Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conpari son #6 Igaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conpari son #7 Igaluit Model
Decentral i zati on Conpari son #8 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conpari son #9 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #l o Rankin Inlet Mdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #11 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #12 Iqaluit Model
Decentral i zati on Conparison #13 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #14 Igqaluit Model
Decentral i zati on Conparison #15 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #16 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #17 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #18 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #19 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #20 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zati on Conparison #21 Canbri dge Bay Model
Decentral i zati on Conparison #22 Canbri dge Bay Model
Decentralization Conparison #23 Canbri dge Bay and
Rankin Inlet Mdels.
Decentralization Conparison #24 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #25 Rankin Inlet Mdel
Decentralization Conparison #26 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #27 Iqaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison #28 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #29 Iqaluit Mbdel

As evidenced in this tabulation, the Igaluit Mvydel is the best
nodel with respect to 22 conparisons, the nkin Inlet Mdel wth
respect to four conparisons, the Canbridge Bay Mdel with respect
to two conparisons, and the Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet Mdels
are tied as best nodel with respect to one conparison.

It would be a mistake to assune that these conparisons are of
the same order of inportance. At the sane time, no obvious neans
exi st to distinguish conparisons as to their relative inportance.
It could be argued that sone of the comparisons made in the
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previ ous subsection may of such limted inportance as to justify
their renoval froma list of neaningful, quantifiable distinctions
as to the relative decentralization advantages and disadvantages of
the three candi date conmunities. It could also be argued that
addi tional conparisons could be developed and applied to the
candi date communities wth a view to providing further ways of
di stinguishing and rating them Whatever the nerits of such
argunments, Comm ssioners have reached two conclusions wth respect
to the decentralization conparisons:

1. the nunmber and variety of decentralization conparisons that
have been made are sufficient to draw objective concl usions;
and,

2. on the basis of a large majority of conparisons, the Igaluit

Model is the best nodel for the purpose of bringing about a
decentralized Nunavut Governnent.
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Section 3. Denographic and Related Social |npacts

(i) Introduction

The creation of the Nunavut Government will have significant
denmographic and related social inpacts on Nunavut. In all three
desi gn nodels for the Nunavut CGovernnent devel oped by the NIC, an
influx of some 1,031 people is expected into Nunavut. The NIC's
efforts to keep the design of the Nunavut Governnent sinple, and to
enphasise recruitnent of new enployees within Nunavut, have

conbined to nmmke this projected influx much snaller than
anticipated in earlier work done by The Coopers & Lybrand
Consulting Goup for the GWI (1991) and D IAND  (1992) .
Nonet hel ess, in light of a projected population for Nunavut in 1999
of just over 27,000, the arrival of nore than 1,000 new residents
fromoutside will have discernible inpacts.

It is inportant to avoid presenting the influx of new
residents as a problemin and of itself. The people of Nunavut are
open and wel coming. Many people have come to Nunavut from ot her
parts of Canada and other parts of the world. They have hel ped
build the Nunavut of today and wll play an active role in the
building of the Nunavut of tonmorrow.  The contributions of
newconers to Nunavut --- their skills, their energies, their ideas
“-- are part of the fabric and dynamcs of life in Nunavut. I'n
worl d made up of societies that are increasingly inter-connecte
apd i nter-dependent, the people of Nunavut do not seek to stand
al one.

The influx of new residents jnto Nunavut is, however ,
potentially problematic in two circunstances: 1) if the tota
influx is so large or so sudden as to create an abrugt break in the
social and cultural character of Nunavut, particularly with respect
to the central place occupied by Inuit culture in Nunavut society;
or, (2) if the, influx of newconers is manageable in a Nunavut-w de
context, but 1s too large or too sudden from the perspective of
| ocal i zed inpacts on specific communities. Wth respect to this
second potential problem it is inportant to renenber that, from
the perspective of a single conmunity, all people from outside that
community are newconers. Wile newconers from other communities in
Nunavut can be expected to create fewer difficulties in being
absorbed, adjustnments are necessary in every case.

Wth respect to the first potential problem the NNC is of the
view that the total nunber of newconers into Nunavut from outside
Nunavut that was projected in “Footprints jin New Snow for all
t hree organi zational design options is a reasonable one. NDr e
specifically, the N C believes that the influx of 1,031 newconers
into Nunavut to assist in the setting up and initial operation of
t he Nunavut Governnent does not constitute a threat to social
stability and cultural continuity in Nunavut.
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The inportance of the second potential problem--- too big or
t oo sudden denographic changes in specific comunities --- has |ed
the NIC to pursue an approach of favouring the maxi num practicable
decentral i zati on of government activities within Nunavut. Such a
policy has obvious advantages of reducing the Iikelihood of too
much or too sudden denobgraphic change occurring in one or nore
communi ties. In addition to reducing the |ikelihood of negative
inpacts in sone communities, the approach has the advantage of
allowing a nore even distribution of enployment opportunities
across a range of communities, alnost all of which face enornous
difficulties of unenploynment and underenpl oynent.

Wiile the three design nodels devel oped by the NIC for the
Nunavut Governnent --- the Canbridge Bay Mddel, the Igaluit Mbdel
and the Rankin Inlet Mdel --- are all animated by the objective of
bringi ng about a naxi mum practicable |evel of decentralization,
they vary considerably in the distribution of government enploynent
across regions and conmunities. Not surprisingly, they entail
di vergent patterns of denpgraphic and related social inpacts.
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Subsection (ii) . Conparisons

In seeking to conpare the denographic and related social
i npacts of the three nodels in a nmeaningful, quantitative way, it
is worth pointing out that such inpacts are nost logically assessed
in relative, not absolute ternms --- for exanple, whether a
community nay be adversely affected by sudden popul ati on grow h
will depend much nmore on the proportion of newconers to established
residents, than on the actual nunber of newconers in question.

In devel opi ng conmparisons anbng the three design nodels
concerni ng denographic and related social inpacts, a nunber of
information itens are relevant, including the information
summarized in the followi ng table:

Comuni ty Popul ati on % of Popul ati on Inuit
(1991 census) (1991 Data Book)
Cape Dorset 961 93%
Igloolik 936 93%
Iqaluit 3,552 60%
Pangnirtung 1,135 94%
Pond I nl et 974 94%
Arviat 1,323 93%
Baker Lake 1,186 89%
Ranki n | nl et 1,706 7%
Canbri dge Bay 1,116 72%
Coppermine 1, 059 92%
G oa Haven 783 96%

In devel opi ng conparisons anmong the three design nodels, it
is helpful to renmenber a nunber of underlying assunptions nmade for
dermographic projections, financial calculations, and other purposes
in “Footprints in New Snow

* the percentage of FTEs recruited from the comunity in which a
position is located is assuned to be 25%  25% of new FTEs will
cone fromother conmunities wthin Nunavut, and the remai ning
50% wi || come from outside Nunavut;

50% of FTEs will be occupied by Inuit (it is assumed that this
figure will apply to new FTEs as well as total FTEs within the
Nunavut Governnent) ;

t he average household size (including narried and single

persons) for Nunavut Governnent headquarters FTEs is assumed to
be 4.2 for Nunavut hires and 2.7 for non-Nunavut hires; and,
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0.4 additional private sector and federal governnment jobs are
assunmed to be created for every Nunavut Governnent position
and the denographics for private sector and federal governnent
staff will be the sane as for new Nunavut Government staff.

In devel oping conparisons, it is also reasonable to make a
coupl e of additional assunptions:

* putting aside the inpact of the creation of the Nunavut
Governnent, the ratio of Inuit to non-Inuit in conmunities wl
remai n constant between 1991 and 1999; and,

50% of new popul ation resulting from a community beconing
capital will be non-Inuit.

The conparisons that follow constitute an attenpt to identify
meani ngful, quantitative differences anmong the three design nodel s
as to their denographic and rel ated social inpacts. Four points
shoul d be noted about these conparisons.

First of all, the conparisons exam ne denographic and rel ated
social inpacts on a comunity basis not on a regional one; this
reflects the NIC’s assessnment that, while all of the design nodels
present the possibility of too rapid growh in specific
conmuni ties, none of the design npdels anticipate explosive
popul ation growh for an entire region.

Secondly, the conparisons are all exEressed in percentage
terns; this reflects the NIC’s assessnment that the social inpacts
of population gromh are a function not so rmuch of how many new
people cone to live in a community, but rather how many new peopl e
cone to live in a conmunity in conmparison with the pre-existing
popul ati on.

Thirdly, Inmpacts Conparisons #1 and #2 reproduce conparisons
previously made in the section of this report dealing wth
decentralization (Decentralization Conparisons #12 and #13 from
that previous section) ; repetition reflects the NIC's assessnent
t hat base-line conparisons as to overall population increases in
specific comunities are of central relevance from both the
perspective of pronoting a maxi num degree of decentralization and
t he perspective of avoiding the negative social inpacts associated
W th excessive popul ation grow h.

Finally, the conparisons provide insight into only those
social inpacts directly attributable to population change; they do
not offer insight into nore specific manifestations of negative
social inpact such as crime, substance abuse, famly stress,
i ncreased pressure on the renewabl e resource base, etc. Available
evi dence does not nmmke it possible, for the purposes of this
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report, to forecast, with any degree of objective measurenment, such
specific manifestati ons of negative social inpact.

| npacts Conparison #1

Largest percentage popul ation increase in a single community:

Canbri dge Bay Model 48% (Canbri dge Bay)
Iqaluit Model 21% (Igloolik)
Rankin | nlet Model 26% (Rankin Inlet Model)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage popul ation
increase in a single community, the Igaluit Mdbdel is best.

| npacts Conparison #2

Aver age percentage increase in the population growth of the
capital and regional centres:

Canbri dge Bay Model 14.5%  (CB, Coppermine, Ig, Rl)
Iqaluit Mbdel 9.0% (CB, 1q, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin | nlet Model 12. 0% (CB, 1q, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of mninmizing the average percentage
increase in the population growth of the capital and regiona
centres, the Igaluit Mddel is best.

| npacts Conparison #3

Percentage of Inuit in the population of capital:

Canbri dge Bay Model 65% (Canbridge Bay as capital)
Igaluit Mbdel 59%  (Igaluit as capital)
Rankin I nlet Mdel 71% (Rankin Inlet as capital)

Wth an objective of maxim zing the proportion of Inuit in the
capital of Nunavut, the Rankin Inlet Mdel is best.
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| npacts Conpari son #4

Change in the percentage of Imuit in the population of the

capital:
Canbri dge Bay Model -7% (Canbridge Bay as capital)
Iqaluit Model - 1% (Igqaluit as capital)
Rankin | nlet Mdel - 6% (Rankin Inlet as capital)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the change in the proportion
of Inuit t0 mnom-Inuit in any community chosen as capital, the
Igqaluit Model is best.

| npacts Conparison #5

Average percentage of Inuit in the population of the capital
and regi onal centres:

Canbri dge Bay Model 71.8% (CB, Coppermine, Ig, RI)
Iqaluit Mbdel 74. 3% (CB, Iqg, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin | nlet Mdel 71. 5% (CB, Ig, R, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of naximzing the average percentage of
Inuit in the popul ation of the capital and regi onal centres,
t he Iqaluit Model is best.

| npacts Conpari son #6

Percentage of outsiders in the population of the capital

(7S% O population growh resulting from creation of the
Nunavut CGovernnent headquarters)

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 25% (Canbridge Bay as capital)
Iqaluit Mbdel 4% (Igaluit as capital)
Rankin Inlet Mdel 16% (Rankin Inlet as capital)

Wth the objective of mnimzing the proportion of outsiders
in the population of the capital, the Igqaluit Mddel is best.
(It shoul dbe noted that, in the Igaluit Mddel, Igloolik woul d
experience a bigger inpact in this respect than Igaluit, with
13% of its 1999 popul ation being nade up of outsiders.)
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| npacts Conparison #7

Percentage of outsiders arrivals in the population of the
capital who conme from outside Nunmavut (50% of popul ation
gr owt h)

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 16. 5% (Canbridge Bay as capital)
Iqaluit Mbdel 2.8% (Igaluit as capital)
Rankin Inlet Mdel 10. 6% (Rankin Inlet as capital)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage of outsiders

in the population of the capital who cone from outside
Nunavut, the Igaluit Model is best.
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Subsection (iii) .  Conclusions

The conparisons set out in the preceding subsection can be
tabul ated in the follow ng way:

| npacts Conpari son Best Model

| npacts Conparison #1 Igqaluit Mode

| npacts Conparison #2 Igqaluit Model

| npacts Conparison #3 Rankin Inlet Mdel
| npacts Conparison #4 Igqaluit Model

| npacts Conparison #5 Igqaluit Model

| npacts Conparison #6 Igaluit Mbdel

| npacts Conparison #7 Igaluit Model

In this tabulation, the Igaluit Model is the best nodel with
respect to six conparisons and the Rankin Inlet Mdel wth respect
to one. The Canbridge Bay Mddel does not enmerge as the best nodel
with respect to any of the conparisons.

