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

June 30, 1995

The Hon. Ron Irwin,

M nister, . _
Departnent of Indian Af f airs and
Nort hern Devel opment,

Qtawa, Ontario

The Hon. Nell i e Cournoyea,

Government Leader,

Governnent of the Northwest Territories,
Yellowknife, NWI

M. Jose Kusugak,

Presi dent,

Nunavut Tunngavik | ncorporated,
Igal ul t, NW

Dear M. lrwin, M. Cournoyea, and M. Kusugak,

~ On behalf of the Nunavut |nplenmentation Conm ssion (NIC), | am
writing to you further to ny letter of May 24, 1995. You wi |
recall that the Comm ssion |letter of that date was witten in
association with the public release of the NIC report enti tied
“Footprints in New Snow. In its letter, the Conm ssion undertook
to supply you wth a supplenentary report offering

n .. f_urther analysis and advice with respect to t h e
conpar ative advantages of Canbridge Bay, IgaluitandRankin
Inlet as capital of Numavu t based on a detailed examination of

objective f act ors, particularly, set up and operational costs,
and conpatibility with overall decentralization of government
opera tions. The Commi ssion Will submi t this report to the

three parties by June 30, 1995. =

The suppl enmentary report accompanying this letter of transmttal,
enti tied “Choosing a Capital”, is in fulfillment of the Commission’s
undertaking to you in this respect.

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

P.O. Box 1109, Iqaluit, NT XOA OHO, Tel; (81 9)9794199 Fax: (819)979-6862



The first thing to be enphasized is that the Conm ssion went
about developing the reportwithaviewto identifying and
eval uating rel evant, objective, and quantifiable conparisons anobng
the three design nodels for the organization of the Nunavut
Government set out in ‘Footprints in New Snow.

The second thing to be enphasized is the overall results of
the analysis provided by the report; these are setout in the
concl uding words of the report:

‘Overall Results

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

Fact or Best Model
Decentralize tion Igaluit Model
Denogr aphi ¢ and Rel at ed Igqaluit Model

Soci al | npacts
Cost s Igaluit Mbdel *
I nfrastructure Equal results
Consi der ati ons
Geogr aphic Position Equal results
Regi onal Support Equal results**
dimte Equal results

* (One tinme costs associated wth Igqaluit are sonewhat
| ower than forCanbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet. Operating
costs for Canbridge Bay are sonewhat higher than for
the other two conmunities.

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

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




o the basis of these overall results, the Comm ssion has
concluded that, while the Igaluit Mbdel energes as best in several
| nportant respects, many factors place Canb[idpe, Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet on an equivalent footing. Accordingly, the choice of
capital should be properly understood as fundamental ly a matter of
political choice, not technical merit. The Nunavut Act

acknow edges this reality, and reserves the choice of capital to
the federal Cabinet.

Commi ssioners woul d wel cone neeting with you, at your earliest
convenience, to discuss the report and other iSsues refevant to the
creation of the wNunavut Governnent.

| look forward to hearing fromyou

Sincerely,

/ Chairperson
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PART | : | NTRODUCTI ON

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

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

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

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

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

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

* sgselection of the capital should be confined to Cambridge Bay,
Igaluit or Rankin Inlet;

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

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

Inresponse to its report, “Footprints in New Snow', the N C
recei ved sonme early indications fromthe Government of Canada, the
Governnment of the Northwest Territories (the GNWT), and Nunavut
Tunngavik | 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 Mr.
Ken Wyman, Associate Director, Northern Affairs Program, Department
of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND), to Mr. Simon
Awa, Executive Director of NIC. Mr. Wyman's letter, written on
behalf of the Government of Canada, the GNWT and NTI ( “t h e
parties”), made the following point:



S ot

Innarrowi ng options for the selection of the capital of
Nunavut, the Conm ssion recommends criteria to be used in the
sel ection process. The parties feel it is inmportant for the
Conmi ssion to provide additional clarification on the criteria
and sone relevant weighting to aid in the process of
anal ysis.”

The NIC responded to this letter in correspondence to the
three parties dated May 24, 1995. 1In its letter of that date, the
NIC undertook to complete two supplementary reports in support of
the comprehensive report, ‘Footprints in New Snow. In relation to
the matter of Nunavut’s capital, the NIC committed itself to
prepare a supplenentary report that would offer

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

This supplementary report isin fulfillment of the Commission’s
undertaking as set out in its letter of May 24, 1995. The
correspondence of May 4 and May 24, 1995, is attached as
Appendix 1.



PART II: FACTORS

Section 1. | dentification of Factors

In Recommendation #9-3 of its comprehensive report,
"Footprintsin New Snow’, the NIC advised as follows:

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

1. existing infrastructure, services and anenities;

2. potential for additional infrastructure, services and
aneni ties,

3. existing and potential transportation links w thin Nunavut
and out si de Nunavut;

4. cost of living in the comunity;

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

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

7. the extent of regional support; and

8. climate. "

Application of these factors, particularly the first four,
resulted in Recommendation #9-4 of ‘Footprints in New .Snow",
namely, the recommendation that the selection of the capital be
confined to Cambridge Bay, Igaluit or Rankin Inlet.

Application of the factors listedin Recommendation #9-4 of
the “Footprints in New Snow” report has been key to reducing the
number of suitable candidate communities to a workable number and
has allowed the NIC to concentrate on three distinct models of
organizational design for the Nunavut Government: one based on
Cambridge Bay as capital; one based on Igaluit as capital; and,
one based on Rankin Inlet as capital. Application of the factors
has been less helpful in allowing the NIC to develop meaningful,
guantifiable comparisons as to the relative advantages and

disadvantages associated with the Cambridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin
Inlet Models.