As nentioned in the conclusions drawn in this report wth
respect to decentralization, it would be a nistake to assune that
the conparisons made in this section are of equal weight. In
particular, it could be argued that the one conparison that favours
Rankin Inlet --- the proportion of Inuit in the popul ation of the
capital of Nunavut --- has particular significance in view of the
role of the Nunavut Governnent in pronoting the special place of
Nunavut in Canada as the only province or territory with a majority
of Inuit. It could also be argued that additional conparisons
mght be devised to shed further |ight on the conparative
attractions of the three design nodels.

Such argunents notw thstandi ng, Conmm ssioners have concl uded
that it is possible to rely on the conparisons made in this section
to make material distinctions anong the three design nodels
Comm ssi oners have further concluded that, notw thstanding the
advantage offered by the Rankin Inlet Mdel in projecting a higher
proportion of Inuit in the population of the capital of Nunavut,
t he conbi ned wei ght of other conparisons nmakes the Igaluit Mbdel
the preferred one.
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Section 4. Cost s
Subsection (i). | nt roducti on

The relevant costs associated with the choices for the
capital of Nunavut are in two broad categories:

* one tine costs of the infrastructure necessary to establish
t he Nunavut Governnent; and,

* 0ongoing costs associated with operations of the Nunavut
Governnment in the capital.

A conparison of these two categories of costs for the three
alternate capital locations is inportant in assessing the three

gover nment desi gn nodel s.
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Subsection (ii) . One Time Costs

The one tine costs that have been considered for the purpose
of this report are in relation to the follow ng:

1. the new infrastructure necessary for the capital and
recommended organi zational structures;

2. the capital costs of the new infrastructure and the
annual funding needed to operate and maintain such
i nfrastructure;

3. the existing infrastructure that needs to be replaced or
expanded earlier than necessary within a 20 year planning
hori zon due to the inpact of establishing the Nunavut
Gover nnent ;

4.  the increnental capital costs associated with the early
expansi on or replacenment of existing infrastructure and the
annual operation and naintenance costs associated with
expansi on; and,

5. the annual costs of |easing, operating and maintaining new
staff housing and office space required to establish the
Nunavut Governnent.

(a) Approach

A joint Technical Infrastructure Wrking Goup (the Wrking
G oup) , co-chaired by Public Wrks and Services Canada and the
GN\WI Departnent of Public Wrks and Services, was established
early on in the life of the NNIC to address matters related to .
infrastructure. The N C requested that the Wirking G oup
undertake the work needed by the Conmission with respect to
infrastructure needs and costs associated with the capital being
| ocated in Igaluit, Rankin Inlet or Canbridge Bay. As its part
in this exercise, the GWI has involved all of its program and
service departments who share responsibility for planning and
construction of territorial government infrastructure. The
following cost calculations and conparisons flow from the
detailed work supplied to the Conm ssion by the GNWT.

(b) Net Increase in Positions in Nunavut

The infrastructure needs for each of the three capita
| ocation scenarios are based on the overall approach to
government organi zational design structure recommended by the
Commission in its report, “Footprints in New Snow .  Net
i ncreases in Nunavut Governnment positions in relation to specific
comunities under the three governnent design nodels devel oped by
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the Commi ssion are as foll ows:

REG ON/ ?cenari 0 2Scenari 0 é'Scenari 0
Communi ty Iqaluit Rankin Canbri dge
I'nl et Bay
BAFFI N
Igaluit 99 2.5 2.5
Pangnirtung 80 41 41
Pond I nl et 77 53 37
Cape Dorset 67 0 8
Igloolik 93.5 61.5 66. 5
Sub-total Baffin 416.5 158 155
KEEWATIN
Ranki n | nl et 33.5 216 -3
Arvi at 55 76 27
Baker Lake 28 99 17
Sub-total Keewatin 116.5 391 41
KITIKMEOT
Canbridge Bay 29 15 255
Copper m ne 33 36 97
G oa Haven 5 0 52
Sub-total Kitikmeot 67 51 404
TOTAC 600 600 600

(c) Assunptions

The cost cal culations and conparisons that follow are based
on a nunber of assunptions adopted-by the NIC, nanely:
1. the infrastructure needed to accomodate incremental growh
due to establishnent of the Nunavut Government is to be
provided in accordance with GN\W capital works standards and

criteria (this assunption flows fromthe principle that the
scope and quality of programs and services of the Nunavut
Governnent are to be the sane as those of the GNWT) ;

2. a 20 year period, 1996/97 to 2015/16, is appropriate for
the identification of increnmental infrastructure reauired to
establish the Government of Nunavut;

3.  the average household size for each new Nunavut Gover nnment

w |l be 3.45;
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4. there will be a job multiplier of 0.4 (that is, 0.4 jobs in
the federal governnent, nmunicipal governnments, and the
private sector will be created for each new Nunawvut
Gover nment position) ;

5.  the average nunmber of new Nunavut CGovernment staff per new
household wi |l be 1.10;

6. 25% of new Nunavut Governnent enployees wll be hired from
within the imediate comunity, 25% from other communities in
Nunavut, and 50% from out si de Nunavut;

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

8. the housing mx for new Nunavut Covernment staff housing wll
be 5% single fam |y housing, 50% nulti-famly/row housing,
and 45% multi-famly/apartment (low rise) ; and,

9. all staff housing will be |eased by the Nunavut CGovernment
for its enployees.

(d) Analysis and Concl usions

The following charts sunmarize the increnmental capital and

| easing costs associated with the establishnent of the capital
and the other governnental structures for the Conmi ssion s three
design nodels, wth their alternate capital locations. All costs
are expressed in 1996 dollars and are adjusted to present wvalue.,
It is inportant to enphasize that the costs shown in these charts
cover increnental infrastructure needs for Nunavut over a 20 year
pl anning period, 1996/97 to 2015/ 16.
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NUNAVUT [ NCREMENTAL GROMH
IQALUIT as Capital
Community: ALL
INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS

GN Ofice/Admnistrative $52, 139, 000
GN Wrkstations $11, 618, 000
G\ Staff Housing $39, 726, 000
GN Staff Housing Furniture $ 7,875,000
School s $12, 388, 000
Cultural Facilities $ 8, 089, 000
Health Facilities $ 7,230,000
Justice (Courts, Corrections) $ 4,831, 000
Muni ci pal Buil | di ngs / Roads $ 2,420, 000
Recr eat | onal Facilities $ 782, 000
VWaTer Systens $ 6, 713,000
Sewage Systens $ 2,281, 000
Sol1d Waste Di sposal $ 421, 000
Vehi cl es $ 1,429, 000
Cand Devel opment $710, 558, 000
Alr Transportation $ 5,158, 000
Marine Transportation $ 0
Bul k Fuel Storage $ 7,119, 000
Power Supply $ 7,233,000

TOTAL $188, 010, 000

Not es:
1. Al costs are in $1996 in present val ue.

2. Costs for
3. Vehicles include GN vehicles,

4.

O fice/ Adm nistrati ve.
trucks and gravel trucks.
Land Devel opnent
private sector staff
private residential
not i ncl uded.

needs.

costs are for
housi ng needs,
O&M costs for

POL vehicles, and nunici pal

G\, federal/nunicipal and
GN institutiona

| and devel opnent
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NUNAVUT | NCREMENTAL GROWIH
RANKI N | NLET as Capital
Community: ALL
INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS

GN OficelAdmnistrative $51, 645, 000
GN Wrkstations $11, 618, 000
GN Staff Housing $45, 761, 000
GN Staff Housing Furniture $ 7,929,000
School s $ 8,839,000
Cultural Facilities $ 8,050, 000
Health Facilities $13, 136, 000
Justice (Courts, Corrections) $ 9,999, 000
Mini ci pal _Bui 1 di ngs 7 Roads $ 2,570, 000
Recr eat | onal Facilities $ 124, 000
Vater Systens $ 4, 152, 000
Sewage Systens $ 2,462,000
Sol1d Waste Disposal $ 600, 000
Vehicl es $ 1,449, 000
Cand Devel opnent $12, 743, 000
A'r Transportation $ 5,780,000
Marine Transportation $ 597, 000
Bulk Fuel Storage $ 7,670, 000
Power suppl y $ 8,642,000

TOTAL $203, 766, 000

Notes :

1. Al costsare in $1996 in present val ue.

2. Costs for Legislative Assenbly Building are included in GN
O fice/ Adm nistrati ve.

3. Vehicles include GN vehicles, POL vehicles, and nunicipal fire
trucks and gravel trucks.

4. Land Development costs are for G\, federal/municipal and
private sector staff housing needs, GN institutional needs and
private residential needs. 0&M costs for |and devel opnent are
not incl uded.
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NUNAVUT | NCREMENTAL GROAMH
CAMBRIDGE BAY as Capital
Conmmunity: ALL

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
GN Ofice/ Adm nistrative $52, 839, 000
GN Workstations $11, 673,000
GN Staff Housing $37, 841, 000
GN Staff Housing Furniture $ 8,049, 000
School s $13, 553, 000
Cul tural Facilities $ 8,298, 000
Health Facilities $12, 463, 000
Justice (Courts, Corrections) $10, 923, 000
Muni ci pal  Buil dings /Roads $ 4,169, 000
Recr eat i onal Facilities $ 81, 000
WAt er Systens $ 2,984,000
Sewage Systens $ 2,819, 000
Solid Waste Disposal $ 466, 000
Vehi cl es $ 1,441,000
Land Devel opnent $ 7,108, 000
Alr Transportation $ 7, 730,000
Marine Transportation $ 685, 000
Bul k Fuel Storage $ 6, 532, 000
Power Suppl y $ 6,352,000
TOTAL $196, 006, 000
Notes )

1. Al costs are in $1996 in present val ue.

2. Costs for Legislative Assenbly Building are included in GN
O fice/ Adm nistrati ve.

3. Vehicles include GN vehicles, POL vehicles, and nunicipal fire
trucks and gravel trucks.

4. Land Development costs are for G\, federal/nunicipal, and
private sector staff housing needs, GN institutional needs and
private residential needs. 0O&M costs for |and devel opnent are
not included.
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These charts indicate that, wth respect to overall costs
for infrastructure, the costs of the Igaluit Mddel are sonewhat
|ower than is the case with the Rankin Inlet or Canbridge Bay
Model .  The primary reason for Igaluit’s |ower cost position is
that Igaluit already has a regional hospital, court facility, and
corrections facility.

Cost differences between Rankin Inlet and Canbri dge Bay
reflect two things:  historically higher costs for leasing in
Keewat i n; and, |ower capital water devel opment costs for
Canbridge Bay as the result of its water and sewage system being
based on truck delivery and pick-up, not pipes. Aﬁart from t hese
two things, infrastructure costs in the Canbridge Bay and Rankin
Inlet options are basically the sane.
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Subsection (iii) . Ongoing Operations And Capital Costs
Ongoing territorial governnent costs associated wth
operations in the capital of Nunavut are the second category of

Si nlificant cost considerations in relation to the three design
model s.

(a) Conparisons

For the purpose of conparisons, the Conm ssion identified
the followi ng cost indices for Igaluit, Rankin |nlet, and
Canbri dge Bay:
1. Capital Costs:

1995 G\WI' cost indices for capital projects

Igaluit 1.25
Ranki n | nl et 1.25
Canbri dge Bay 1.30

2. Operations Costs

(a) Federal Isolated Post Living Allowance Differential

(1993)
Igaluit 155 - 160
Ranki n | nl et 165 - 170
Canbri dge Bay 185 - 190

() Famly Wekly Food Cost (1991)
(source: GNWI Bureau of Statistics)

Igaluit $281
Rankin Inl et $257
Canbri dge Bay $273

(c) GO\ Settlenent Allowance (1995)

Igaluit $5, 100
Rankin I nl et $5, 500
Canbri dge Bay $6, 000

(d) Price Indices based on Living Cost Differentials
(Sources: GNWI 93-94 data & Price Waterhouse 1995 study)

Igaluit 1.23

Rankin 1nlet 1.23

Canbri dge Bay 1.36
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(e) Electrical Rates - CGovernment (1995)

Igaluit $0.3734/KWH
Ranki n | nl et $0.4570/KWH
Canbri dge Bay $0.4508/KWH

(f) Fuel QI Rates - GCovernnment (1995)

Igaluit $0.3667/Litre
Rankin 1nlet $0.5700/Litre
Canbri dge Bay $0.7100/Litre

(b) Coservations and Concl usi ons

Overall, the operating costs for the Nunavut Covernment
woul d be approximately the sane for Igaluit and Rankin Inlet,
whi |l e Canbridge Bay costs would be between 5% and 15% hi gher
dependi ng on cost indices. The significance of cost
differences for the alternate capital options nust be considered
in the context of the incremental growth in the l[ocation of the
capital. The decentralized approach to governmental design
advocated by the Commi ssion provides a net increase in Nunavut
Governnment positions in a total of 11 comunities in Nunavut.

The net increase in Nunavut Government positions for all of the
three design nodels is much smaller than would be the case for a
hi ghly centralized organizational structure. O the 600 new
positions contenpl ated for Nunavut, the net increases in the
nunber of positions to be located in the capital range from 99 in
the Igaluit Model to 255 in the Canbridge Bay Mddel. The net

i ncreases in Nunavut Governnent positions for the ten communities
other than the capital range from 511 in the Igaluit Mddel to 345
in the Canbridge Bay Mddel. The wide distribution of transferred
positions substantially reduces the cost inpacts on the capital *
in each design nodel

The costs of ongoing operations are approximately the sane
for Igaluit and Rankin Inlet, and are about 10% higher on average
for Canbridge Bay. A decentralized approach results in
relatively nodest growth in Nunavut Government positions in the
capital with each design nodel and, therefore, the cost
differences in ongoing operations in the capital would not be a
significant factor in choosing between Igaluit and Rankin Inlet.
In relation to Canbridge Bay, the approximately 10% extra
operating costs would be a factor, but it is inportant to
renenber that, in any event, the mpjority of new positions would
be in communities other than the capital.
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Section 5. Infrastructure Considerations

Subsection (i). Community Expansion Factors
(a) Introduction

The ability of a comunity physically to absorb up to 379 HQ
FTEs (PYs in this section) and attendant spin off popul ation
growmh is clearly of fundanental inportance in selecting a
capital location. Availability of Iand for new infrastructural
devel opment and housi ng; the capacity of existing governnent
facilities to accommobpdate new Nunavut governnent enployees; t he
capacity of community infrastructure and services to neet an
influx of new enployees and their famlies noving in --- these
are inportant factors in determning the capital |ocation.

At the request of the NIC in 1994, pIAND Technical Services
of Public Wrks and CGovernnent Services Canada undertook a
technical analysis of the capacity of four communities, Canbridge
Bay, Igloolik, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet, to handle the
establ i shment of a headquarters for the Nunavut Governnent.
(Since Igloolik is no longer a likely location, analysis of its
capabilities for expansion has not been included in this
sunmary. ) Findings were outlined in a draft report dated,
Cctober 3, 1994, entitled “Technical Analysis of Population
Influx Scenarios in Four Nunavut Communities”.

(b)  “Technical Analysis of Population Influx Scenarios in Four
Nunavut Communities”

As pointed out by its authors, the analysis contained in
“Techni cal Analysis of Population Influx Scenarios in Four
Nunavut Communities” (referred to in this section as the Report)*
was both hypothetical and prelimnary in nature, and subject to
review and verification of data of current facilities by the
GWI .  Gven uncertainties surrounding the decentralized design
of the government and the nunbers of enployees required for
headquarters functions in any of the four comunities, the Report
[imted itself to analysing the technical and physical facilities
and characteristics of the comunities.

The Report projected natural population growth and related
community infrastructure needs until the year 1999. The Report
further projected the infrastructure inplications of scenarios
involving the influx of various nunbers of new people into
comunities in association with the creation of Nunavut (while
recogni zing the likelihood of local hire, the Report did not

assume any) .  For purposes of analysis, four things were factored
into community profiles: total popul ation increase; housi ng
requirements; government infrastructure requirenents; and,
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community capability to absorb an influx of people. The Report
did not attenpt to forecast social and cultural inpacts.

The overall conclusion of the Report was that none of the
conmuni ties analyzed presented any abnormal obstacles to
acconmpdat i ng a Nunavut Government headquarters.

It should be pointed out that the Report nmade a nunber of
assunpti ons, concerning such matters as average famly size, that
were different from assunptions used in the NIC report,
“Footprints in New Snow . This variation in assunptions does not
detract fromthe reliability of the Report’s overall conclusion
as to the ability of all relevant comunities to expand to _
accomrmodate influxes of up to 500 new workers; the 500 number is
far in excess of the maxi num of 255 additional workers for any
single community contenplated in “Footprints in New Snow

(¢c) Population Analysis

A popul ation analysis is essential in assessing overal
demand for hard and soft community services and the demand for
land. The Report deternmined that, in the calculation of tota

popul ation inpacts, the following factors nust be included:

* normal grow h;

* additional population growth created by federal governnent
| obs;

* additional population gromh created by private sector
expansi on to serve the new popul ation |evels;

* additional population growmh to account for famly menbers of
federal and territorial public servants and of new private “
sector enpl oyees; and,

* Jocal hire.

(d) Local Hire

Local hire could reduce the need for housing and |and and
reduce the inpact on comunity services. |n examining loca
hire, the Report reviewed the Coopers and Lybrand studies of 1991
and 1992 and a 1985 study by Reid Crowt hers 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 prograns. Due to uncertainty surrounding the
issue, the Report deened it best to assune a 100% i nfl ux.
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(e) Federal Job Creation

The Report assunmed a 0.1 nultiplier effect for each new

federal governnent enployee as a result of Nunavut Government
enpl oynment grow h.

(f) Private Sector Job Creation

The Report assuned a 0.3 multiplier effect for job creation
in the private sector as a result of government related
enpl oynment grow h.

(g) Famly Increnment

Popul ation analysis in the Report extended to fam |y menbers
of enpl oyees of new Nunawvut CGovernnent, federal government and
private sector enployees. The Report assuned that:

* 25% of new enpl oyees would be single and wi thout dependents;

7s% of the new enpl oyees woul d have spouses, children, and
possi bly non-working rel atives;

* the average Nunavut fam |y would have 4.3 menmbers, but this
nunber could be higher for Inuit and |ower for non-Inuit;
and,

* the nunber of children aged 0-19 would be 2.1 per famly.
(h) Housing/ Lot Requirenents

Housing is the largest land use in a community and a mgjor
determ nant of infrastructure costs.

Based on total famly formation projections, the Report
esti mated requirenents for housing units. The Report exam ned
vari ous housing scenarios, ranging froma “worst case” scenario
of one unit required for each influx enployee, to 1.8 new jobs
per househol d.

The Report defined housing needs in terns of single fanmly
det ached dwel | i ngs (SFDs), attached duplexes and row dwellings
(ADRs) , and apartnment units (APTs) . The Report presented three
scenarios for neeting housing requirenents: SFD m xes of 30%
50% and 70% ADR mxes of 15% 20% and 20% and, APT m xes of
15% 30% and 50% The ratios used were a function of several
factors: residential land availability; funding available for
site devel opnent and dwel ling construction; local and consumer
preferences; and, federal and territorial government housing
policies.
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Subsection (ii) . Inplications of Influx of Nunavut Government
Jobs

The Report presented the inplications of Nunavut Government
jobs on the total influx of people. The inplications of severa
scenari os were offered

Al the scenarios assuned certain constants: 10% federa
empl oyee growth; 30% private sector growh; no local hire; 75% of
the enployees married with fanmlies; and 4.3 nenbers per famly.
The constants were factored against two popul ati on scenari os:
1.0 enployee per family: and, 1.8 enployees per famly

The Report exam ned a range of possibl e Nunavut Gover nnment
influx scenarios for the three potential capital |ocations, based
on influxes of one, 25, 50, 100, 250 and 500 new enpl oyees. The
conbi ned total Nunawvut Governnent, federal government and private
sector job influx growh was calculated to be a maxi nrum of 715
jobs in the event of 500 Nunavut Governnent jobs. Total
popul ation influx ranged from 4.97 people to 2484.63 people (for
1.0 enpl oyee per famly), and from 2.92 people through 1459.79
people (for 1.8 enployee per famly). These possible scenarios
were then neasured against a mx of housing requirements for
SFDs, ADRs and APTs.

The m ni mum and maxi mum nunbers of housing units per
enpl oyee in the three different housing categories are set out
bel ow (for conparative purposes, the figure of 250 PYs is
highlighted --- this figure is closest to the maxi mum nunber of
255 FTEs contenplated by the NIC for any community in any of its
three design nodels) :

SFD requirements ranged from

a low of 1.00 to a high of 500.50 for 1.00 enpl oyee per
famly; and,

* alowof 0.67 to a high of 333.67 for 1.80 enpl oyees per
famly.

In the 250 enpl oyee influx range, SFD requirenments ranged from

* a low of 107.25 to a high of 250.25 for 1.00 enpl oyee per
famly; and,

* a Iﬂw of 71.50 to a high of 166.83 for 1.80 enpl oyees per
famly.
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ADR requirements ranged from

*

alowof 0.21 to a high of 143 for 1.00 enpl oyee per famly;
and,

alowof 0.14 to a high of 95.33 for 1.80 enpl oyees per
famly.

the 250 enpl oyee influx range, ADR requirenents ranged from

a low of 56.30 to a high of 71.5 for 1.00 enpl oyee per
famly; and,

a low of 35.75 to a high of 47.67 for 1.80 enpl oyees per
famly.

APT requirenments ranged from

*

a lowof 0.21 to a high of 357.50 for 1.00 enpl oyee per
famly; and,

alowof 0.14 to a high of 238.33 for 1.80 enpl oyees per
famly.

the 250 enpl oyee influx range, APT requirements ranged from

a low of 53.63 to a high of 178.75 for 1.00 enpl oyee per
famly; and

a low of 35.75 to a high of 119.17 for 1.80 enpl oyees per
famly.
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Subsection (iii) . Nunavut Covernment Facility Requirenents

The Report stated that the type of Nunavut Governnent
functions associated with the influx of enployees will affect the
range of possible facilities required (office space, special
purpose storage, nuseuns, etc.) . This would be a factor in
determ ning comunity expansion capability and community inpact.
The Report assuned that, initially, the focus for the Nunavut
Government will be on its needs for conventional office space.
Once nore specific details are known about the governnment’s
operations, other needs could be further refined.

The Report assumed a job |evel breakdown based on
“Informati on on Numavut and Baffin Region”, a report prepared by
the GNWI Departnment of Education, Culture and Enploynent, in
April, 1994, nanely:

Seni or/ Executi ve Adm nistration 6. 5%
M d- Level Adm nistration 15. 1%
Oficer 63. 5%
Support 14. 9%

(a) Building Upgrade Assunptions

Bui I ding categories in the Report cane from a review of
exi sting comunity services and analysis in the 1992 work of the
Coopers and Lybrand Consulting G oup.

Exi sting popul ati on based guidelines and standards (GNWT and
federal governnent) were used to forecast thresholds for
additional facilities. Site specific issues, such as travel
di stance for fire protection, were also considered.

(b) Ofice/Administrative Facilities

The Report assunmed that snmall influxes of new staff into a
comunity could be accommpdated in a single office building, but
when | evel s exceeded 100 PYs, office space requirenments, conbined
with the scale of existing buildings, wuld dictate separate
buildings, linked in a canpus style. At the 250 PY |evel,

i ndi vi dual buil ding conponents mght assume distinct functions.

(c) Educational Facilities

The Report relied on current GNW guidelines for schools:
preferred operating capacity should be at 85% all new facility
space should open at a 70%utilization rate; and, schools should
not reach 100% utilization in under five years. Standard
cl assrooms shoul d house 22 students. Schools in the relevant
communities had recently been upgraded. While 100% capacity
woul d be required, the preferred operating factor to use was 85%
The Report took into account GNWI policy favouring use of private
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hones for boarding students; where new construction would be
required, student hostels/residences could be converted later on
into residential units. Adult learning centres could be upgraded
through the addition of classroons and expanded facilities.

(d) Health Facilities

All communities have a health station, a health centre, or
regi onal health centre, depending on size. Comunity size
determines facility size. Medical libraries and research
facilities could be incorporated into health facilities.
Recently, Rankin Inlet has proposed construction of a Regional
Miul ti-Level Health Care Facility and Igaluit has proposed
construction of a Regional Hospital. Bot h proposal s are under
review by the GNWT.

(e) Community/Recreation Facilities

The GNWI uses popul ation based guidelines to determ ne
thresholds for construction and upgradi ngs of comunity halls,
gymasi uns, arenas and other recreational activities. Facilities
are based on community size and | ayout. Sorme of the recreationa
needs of young people could be served through the use of
community facilities such as schools, and w der recreationa
?eedf_qould be taken into account when devel opi ng educational

acilities.

(f) Municipal Facilities

The G\NWI has popul ati on based guidelines to determ ne
thresholds for construction and upgrading of fire halls,
muni ci pal offices, maintenance garages and parking garages. Such
facilities are based on comunity size and 1 ayout. The Report
states that nunicipal facilities should be reviewed to determn ne*
the need for expansion.

(9) Housing

A major limting factor affecting housing is the
availability of land; therefore, verification of the nunber of
lots available is a first consideration. Design criteria should
be based on CMHC guidelines for social and cooperative housing
under the Maximum Unit Price Program

(h) Social Semtes Buildings

The Report addressed facilities directly related to the
Nunavut Governnment in its initial devel opnment phase. Day care
facilities were included due to their potential inpacts on
education and trai ning. Popul ation influxes of nmore than 250 PYs
require day care needs to be analyzed in conjunction with
educational and recreational facilities.
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(i)  Commercia
The Report did not review comrercial devel opnent. Pot ent i al

comrerci al devel opnent scenarios would be reviewed after a review
of conpleted conmmunity technical profiles.
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Subsection (iv) . Community Expansion Capability

The Report exam ned each comunity’'s capability to respond
to popul ation increases associated with Projected Nunavut
Gover nment requirenents. Speci fically, he Report exam ned:

* |and availability;

* existing capacities and expansion capability of community
infrastructure and transportation systerns;

* space availability for Nunavut Government functions; and,

* existing capability of, and further requirements for,
comunity services.

The community data used in the Report were derived fromthe
“Community Technical Profiles” prepared by the Nunavut Technica
Worki ng Group, Septenber, 1994. Analysis of community expansion
capability was undertaken after normal comunity growth had been
taken into account.

(a) Canbridge Bay

The Report assuned the population of Canbridge Bay to be
1210 in 1994 and, with natural population growh, to be 1366 by
1999. At a maxi num nunber of 500 Nunawvut Government enpl oyees
with 1.8 enpl oyees per household, the comunity would have a
popul ation of 2826 in 1999. At a nmaxi mum nunber of 250 Nunawvut
Government enpl oyees with 1.8 enpl oyees per household, the
community woul d have a popul ation of 2096 in 1999. The NIC
Canbridge Bay Model contenplates the |argest nunber of FTEs in

any single Nunavut community in any nodel considered by the NIC:
an increase of 255 FTEs in Canbridge Bay.

Land Availability (Canbridge Bay)

Canbri dge Bay has drafted a |l and use plan and zonin% by- | aw.
The plan would acconmodate all influx levels. The Report found
no maj or devel opnent obstacles or cost anonalies. G anul ar
supply was estimated at 20 years.

Muni ci pal Services (Canbridge Bay)

The Report found that except for the need for additional
wat er and sewage trucks (four for a 500 enployee influx) , there
woul d be no problenms with the expansion of water supply and
sewage disposal. The water supply would have to be increased for
popul ati on increases above 1500.
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Energy (Canbridge Bay)

The Report found that, taking into account natura
popul ation growh, there would be a surplus in energy capacity
for 1999. The Report estimated that Canbridge Bay could handle a
popul ation influx up to the 100 PY range. The NWTPC tank farm
could absorb a 100% increase in capacity; it wll be expanded
to meet normal growth between 1995-99.

Communications (Canbridge Bay)

Al'l Nunavut comunities are served by the CBC.
Tel ecommuni cati ons services are provi ded by NorthwesTel, with
Canbri dge Bay bei ng served out of Yellowknife, and Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet being served out of Igaluit. 1Igaluit has state of
the art equipnent and tel ephone service. The Report stated that
services such as video-conferencing and distance |earning would
be feasible with appropriate equipnent.

Air Transportation (Canbridge Bay)

Canbri dge Bay has a 1524 by 46 metre gravel airstrip that is
technical ly adequate for all transportation needs scenari os.
Wth a higher population it mght be nore cost effective to pave
the strip and extend it to 1830 netres. The Report stated that
the air termnal building and |anding instruments should be
upgraded as increased traffic warrants. The Report concl uded
that there are no nmjor obstacles to expansion.

Marine Transportation (Canbridge Bay)

Canbri dge Bay receives one NTCL barge visit a year. The
Coast Guard wharf (43 by 9 metres) and marshaling areas are
adequate for minor increases in traffic, but navigation aids and
wharf and marshal i ng areas woul d have to be upgraded for
significant increases in traffic. Storage facilities and
pol lution response equi pment would be required. The Report
concluded that there are no mmjor obstacles to expansion.

Roads  (Canbridge Bay)

The Report stated that an all weather road to Canbridge Bay
(or any of the communities in Nunavut) from the South woul d not
be feasible due to excessive costs.

Facilities (Canbridge Bay)
The Report found that existing office and housing space
coul d not cover anything beyond normal community growth

requirements .  Municipal buildings would have to be upgraded
after a 100 PY threshold was reached.
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The Report concluded that there are no foreseeable obstacles
to upgrading or constructing additional facilities to acconmodate
influxes of up to 500 Nunavut Governnent enpl oyees.

Community Services (Canbridge Bay)

Community social and education services are adequate for
normal community growth with a linmted spare capacity beyond
current anticipated growh. Existing health and recreation
capacity may be able to accommodate an influx of 25 Nunavut
Government PYs. The Report concluded that there are no
foreseeabl e obstacles to upgrading existing facilities to
accommodate up to 500 Nunavut CGovernment enpl oyees.

(b)) Igaluit

The Report assumed the popul ation of Igaluit to be 3844 in
1994 and, with natural population growh, to be 4330 by 1999. At
a maxi mum nunber of 500 Nunavut CGovernment enployees with 1.8
enpl oyees per household, the community woul d have a popul ati on of
5790 in 1999.

Land Availability (Igaluit)

A 1987 comunity plan provides for large scale expansion to
accommodate normal community growth and an i1 nflux of people
shoul d Igaluit become the capital. The Report found that Igaluit
should be able to handle a large population influx in the Apex
Road subdivision, wth other expansion areas available for
commercial, community and institutional needs. Industria
devel opnent coul d be accommodated in the vicinity of the airport.

Muni ci pal Services (Igaluit)

The Report found a current need to upgrade the central water
supply , treatnment and distribution facilities, including water
st orage. There is also a need to upgrade sewage punping stations
and sewage treatnment capacity. Provided these facilities are
built, as identified in the five year capital plan, they could
accommodate all influx scenarios. The Report concluded that
there are no obstacles to upgrade these facilities.

The Report stated that additional conpactor garbage trucks
woul d be required for expansion (four trucks for 500 Nunavut
Government enployees) . The Report found the two current solid
wast e disposal plants to be inadequate.
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Energy (Igaluit)

The Report found that there would be a current surplus in
energy capacity which could be expected to neet |ower population
influx levels 1n 1999. Repl acement of an ol der engine, as
identified in the capital plan, could be sized to neet all new
popul ation influx |evels. Expansi on or addition of powerhouse
space would not be needed for a population influx. The tank farm
has space and a pad for a new fuel tank.

Conmuni cations (Igaluit)

Al Nunavut comunities are served by the CBC
Tel ecommuni cati ons services are provi ded by NorthwesTel, with
Canbri dge Bay being served out of Yellowknife, and Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet being seined out of Igqaluit. Igaluit has state of
the art equi prent and tel ephone service. The Report stated that
services such as video-conferencing and distance |earning would
be feasible with appropriate equipnent.

Air Transportation (Igqaluit)

Igaluit has a paved 2743 by 60 netre airstrip, with
facilities adequate for all scenarios.

Marine Transportation (Igaluit)

Igaluit receives five sea |lift visits a year. There is a
dredged channel, cleared beach, wood wharf, and marshaling area
adequate for current sea lift. Significant increases in shipping

woul d benefit from inmprovements to the channel and anchoring
facilities and would require storage facility for pollution
response equi pnent. The Report concluded that there are no nmjor
obstacl es to expansion. .

Roads (Igaluit)

The Report stated that an all weather road to Igaluit (or
any of the communities in Nunavut) fromthe South would not be
feasi ble due to excessive costs.

Facilities (Igaluit)

The Report found that, due to its size and its significant
G\W infrastructure, Igaluit could absorb up to 25 additional PYs
w t hout any significant upgrading of existing
officel/adninistrative space. Muni ci pal bui | di ngs woul d not have
to be upgraded until the 100 PY threshold was reached.
Addi tional housing would be required to accomnmpdate influxes of
new Nunavut Covernnment enpl oyees. Land availability is not a
problem for the construction of additional facilities, although
current devel opment patterns might entail special approaches to
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the planning and design of increnental facilities.
Community Services (Igqaluit)

The Report found community social and health services to be
adequate for normal comunity grow h. Education and recreationa
facilities could accomobdate up to 50 Nunavut Governnent PYs
wi t hout significant upgrading. The Report concluded that there
are no foreseeable obstacles to the construction of additional
capacity to existing conmunity services to accommpdate up to 500
new Nunavut Government enpl oyees.

(c) Rankin Inlet

The Report assumed the population of Rankin Inlet to be 1863
in 1994 and, wth natural population growth, to be 2124 by 1999.
At a maxi mum nunber of 500 Nunavut CGovernnent enployees with 1.8
enpl oyees per household, the comunity would have a popul ation of
3583 1n 1999.

Land Availability (Rankin Inlet)

The Report found that a conmunity plan and zoni ng byl aws
have been drafted for Rankin Inlet which allocate sufficient |and
for all likely purposes, although sone land remains to be
servi ced. G anul ar supply is projected for 20 years at the new
Itivia Site.

Muni ci pal Semtes (Ramnkin Inlet)

The Report found expansion of the central water supply and
sewage disposal to be ongoing in accordance with the five year
capital plan. Once this work is conplete, there will be adequate
capacity for all expansion scenarios. The Report concl uded t hat
there are no obstacles to expansion of facilities should
expansi on be required.

The Report stated that additional conpactor garbage trucks
woul d be required for expansion (four trucks for 500 Nunavut
Gover nnent enpl oyees) . If the upgrade in the five year capital
plan for solid wastes is conpleted, there will be adequate
capacity for all Nunavut Governnent scenari os.

Energy (Rankin | nlet)

The Report found that current energy capacity is adequate
and has sonme surplus capacity;, wth normal capital planning, it
could nmeet normal population growth requirements. An influx of
Nunavut Government enpl oyees would require new energy capacity.
Requi red upgrading for tank farms would be straightforward.
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Communi cations  (Rankin |nlet)

Al'l Nunavut comunities are served by the CBC
Tel ecommuni cati ons services are provided by NorthwesTel, wWith
Canbri dge Bay being served out of Yellowknife, and Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet being served out of Igaluit. 1Igaluit has state of
the art equi pment and tel ephone service. The Report stated that
services such as video-conferencing and distance |earning would
be feasible wth appropriate equi pment.

Air Transportati on (Rankin Inlet)

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

Mari ne Transportation (Rankin Inlet)

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

Roads (Rankin Inlet)

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

Facilities (Rankin |nlet)

The Report found that existing office/adm nistration and
housi ng space are adequate to accomvdate normal community growh
with enough capacity to serve |less than 25 additional Nunavut
Gover nment  PYs. Muni ci pal buil dings 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 comunity facilities to neet influx
levels up to 500 new Nunavut Government enpl oyees.

Community Services (Rankin Inlet)

The Report found community social, health and recreationa
facilities to be adequate for normal comunity growmh with spare
capacity adequate to neet influx |levels of approximately 25 new
Nunavut Covernment PYs.  The newy conpleted training centre
coul d accommodate an influx of up to 50 new Nunavut ver nnent
PYS. The Report concluded that there are no foreseeable
obstacles to the construction of additional capacity to
accommpdate up to 500 new Nunawvut Covernnent enployees.
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Subsection (v) . Discussion

The Technical Analysis Report concluded that Canbridge Bay,
Igaluit and Rankin Inlet all have the potential to absorb
f oreseeabl e popul ati on infl uxes. Exi sting GN\WI pl ans can
acconmmodat e normal community growth, but may have to be revised
to accommodate significant additional population grow h.
Adjustnents in capital plans are required to allow for |and,
facility and infrastructure upgrades to acconmpdate popul ation
i nfluxes. Sufficient lead tinmes are required for planning and
devel opnent of infrastructure. There appear to be no significant
physi cal or environnental inpacts associated w th popul ation
influxes but, in some communities, a high influx level could nore
t han doubl e the popul ati on; this mght be of sonme concern with
respect to social, cultural, and econom c inpacts.

(a) Land Availability

The Report concluded that there is adequate |and avail able
in all the communities studied to accomvpdate |and uses
associated with influx |evels. Except for low influx |evels that
can be accomodated by existing surpluses of serviced lands to
1999, expansion will require normal subdivision planning and
surveying as well as normal grading and drai nage. The Report did
not note any extraordinary site limtations or |and use
conflicts.

Comunity planning and approvals will have to be undertaken
The Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet comunity plans identify new
devel opnent areas for all |and uses. In the Rankin Inlet plan,
popul ation influx |evels have been specifically addressed and the
Iqaluit plan is expected to do the same. The Igaluit pl an
prepared in 1987 provides for population growh in keeping with
the levels set out in the Report.

(b) Municipal Sservices

In Canbridge Bay, additional water and sewage trucks woul d
be required. In Igaluit and Rankin Inlet, additional water and
sewage mains would be required

The analysis provided in the Report assuned that the
proposed GNWI five year capital plan will be fully inplemented on
schedule. The influx of people beyond normal population growth
woul d necessitate expansion sooner than currently expected.

(c) Energy
Al three comunities have some surplus in current energy
generation capacity and fuel storage capacity which nmay be

adequate to accommpdate | ow popul ation influxes. No significant
obstacles exist with respect to increasing capacity.
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(d) Access

Air access for all three communities is currently adequate
for all influx scenarios. The Canbridge Bay airstrip and
termnal buildings and facilities mght have to be upgraded for
hi gher popul ation |evels.

Marine facilities at Canbridge Bay should be upgraded to
acconmodat e hi gher population influx |evels. Per manent docki ng
facilities at Igaluit are assuned to be uneconom cal due to the
hi gh |l evel of tides. Facilities contenplated in the five year
pl ans of both Rankin Inlet and Igaluit shoul d be adequate for
i ncreased popul ation levels. Additional storage space and
pol lution response equipment will be required for Canbridge Bay
and Igaluit.

The Report concluded that there are no mgjor obstacles to
the expansion of marine and air facilities and that an all
weat her road to any of the comunities fromthe South is not
economi cal ly feasible.

The Report concluded that none of the relevant communities
has extra office and housi ng acconmodati on capacity beyond coping
wi th normal population growth and up to 25 Nunavut Governnent
PYS. Substantial construction of additional buildings wll
t herefore be required.

The Report concluded that all the communities may be able to
absorb influxes from under 50 up to 100 PYs before significant
upgradi ng to nunicipal buildings is required.

The Report also concluded that any spare facility capacity
transferred fromthe GN\WI to the Nunavut Government will raise .
construction thresholds accordingly, enabling a better
delineation of the differences between the communities.

(e) Community Services

The Report concluded that sone existing comunity buildings
have additional capacity beyond normal growth requirenents to
acconmopdate fewer than 25 Nunavut Governnent PYs. These
exceptional cases (the Rankin Inlet training centre and Arctic
Col l ege in Igaluit) may raise spare capacity threshol ds upward to
between 25 and 50 Nunavut Government PYs. The Report also
concluded that any spare capacity transferred from the G\W to
t he Nunavut Government would raise construction threshol ds.

73



Subsection (vi) .  Concl usions

Al the comunities could physically absorb small increnments
of people in addition to their natural growth rates, but |arger
popul ation influxes would require sonme expansion. Generally,
there are no significant obstacles to conmmunity expansion i'n any
of the comunities.

The Report contained several charts summarizing its findings
(these charts are reproduced in Appendix 3 of this report). The
charts show two things: the capability of comunities in 1999 to
acconmodate PYs in relation to natural population growh by 1999;
and, the capability of communities to expand to accommopdate
popul ati on increases beyond natural population grow h.

Wth respect to land availability, the charts indicate that
all three communities could accommopdate, nmore or less equally,
smal | increases in population growth in the areas of housing,
office and institutional space, and conmmercial and industrial
use. Al three comunities could accommobdate expansion to meet
t he needs of any of the population influx scenarios.

Wth respect to infrastructural devel opnent associated with
water, sewage, solid waste disposal, roads, energy and
comuni cations, the charts indicate that all three comunities
coul d absorb, nore or less equally, small increases in popul ation
wi thout expansion. Al three could accormpdate expansion for any
of the scenarios. Canbridge Bay would be a little nore hard
pressed to accommodate expansion in the areas of water, sewage
and solid disposal than the other communities. In the field of
comuni cations, Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet are |ess devel oped
t han Igaluit.

Wth respect to air transportation, the charts indicate that
all three communities could equally absorb increases of
popul ation for any of the scenarios and are equally capable of
expansi on.

Wth respect to narine services, the charts indicate that
Igaluit and Rankin Inlet could equally absorb large influxes of
popul ation, and that both are equally capable of expansion.
Canbridge Bay, although capable of expansion, would be a little
nprﬁ hard pressed to absorb significant increases in population
Wi thout it.

Wth respect to facilities associated with
of fi ce/ admi ni stration, nunicipal and conmercial buildings, and
housi ng, the charts indicate all the communities are nore or |ess
equal |y capable of absorbing small increases in popul ation
Wi t hout expansion, with Canbridge Bay being nore slightly nore
capable in the area of nunicipal buildings. Al three
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communities are equally capable of expansion to neet any of the
l'i kely scenari os.

Wth respect to conmunity services such as social services,
education, and health and recreation, the charts indicate that
all three communities could absorb, nore or less equally, small
increases in population, wth Canbridge Bay being slightly nore
capabl e of doing so in the areas of health and recreation. a1l
three conmunities are equally capable of expansion to neet any of
the scenari os.

O the three comunities, only Canbridge Bay would require
its airstrip to be paved, its termnal and landing instrunents to
be inproved, and its marine wharf and marshaling area to be
upgraded, for significant increases in traffic associated with
| arger popul ation influxes. Storage facilities and pollution
response equi pnent would also be required in Canbridge Bay.

Shi ppi ng associated with Igaluit woul d benefit from inproved
channel and anchoring facilities, storage facilities and
pol lution response equipnment. There are no obstacles to
installation of necessary infrastructure in the communities.

Al though it is physically possible to connect Rankin Inlet
to a land transportation network South of 60, an all weather road
connecting it or any of the other communities wuld be cost
prohi bitive.

Igaluit has the nost up to date communications and tel ephone
service of the three conmunities. Canbridge Bay is the only one
of the three communities serviced by NorthwesTel out of
Yellowknife and not serviced by the CBC out of Igaluit.

In Canbridge Bay, surplus energy capacity could accommpdate
100 or nore new PYs. In Igaluit, the current energy surplus
coul d accomodate |ow popul ation influxes, but all influx
scenarios could be met if the capital plan being contenplated is
i mpl ement ed. In Rankin Inlet, energy capacity would have to be
upgraded to acconmodate nore than natural popul ation grow h.

In Canbridge Bay, except for the need for additional water
and sewage trucks, there would be no problems in the expansion of
the water supply and sewage disposal. The water supply would
have to be increased for population increases above 1500. In
Igaluit, water supply, treatnment and distribution plans
contenplated in the five year capital could acconmbdate al
influx scenarios, but the solid waste disposal plans would prove
i nadequat e. In Rankin Inlet, the water and sewage system coul d
acconmodate all population influx scenarios if the five year
capital plan were inplenented. Igaluit and Rankin Inlet would
both need additional conpactor garbage trucks.
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Muni ci pal buildings in Canbridge Bay and Igaluit woul d both
have to be upgraded for nore than 100 new Nunavut Governnment PYs,
whi |l e upgradings would be required in Rankin Inlet for nore than
50 new PYs.

Community social and education services in Canbridge Bay
woul d require expansion for population influx levels greater than
25 new PYs. Community social and health services in Igaluit
woul d require expansion for population influx |evels greater than
50 new PYs. Cbnnuni2¥ social, health and recreational services
in Rankin Inlet would require upgrading for population influx
|l evel s greater than 25 new PYs, except for the training centre
whi ch could absorb up to 50 new PYs.

Canbridge Bay, through natural growth, is forecast to have
1366 people in 1999. At a maxi mum of nunber of 250 Nunavut
Government enpl oyees with 1.8 enployees per household, the
comunity would have a popul ation of 2096 in 1999. This woul d
mean an 153.4% increase in the overall popul ation. (The. NIC
Canbri dge Bay Model proposes a 255 Nunawvut Government " FTE TPY)
i ncrease in Canbridge Bay.)

Igaluit, through natural growth, is forecast to have 4330
people in 1999. At a maxi num nunber of 250 Nunavut Gover nnent
enpl oyees with 1.8 persons per household, the comunity woul d
have a popul ation of 5060 in 1999. This would nean a 16.4%

increase in the overall population. éThe-NIC Igaluit Mbde
proposes a 99 Nunavut Government FTE (PY) increase in Igaluit.)

Rankin Inlet, through natural growh, is forecast to have
2124 people by 1999. At a nmaxi num nunber of 250 Nunawvut
Government enpl oyees with 1.8 persons per household, the
comunity woul d have a popul ation of 2854 in 1999. This woul d .
nmean a 74.4% increase in the overall population in 1999. %The
NI C Rankin Inlet Mdel proposes a 216 Nunavut Government FTE (PY)
increase in Rankin Inlet.)

In summary, land is available in all three comunities for
expansi on. Canbridge Bay would be a little nore hard pressed to
acconmodat e expansion in the areas of water, sewage and solid
waste disposal. Air transportation facilities in all three
comunities could absorb increases in population and could be
expanded, but the facilities in Canbridge Bay mnight have to be
upgr aded. The marine transportation facilities in all three
comunities could acconmodat e expansion, but the facilities in
Canbri dge Bay woul d have to be upgraded. Al three comunities
coul d accommodate small influxes of population in relation to
muni ci pal buildings and all three communities could accomodate
expansion. Al three conmunities could accomvodate snall
popul ation influxes in the areas of social services, health
education and recreation and all three conmunities could
accommodat e expansion. Al three comunities would require new
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housing. A 250 PY increase, at 1.8 enployees per househol d,
woul d nean an popul ation increase of 153.4% in Canbridge Bay, a

16. 4% i ncrease in Igaluit, and a 74.4% increase in Rankin Inlet.

On the basis of the above facts and anal ysis, Conm ssioners
have concluded that, with respect both to existing infrastructure
and to capability of expansion of infrastructure, all three
candidate comunities for capital are equally well positioned;
there are no conpelling reasons to favour one community over the
others in this respect.
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Section 6. Geographic Position

Subsection (i) . I ntroduction

The NIC S discussion paper of June, 1994, entitled
“Di scussion Paper Concerning the Devel opnment of Principles to
Govern the Design and QOperation of the Numavut Governnent’,
identified two factors concerning the geographic |ocation of the
capital and its position in relation to other regional centres in
Nunavut and to maj or centres outsi de Nunavut:

* existing and potential transportation |inks wthin Nunavut and
out si de Nunawvut; and,

* position/accessibility within the overall circumpolar worl d.

The location of the capital and its position is inportant for
reasons of transportation and conmunication.

The discussion that is offered in the follow ng subsection
as to the conparative geographic advantages and di sadvant ages of
the three candidate communities for capital draws, to some
extent, on information supplied in the report, entitled
“Techni cal Analysis of Population Influx Scenarios in Four
Nunavut Communities”, prepared by DIAND Technical Services,
Public Wrks and Governnent Services Canada, dated
Cctober 3, 1994.
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Subsection (ii) . Conparisons
(a) Transportation: Overview

Transportation |inkages w thin Nunavut, and bet ween Nunavut
and pl aces outsi de Nunavut, both in Canada and abroad, are of
sonme inportance in the selection of a capital |ocation. Ease of
access with other mjor centres is inportant to the snooth and
efficient running of the Nunavut CGovernment. Air and narine
transportation are the only practical means of transporting
people and freight over large distances to a wi dely dispersed
population living in a difficult terrain and a cold clinate.

Canbridge Bay, 1Igaluit and Rankin Inlet all have facilities
adequate to accomodate air traffic associated with |arge
popul ation influxes (the facilities in Canbridge Bay m ght have
to be upgraded) . Although air routings currently link the
regional centres within Nunavut in an established pattern
routings can be easily changed, provided that appropriate
servicing and landing facilities are available. Al three
airports have the capability to expand to meet denmands.

All three communities have marine service facilities that
are capable of handling population increases, although facilities
in Canbridge Bay nmay require upgradi ng.

(b) Air Transportation

In relation to air transportation networks w thin Nunavut,
Rankin Inlet occupies the nost central |ocation of the three
candi date communities for capital. It is 730 mles from Rankin
Inlet to Igaluit, 707 mles to Yellowknife, and approxi mately 560
mles to Canbridge Bay. The distance fron1canbr|dge Bay to
Yellowknife is 529 mles and to Igaluit approximately 1040 miles.
Enpl oyi ng 1991 census data, Rankin Inlet, 1f chosen to be the
capital, would be a central air hub serving a popul ation of
approxi mately 22,000 people wthin Nunavut. On a regional basis
Rankin Inlet would serve approxi mately 5,800 people in the
Keewatin, Canbridge Bay woul d serve apprOX|nater 4,000 people in
the Kitikmeot, and Igaluit would serve approxinately 11, 000
people in the Baffin Region.

In relation to connections to mgjor centres outside Nunavut,
Canbridge Bay to Ednonton is 1154 miles (via Yellowknife) , Rankin
Inlet to Wnnipeg is 914 mles, and Igaluit to Qttawa is 1304
mles and to Montreal 1272 niles. Using nodern jet aircraft,
there is only about one hour’s difference in flying time between
any of the three communities and their southern counterparts.

In relation to Inuit popul ations outside Nunavut but within
Canada, Canbridge Bay is closest to the Inuvialuit Settlement
Region in the Beaufort Sea Region, and Igaluit is closest to the
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Nunavi k Inuit in Northern Quebec and the Labrador Inuit in

Newf oundl and and Labrador. 1Igaluit’s location within the Baffin
Regi on (pop. 11,000), and its proximty to Northern Quebec (pop.
7,800) and Northern Labrador (pop. 4,500), make it centrally

| ocated to some 23,300 people. Igaluit is connected by regularly
schedul ed air service to the regional centre of Koudjouac in
Northern Quebec, a distance of 383 miles. Canbri dge Bay’s
location in the Kitikmeot (pop. 4,000), and its proximty to
Inuvialuit (pop. 5,000), nmeke it centrally located to connect
sone 9, 000 peopl e.

In relation to locations within the circumpolar world,
Canbridge Bay is closest to Alaska (Inuit pop. 44, 000), and
Igaluit is closest to Geenland (pop. 55,000, of which 47,000 are
Inuit) . There is no regularly scheduled air service between
Canbridge Bay and Al aska. There is regularly schedul ed seasona
air service between Igaluit and Nuuk, G eenl and, and regularly
SCh61U|%? annual air charters between Gise Fiord and Quanagq,

G eenl and.

Air transportation services and airport closures can be
affected by several factors, including, weather, runway
conditions, and air traffic control technology. Airport closures
nmust al so be assessed from the standpoint of reasons for closure.
For instance, an airport may be technically inoperable because of
snow on the runway which may not be cleared until there are
scheduled flights. According to Transport Canada neither Rankin
Inlet nor Igaluit in 1994 was closed in a way that affected
schedul ed flight service. The airport in Canbridge Bay was cl osed
for three or four days in 1994 resulting in only one or two
scheduled flight cancellations. Oher flights were reschedul ed
for the follow ng day.

(c) Marine Transportation

Marine services are affected by sea, ice and weat her
conditions and the off loading facilities and port facilities at
cargo destinations. The DIAND Technical Analysis Report
indicated that all three conmmunities are capable of absorbing
increased marine traffic and are al so capabl e of expansion. O
the three communities, only Canbridge Bay would require upgrading
of its wharf and marshaling area facilities. Igaluit and
Canbri dge Bay would require an upgrade of storage facilities and
pol I ution response equi prment. Rankin Inlet is the closest to a
maj or port, Churchill, Mnitoba, approximtely 300 mles south
Canbridge Bay is approximately 800 niles froma mjor port in
Tuktoyatuk.

Regardi ng connecting ship transportation w thin Nunavut,
only Igaluit and Rankin Inlet could nmaintain regular seasona
connections. Connections with Canbridge Bay from either
comunity would require transit of the Northwest Passage, an
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unreasonabl e proposition for regularly schedul ed marine service.
Both Rankin Inlet and Igaluit could naintain seasonal marine
links with Northern Quebec, Northern Labrador and G eenl and

Shi ppi ng eastward from Canbridge Bay to G eenland and eastern
Canada would require transiting the Northwest Passage, as woul d
shipping westward to the Beaufort Sea and Al aska from Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet. Ships from Canbridge Bay could nore readily reach
the Beaufort Sea and Al aska.

(d) Land Transportation

Canbridge Bay is approximately 750 mles from a connecting
road, the Denpster H ghway, which links Inuvik with Dawson City
in the Yukon. It is closer to seasonal w nter roads that connect
the city of Yellowknife wWith mning operations in the western
territory. Rankin Inlet is the closest community to a rail head
at Churchill, Mnitoba, 300 mles south. A 300 nile rail line
from Churchill to Thonpson, Mnitoba, connects with roads to
sout hern Canada. Rankin Inlet is connected to Arviat, 150 mles
north of Churchill, Manitoba, by bonbadier service in the winter.

(e) Conmuni cations

Tel ephone and broadcasting of radio and tel evision signals
are inportant |inks between the comunities and the outside
world. The conmunities of Igaluit and Rankin Inlet receive
t el ephone service from NorthwesTel out of Igaluit, and Canbri dge
Bay out of Yellowknife. The CBC services all communities, with
Rankin Inlet receiving CBC broadcast out of Igaluit and Canbridge
Bay receiving service out of Inuvik. 1Igaluit has the npost up to
date tel ephone system in Nunavut. Nunatsiag News, the only lar
weekly northern newspaper produced in both Inuktitut (syll abics)
and English, is read mainly in the eastern portion of Nunavut.

The “Footprints in New Snow report recommended that the
Nunavut Governnent be a decentralized government. The NIC’s
June, 1994, Discussion Paper reconmended that “full advantage
shoul d be taken of new and energing technologies in order to
facilitate the coherent operation of government departnents and
agencies that are distributed across the various regions and

coomunities . * Establishing a nodern tel ecomunications _
infrastructure wll allow for a nore efficient and cost effective
Nunavut Governnent. By processing information electronically,

conmuni cation costs becone transmssion tine-related, rather than
distance-related. Accordingly, apart frominitia

infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there is no
appreci abl e advantage or disadvantage to locating the capital in
any particul ar region.
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Subsection (iii) . Conclusions

In relation to air transportation, there is little
difference in flying tine fromthe three communities to their
sout hern Canadi an supply points. No scheduled flights had to be
cancelled in either Igaluit or Rankin Inlet in 1994, and only one
or two had to be cancelled in Canbridge Bay.

Vi ewi ng Nunavut as a whole, Rankin Inlet is the nost
centrally located of the three communities. Igaluit is 730 mles
to the east of Rankin Inlet, and Canbridge Bay is 560 miles to
the northwest of Rankin Inlet. Geography notw thstanding, none
of the three comunities is nore centrally |ocated than the
others in relation to providing services to all of Nunavut.

Al t hough Rankin Inlet could just as easily service the east

Kiti kneot communities as does Canbridge Bay, it would be hard
pressed to service the High Arctic communities of the Baffin.

Li kewi se, Igaluit would be hard pressed to service the Kitikmeot
Regi on, and Canbridge Bay the Baffin Region.

On aregional basis, Igaluit is in the best position to
service the 11,000 people of the Baffin Region, approxinately
hal f the popul ati on of Nunavut. Rankin Inlet is best located to
service the 5,600 people of the Keewatin, who make up sone 30% of
t he popul ati on of Nunavut, and Canbridge Bay is best located to
service the 4,000 people of the Kitikmeot, who nake up sone 20%
of the popul ati on of Nunavut.

Looki ng at Nunavut’s connections w thin Canada, Igaluit is
closest to the Inuit popul ations of Northern Quebec and Northern
Labr ador; toget her, these popul ations anmount to 12, 300.

Canbridge Bay is furthest to the west, placing it closest to
5,000 Inuvialuit. Igaluit is closest to Otawa, at a distance of
1304 mles, and Canbridge Bay is closest to Yellowknife, at a

di stance of 527 miles.

Looki ng at Nunavut’s connections outside Canada, Canbridge
Bay is closest to 44,000 Al askan Inuit. Igaluit is closest to
55,000 Greenlanders, of whom 47,500 are Inuit.

None of the three conmunities has road access to the
sout hern Canada, and none will likely have such access in the
foreseeable future

Wth respect to ship transportation, only Igaluit and Rankin
Inlet could have seasonal marine transportation links to Northern
Quebec, Northern Labrador and Geenland. Rankin Inlet is closest
to the port of Churchill, Manitoba. Ship transportation eastward
from Canbri dge Bay would require transiting the Northwest
Passage, as would ship transportation westward from Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet. Ships from Canbridge Bay could nore readily reach
t he Beaufort Sea and Al aska.
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Regar di ng tel econmuni cations, apart frOminitial
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there would be
no appreci abl e advantage or disadvantage in locating the capital
in any particular region.

It is possible to sumarize this section of the report in
the follow ng way:

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

if proximty to the largest nunber of Inuit in Canada (as wel
as in Nunavut) is a central consideration, then Igaluit would
make the best choice for capital;

* if weather, as it relates to air transportation, is a centra
issue, then all comunities are simlarly positioned

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

regardi ng tel econmunications, apart from the initial
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there is no
appr eci abl e advantage or disadvantage in locating the capital
in any particul ar region.

Based on these assessments, the NIC conmes to the follow ng
concl usi ons:

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 enmerges as a clear favourite as to
geographi c position when a variety of considerations are
exam ned.

Accordingly, the NIC concludes that considerations of geographic

position do not equip any candidate comunity for capital with a
preferred standing over the other two possibilities.
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Section 7. Regional Support

The NIC, in its June, 1994, discussion paper entitled,
“Di scussion Paper Concerning the Devel opment of Principles to
Govern the Design and Operation of the Numavut Covernment”,
identified the extent of regional support as an el ement of
consideration in the determination of the capital |ocation.

The location of the capital of Nunavut has |ong been a hot
topic of discussion, as evidenced by such things as the creation
of capital support conmttees in Igaluit and Rankin Inlet. For
its part, the NIC has received nore correspondence on the topic
than any other issue: approximately 25 letters on the subject.
In addition, the choice of capital was an inportant topic of
di scussion in each of the 26 comunities in Nunavut visited by
Commi ssioners in Decenber, 1994, and January 1995. During those
community visits, nine potential |ocations for capital were
suggested:  Arviat; Baker Lake; Canbridge Bay; Igloolik;
Igaluit; Nanisivik; Pond Inlet; Rankin Inlet; and, Taloyoak
(of these nine commnities, Baker Lake, Canbridge Bay, G oa
Haven, Igloolik, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet expressed a fornma
interest in being considered for choice as capital)

The range of views expressed to the NIC as to why the
capital should or should not be placed in any particular |ocation
has been w de and divergent (for a summary of what was sai d about
the choice of capital during the NIC comunity tours, see
Appendi x 9 of report, “Footprints in New Snow') . Most peopl e
have said that the capital should be located in one of the three
main regional centres, citing population, infrastructure, weather
and transportation as the main factors for doing so. People
supporting communities other than the three main candi dates have.
generally proposed their own communities or conmunities in their
regions. People that did not want their hone conmmunities to
becone the capital, because of perceptions of negative inpacts,
often identified alternate communities within their own regions
as possible capital |ocations.

Centrality of location was identified as an inportant
consi deration by people in the Keewatin who supported the capital
being located in their region. It was al so nmentioned by some
people in the Kitiknmeot who did not want the capital to be too
far away, and who feared that the smaller Kitikmeot popul ation
woul d not count for much against the |arger regional populations
of the Baffin and the Keewatin Regi ons.

In “Footprints in New Snow', the N C recomended that the
capital location be limted to Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin
Inlet . The NIC further recomrended that no plebiscite be
conducted on the choice of capital because of the |ong-term

84



divifiveness that could be engendered by both the process and
results.

Al t hough “Footprints in New Snow’ did not delve into the

mechanics of a plebiscite, it should be pointed out that many

difficult

order to stage a plebiscite, questions such as:

*

*

admi ni stered opinion survey poll, it is inpossi

who woul d organi ze the plebiscite?

who woul d pay for the plebiscite?

who woul d decide the plebiscite question or questions?
woul d the plebiscite involve

each voter namng the location he or she nost prefers
(“filling in the blank(s)”)?

- each voter stating and ranking nore than one preferred
| ocation?

each voter choosing anong Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet? all the comunities interested in
becom ng capital? other conbinations of |ocations?

what would be the mninmum voting age in the plebiscite? ---

the mninmum voting age was 16 in the ratification vote of the
Nunavut Agreenent;

what would constitute a “clear” outconme to the plebiscite? a

plurality of votes in favour of a particular |ocation? a
majority of 50% plus one? a majority reaching sone higher
threshold --- 60% 66%

in the event that the plebiscite results were not
sufficiently clear, would there be a second plebiscite in the
form of some kind of “run off”? what if the results of a
second plebiscite were also unclear?

how |l ong would a plebiscite take to organize and conduct, and

how would the time taken up by a plebiscite process affect the

ability of the Mnister of DIAND to nmake a tinely subm ssion
to the federal Cabinet on Nunavut issues in order to secure
infrastructure, training, and other funding approval s?

would timng of a plebiscite be affected by NWM Legislative
Assenbly el ections scheduled for this fall?

In the absence of a plebiscite or a carefullgldesign?g and
e to offer very

preci se numerical assessnments as to conparative levels of public
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support; even with evidence in the formof a plebiscite or
opi ni on survey, of course, some interpretive latitude m ght
exi st. From the NIC’'s perspective, it would appear, based on

anecdotal rather than rigorous methodol ogi cal analysis, that
popul ar preferences at the nonent roughly correspond wth
regional identities, that is, residents of the Kitikneot Region
tend to favour Canbridge Bay as capital, residents of the Baffin
Regi on tend to favour Igaluit as capital, and residents of the
Keewatin Region, tend to favour Rankin Inlet as capital. Gven
that the Baffin Region constitutes approximately half of the
total Nunavut population, it is realistic to suppose that nore
resi dents of Nunavut favour Igaluit as capital than any other
community.

Fol lowi ng from the above discussion, Conm ssioners conclude
t hat :

1. Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet all have discernible
comunity and regional support for choice as capital and,
accordingly, have significant support within the total
popul ati on of Nunawvut;

2. a decision to locate the capital in any particular region
would likely be supported by the majority of residents in
that region;

3. Conmi ssioners continue to see major difficulties associated
with any plebiscite on the capital, both with respect to the
di vi si veness of the process and the results ofany
pl ebiscite, and also with respect to the unanswered issues
regardi ng plebiscite design, organization and timng; and,

4. anecdotal evidence suggests that, consistent with the size of
the Baffin Region population within the total population of

Nunavut, it is likely that nore residents of Nunavut
currently support Igaluit as capital than any other
community.
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Section 8. Cimte

Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet are all situated in
the Canadian Arctic, well above the tree-line, and all have a
climate associated with the Canadian Arctic: long, cold winters
involving the freeze up of adjacent inland and offshore waters;
short grow ng seasons supporting tundra vegetation; and, |ow
amounts of precipitation falling principally in the form of snow

While all three candidate conmunities for capital share an
Arctic climate, Igaluit’s climate is more nmodified by surrounding
ocean areas than is the case with either Canbridge Bay or Rankin
Inlet, and Rankin Inlet’s climate is nore nodified by the |arge
expanse of Hudson Bay than Canbridge Bay’'s climte by adjacent
gulfs and straits. Accordingly, air tenperatures in Igaluit are
cooler in the sumer and milder in the wnter than in Canbridge
Bay, with Rankin Inlet occupying a mddle position. Along with
differences in ice clearing patterns, this results in Igaluit
have a |onger open water season than either Canbridge Bay or
Rankin Inlet, and Rankin Inlet having a |onger open water season
than Canbridge Bay. As is the case in the rest of North Anerica
east of the continental divide, precipitation levels increase
fromwest to east. There is little difference in wind speeds.
Because of their respective |latitudes, Canbridge Bay has-nore
daylight in the sumrer and less in the winter than Igaluit or
Rankin Inlet.

Sone of these observations can be captured nore precisely in
the followi ng table:

Canbri dge Bay Igqaluit Ranki n | nl et
July temps.
(degrees celsius)
nmean hi gh 15.1 11. 4 13.1
nmean | ow 5.9 3.7 4.5
Jan. tanps .
(degrees celsgiug)
nmean hi gh -31.6 -21.5 -27.9
nmean | ow -37.9 -29.7 -35.2
Wnd sp. (km/h) 21.8 16.7 24
Precipitation 13.6 43.9 27.8
(cmrain equival ent)
Break up (approx.) md July earIyI early July
July
Freeze up (approx.) Sept/Qtt. early late Cct.
Dec
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Li ke people all over the world, the people of Nunavut |ike
to tal k about the weather, in particular, differences in weather
patterns as experienced from place to place. Such differences
lead to endl ess speculation as to whether a comunity’ s weat her
is “better” than that of another community. Speculation is
fuelled, of course, by a general inability to agree on what m ght
constitute “better” weather --- for exanple, do sharper seasona
swings in tenperature nake a climte nore varied and invigorating
or is arelatively “mld” climte preferable in all cases? How
much precipitation is too nuch? How little is not enough? To
what extent is the predictability of weather as inportant 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, inmmune to
obj ective, quantifiable analysis.

It is possible to conceive of a nunber of objective tests
which could be used to distinguish the conparative climatic
advant ages and di sadvantages of the three candidate communities
for capital. Such tests can be used to investigate two concerns:

* whether the clinmate of a comunity seeking to becone capital
is such that citizens of Nunavut would regularly be inpeded
fromgetting into, out of, or around the capital; and,

* whether the clinmate of a comunity seeking to becone capita
is such as to inpose significant econom c burdens in the form
of higher capital construction or operating costs in
conmparison wth other comunities also seeking to becone
capital; this could take the form of such things as higher
heating bills due to colder tenperatures, higher electrical
bills because of darker winters, higher retail prices because”
of unreliability of re-supply from outside the community, | ost
staff tine due to weather delays, etc.

Wth respect to the first concern, Section 5 of this report
has indicated that the steady inprovements in air navigation and
transportation in the North have been such that residents of
Canbri dge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet can all count on
uninterrupted airline services; so few scheduled flights are
cancelled in these communities as to renove inaccessibility due
to weather as a relevant conparative 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 rel evance. I nsof ar, however, as different
candi date comunities for capital present variant profiles of
installation and operating costs, these conparisons are best
made in the context of overall financial analysis of the three
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desi gn nodel s devel oped by the N C Such consi derations have
been taken into account in Section 4 of this report, and there is
no obvi ous reason to make stand al one conparisons of a financial
nature under the general rubric of “climate”.

Gven its thinking as to these two concerns, the NIC
concludes that the only meaningful distinctions that can be drawn
anong 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 comrunities.
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PART Il :  CONCLUSI ONS

Part 11 of this report analyzes a nunber of factors
concerning the conparatives advantages and di sadvantages of
Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet as capital of Nunavut.
Part |1 analyzes the advantages and di sadvantages of these
communities in the context of the respective design nodels in
which these communities would serve as capital (i.e., the
Canbridge Bay Mdel, the Igaluit Mddel and the Rankin Inlet
Mdel) . The conclusions flowing from the analysis offered in
Part Il can be summarized as foll ows:

Decentral i zati on

The NIC has reached two conclusions with respect to
decentralization conparisons anmong the Canbridge Bay Mbdel,
Igqaluit Mbdel and the Rankin Inlet Mdel

1. the nunber and variety of decentralization conparisons
that have been nade are sufficient to draw objective
concl usi ons; and

2. on the basis of a large najority of conparisons, the
Igaluit Model is the best nodel for the purpose of
bringi ng about a decentralized Nunavut Government.

Denogr aphi ¢ and Rel ated Social |npacts

The NI C concludes that it is possible to rely on objective
i npacts conparisons to nmake material distinctions anobng the three
design nodel alternatives identified for the Nunavut Government.
The NI C further concludes that the weight of conparisons gauging
denographic and related social inpacts favours the Igaluit Model.

Cost s/ Fi nances

The NI C concludes that with respect to the capital and
| easing costs for the infrastructure necessary to establish the
headquarters in the capital and inplenent the associated
decentral i zed organizational structure, the Igaluit Mddel is the
nmost cost effective, although there are not mjor cost
di fferences anong the three design nodels.

The ongoing cost of territorial government operations in the

capital would be approximately the sane for Rankin Inlet and
Igaluit and approximately 10% higher in Canbridge Bay.
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Infrastructure Considerations

The NI C concludes that, with respect both to existing
infrastructure and to capability of expansion of infrastructure,
Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet are equally well
posi tioned; there are no conpelling reasons to favour one
community over the others in this respect.

Geographic Position

The NIC concludes the following in relation to the
geogr aphi c positions of Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet:

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

2. no single comunity energes as a clear favourite as to
geographic position when a variety of considerations are
exam ned.

Accordingly, the N C concludes that considerations of geographic
position do not equip any candidate comunity for the capita
with a preferred standing over the other two possibilities.

Regi onal Support
The N C concl udes t hat

1.  Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet all have discernible
comunity and regional support for choice as capital and,
accordingly, have significant support within the total
popul ati on of Nunawvut;

2. a decision to locate the capital in any particular region
woul d l'ikely be supported by the majority of residents of
that region;

3. the NIC continues to see nmajor difficulties associated with
any plebiscite on the capital, both with respect to the
di vi siveness of the process and the results, and also with
respect to the unanswered issues regarding plebiscite design,
organi zation and timng; and,

4. anecdotal evidence suggests that, consistent with the size of
the Baffin Region population within the total population of

Nunavut, it is likely that nore residents of Nunavut
currently support Igaluit as capital than any ot her
community.
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Climte

The NI C concludes that the only meani ngful distinctions that
can be drawn anong the three candidate comunities for capita
wWth respect to climate are distinctions rooted in cost
consi derations 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
communi ties.

Overall Results

It is possible to tabulate the conclusions discussed above
in the foll ow ng way

Fact or Best Mbdel
Decentralization Igqaluit Mode
Denographi ¢ and Rel at ed Igaluit Model

Soci al | npacts
costs Igqaluit Mdel *
I nfrastructure Equal results
Consi derati ons
Geogr aphic Position Equal results
Regi onal Support Equal results**
Cimte Equal results

* (One tine costs associated with Igaluit are sonewhat | ower
than for Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet. erating costs
for Canbridge Bay are somewhat higher than for the other two
communi ties.

** An equal level of regional support for each of three
potential capital locations is, due to the |arger

popul ation of the Baffin region, likely to translate into a
hi gher | evel of popular support for Igaluit on a Nunavut-
wi de basis.
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Considering all the factors, it is apparent that the three design
models, with their alternate capital |ocations, are equal in nore
respects than not. It is also apparent that, insofar as
differences do energe, the factors of decentralization
denmographic and related social inpacts, and costs, give Igaluit

t he best overall results.
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APPENDI X 1:  Correspondence Concerning the Devel opment of this
Suppl enentary Report




&,3 'ndian and Northern  Aftaires ingiennes
7 Attairs Canaga et du Norg Canaca

ANADA REMEMBER
(ANADA SE SBIVI

Your hd Ve reltrevce

Our e Nowe neerence

AAY -4 1995

Mr. Simon Awa

Executive Director

Nunavut implementation Commission
P.0. Box 1109

IQALUIT NT XOA OHO

Dear Mr. Awa:

Follow Up to the Report from the NIC

On Thursday, April 20, 1995 officials from the Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated,
the Government of the Northwest Territories, and this department met in Ottawa
to review “Footprints in New Snow’*. As follow up from these discussions, |
have been requested by the parties to write to you to identify areas where
additional advice is required to better assess the planning scenario developed
by the Commission. )

While the review covered the full report, and each of the parties may be
developing its own position on the various issues, | would like to focus in on a
number of key implementation activities where the Commission can be
particularity helpful in providing further advice and which clearly fall within its
mandate. The key implementation activities requiting the further advice of the
Commussion at this time are in the areas of administrative design, infrastructure
development, selection of the capital, and training.

Administrative Design:

The Commission recommends that the centre selected as the capital of
Nunavut should decentralize many of its existing regional functions. Can
the Commission provide some insight into the implementation aspects of
this recommendation, with particular attention to scheduling, human
resource and cost implications?
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The Commission provides a detailed breakdown of the proposed
administrative design but defers on the matter of phase in and details on
the transition period to 1999. As the period leading to 1999 is critical,
can the Commission provide details on the transition period and provide
some additional consideration or clarification on the recommended
approach to phase in?

Infrastructure Development:

The Commission supports the participation of the private sector and the
use of leasehold arrangements as the preferred approach to the
construction and maintenance of facilities. The Commission has also
indicated that it is looking at the financial implications of lease versus
Crown construct.

Fundamental issues arise regarding planning horizons, cost impacts and
investment strategies. It is understood that the NIC will be examining
these questions further, including the question of lease and Crown
construct. The parties consider this to be a vital area within the
Commission’s mandate which requires further work. PWGSC and
GNWT-PWGS are prepared to lend their assistance to the NIC on the
technical aspects of this work.

This should then allow the Commission to clarify in its view the timmg
and scheduling of construction, year-to-year impacts, requirements for
specific facilities and resulting year-to-year financial implications. Again,
PWGSC and GNWT-PWGS will lend their assistance to the NIC on the
technical aspects of this work.

The Commission advocates the integration of information technology into
the workplace and the development of an increased capability in the
communities of Nunavut. Can the Commission advise on the impact this
would have on the administrative structure with particular emphasis on
the cost and benefits? It is also requested that the Commission advise
on the information systems requirements of the Government and related
transition implications, inciuding the timing for the development of
Government of Nunavut systems and the merits of Departmental/agency
autonomy in this regard.
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Selection of the Capital:

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?

Training:

The Commission puts forward a range of training projects as the
recommended approach to preparing Inuit for employment in the
Nunavut Public Service. Can the Commission be more precise in
relating its approach directly to the proposed administrative design with
particular attention to senior management, technical and para-
professional training, scheduling, coordination with claims implementation
training, and identifying existing and new or modified program
requirements.

1 trust this provides you with some framework for future research and
discussions. Officials from the parties would be pleased to meet with NIC staff
to discuss these and related issues at an early date. | would suggest May 23rd
or 24th, if practical, for this purpose.

Yours sincerely,

j\ce,&ﬂﬁﬁ \DI’W'UMV

Kenneth Wyman
Associate Director
Northern Affairs Program

c.c.:Cindy Fair, GNWT
Alex Campbell, NTI
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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,
lqaluit, NT

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

On March 31, 1995, | 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. | am
writing t 0 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.
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The first report will offer further analysis and advice with respect to the
comparative advantages of Cambridge Bay, lgaluit 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.

The Commission further undertakes to supply a second report to the three
parties. This second report will provide further analysis and advice on those topics,
apart from the choice of capital (namely, administrative design, infrastructure, and
training), broadly outlined in a letter from Ken Wyman, Nunavut Secretariat, DIAND, to
Simon Awa, Executive Director, NIC, dated May 4, 1995. The Commission will submit
this second report by early August, 1995.

1 hope these undertakings are satisfactory to you and | welcome any
comments that you may have with respect to them.

Given the high level of interest in Nunavut concerning these issues,
especially the choice of capital, it is the Commission’s intention to make this letter public
on the occasion of the press conference planned for May 25 in association with release
of the report, “Footprints in New Snow”.

Yours sincerely,

/24 v
John Amafjélik
Chairpers

Nunavut Implementation Commission

cc - Jack Anawak, MP
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Comparison of the Distribution and Demographic
Impacts of the Three Decentralized Design Models

i ntroduction

TN’ appendix presentS comparative data for the three decentralized
models—the first with Cambridge Bay as capital, the seared with
Iqaluit as apital, and the third with Rankin Inlet. s apital.

Pages A-14.1 to A-143 present maps which show which commumties
would expenence increased employment with each of the models, and

Net Change in Territorial

Cambridge Bay Model

k Net Change in FTEs l
Cambndge Bay Model

1 O 255
3 [0 s0to 100
3 251050
3] 1125

pages A-14.4 and A-145 show the same data in chart form Pages A-14.¢
and A-14.7 detail the estimated population growth which would result
from each Of the three modeis Pages A-148 to A-14.11 detail the
estimated population growth and the ratio of residents per Governmen
of Nunavut employee which would resuit from each of the three model:
by region; by the three regional centres; by the commurities grouped by
their projected populations as of April 1, 1999; and, by the communitie:
grouped by their current leveis d ‘red unemployment’.

Gov’'t FTEs

A-14.1
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Net Change in Territorial Gov't FTEs

Rankin Inlet model
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Net Change in the Number of Territorial Gov't FTEs with the Cambridge Bay Model
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% Increase in the Number of Territorial Gov't FTEs with the Cambridge Bay Model
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Estimated Population Growth with the Cambridge Bay Model
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Estimated Population Growth with the lqaluit Model
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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 Regional Centre
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% Estimated Population Growth, by 1999 Community Size
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% Estimated Population Growth, by Real Unemployment Rate

‘low’: less than 20%,
‘medium’: 20% ~ 39%,
‘high’: 40% and above

7% 5% 6%

50% —
45%
40% —
35% 1
30% —j4
25%
20%
15%
] 10%
0% 8%
] 5% 6% 5%
7 7 4%
T Z | /A T \ T
medium high low medium  high
Cambridge Bay as Capital Iqaluit as Capital

I 1
low  medium  high

Rankin Inlet as Capital

1999 Pop. per Nunavut Gov't Employee, by Real Unemployment Rate

o 2 ;4 ~ = — 13.2
] 6.3 % % 6.6 6.4
gl % %

Cambridge Bay as Capital lqaluit as Capital

1

Rankin Inlet as Capital



Chart 1
CAMBRIDGE BAY . ohuign =5t o
Natural Growth per Year: 31.3
Community Expansion Capabiﬁtvatlnﬂux Levels of... Factor
:E 50 100 Suu  GON Influx Employee
e 146 292 730 1460  Influx Pop. due to GON
157 230 303 449 887 1617  Incremental Pop. at 1999
1366 143¢ 1512 1658 2096 2826  Total Population at 1999

LAND AVAILABILITY

Housing

Office
Institutional
Community Use
Commercial
Industrial

INFRASTRUCTURE

Water

Sewage

Solid Waste
Roads

Energy
Communications

ACCESS
ST NP Air
| Marine

FACILITIES

Office / Admin.
Municipal Bldgs.
Commercial
Housing

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Social Services
Educational
Health
Recreational




Chart 3
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Chart 4

Population 1994: 1862
RAN KIN INLET Natural Growth per Year: 52.2
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