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

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 GNWT and NTI dated May 24,
1995, these considerations are

* compatibility with overall decentralization of government
operations, and

* set up and operational costs of the Nunavut CGovernnent.

Accordingly, in developing this supplementary report, the NIC
has devoted a great deal of attention to these two considerations,
as well as attempted to offer some comments on factors previously

identified in Recommendation #9-4 of the “Footprints in New Snow"
report.



Section 2. Decentralization

Subsection (i). | nt roducti on

There are a nunber of conp eII|n% reasons to adopt a
decentralized approach to the design of the Nunavut Governnent.
They include the follow ng:

* t0o make government as close to the public as possible;

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

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

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

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

* to encourage a healthy and visible private sector dimension to
regi onal and community econom es.

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

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

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

* the need to acknowledge si gnificant 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 I n Nunavut.

As identified in “Footprints in New Snow', there are a nunber
of techniques that can be enployed, |nd|V|duaIIy and in
conbination, to bring about a greater degree of decentralization.
These i ncl ude:




*

the location ot sonme headquarters tunctions or the Government in
communi ties throughout the regions;

* the location of various sem -autononous boards, agencies,
conm ssions and corporations in communities throughout the
regions;

* the location of sone 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 some headquarters positions to
regional offices and auxiliary regional offices; and,

* the stipulation that the community that is selected to be the
capi tal -shoul d not continue to be-a regional centre as well;
regional offices currently located in that comunity should nove
out to other communities in that region.

In Chapter 5 of “Footprints in New Snow', the N C used these
techniques to flesh out three nodels for the organization of the
Nunavut CGovernnment based on the possibility of the capital being
situated in Canbridge Bay, Igaluit or Rankin Inlet. Each of these
decentral i zed nodels is "regionalized", i nsofar as each
contenplates a re-ordering of the current regional operations of
the territorial government as well as the placenent of departmenta
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 oynent positions in regional centres; in this regard, the
Baffin Regi on stands out fromthe other two regions with respect to
its heavy concentration of existing enploynent positions in the
regional centre of Igaluit.



Subsection (ii) . Conparisons

In “Footprints in New Snow, the NI C provided some 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. Wi | e t hese
conmparisons were illustrated in Appendix 14, the NIC did not make

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,
guantifiable conpari sons as possi bl e concer ni ng t he
decentralization advantages and di sadvantages of the three modes,
the NIC has carried out the following:

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

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

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

Appendix 14 of “Footprints in New Snow'is appended to this
supplementary report as Appendix 2.




(a) NetChangein Nunber of Territorial Governnment FTEs
(page A-14.4)

Backgr ound

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

Canbridge Bay as Capital

| f Canbridge Bay were to be chosen as the capital, there would
be an increase of 404 FTEs in the Kitikmeot Region, of which 255
would be located in Cambridge Bay. FTEs in Coppermine would
increase by 97 and in Gjoa 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 nmean a | oss of 3 FTEs. Baker Lake woul d
gain 17 FTEs and Arviat 27.

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Regi on would be a
gain of 155 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Igaluit, it would nean 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

| f Igaluit were to be chosen as the capital, there would be an
increase of 416.5 FTEs in the Baffin Region, of which 99 wquld be
| 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 model upon the Kitikmeot Region would be a
gain of 67 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Cambridge Bay, there would be an increase of 29 FTEs. Coppermine
would gain 33 FTEs and Gjoa Haven 5.

The effect of this model upon the Keewatin Region would be a
gain of 116.5 FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Rankin Inlet, it would mean an increase of 33.5 FTEs. Baker Lake
would gain 28 FTEs and Arviat 55.

Rankin I nlet 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 would

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

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

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

S .

D scussi on

| f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, there woul dbe an
I ncrease of 404 FTEs in the Kitiknmeot 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.

| f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, there would be an
I ncrease of 416.5 FTEs in the Baffin Region, 67 FTEsS in the
Kiti kmeot 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.

|f Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, there would be an
i ncrease of 391 FTEs in the Keewatin Region, 51 FTEs in the

Kitikmeot Region, and 158 in the Baffin Region.  The current
regional centres of Canbridge Bay and Igaluit would gain 2.5 and 15
FTEs respectively. In this model, neither Gjoa Haven nor Cape

Dorset would gain any FTEs.
Specific Conpari sons

Exam nation of page A-14.4 reveals an obvious difference: the
bar chart for the Igaluit Mbdel is much “flatter” than for the
other two models. This would appear to indicate that the Igaluit
Model is nore effective at avoiding a concentration of new FTEsS in
one community. A nunber of quantitative conparisons can be made to
test this assessnent.



(A-14.4)

Decentralization Conparison #1

Largest nunber of new FTEs in a single community

Cambridge Bay Mbdel 252 (CB)
Igqaluit Model 99 (Iq)
Rankin Inlet Model 216 (RI)

Wth an objective ofmnimzing the nunber of FTEs to be
| ocated in any single comunity, the Igaluit Mddel is best.

Decentral i zati on Conparison #2

Di fference between regional centre gaining the nost FTEs and
regional 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 FTE gains (| osses)
anong regi onal centres, the Igaluit Mddel is best.
Decentral i zati on Conparison #3

Difference between region gaining the nost FTEs and region
gai ning the fewest:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 363 (Kt 404/ Kw 41) .
Igqaluit 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)

Decentral i zati on Conparison #4

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

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 248.5 (excl. CB, Coppermine, Ig, Rl)
Igaluit Mdde 345 (excl. CB, Iq, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin I nlet Mdel 267.5 (excl. CB, Iqg, R, Baker Lake)

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

11




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

Canbridge Bay as Cap i tal

| f Canbridge Bay were to be chosen as the capital, there would
be a 67.3% increase of FTEs in the Kitikmeot Regi on. A 116%
increase would be experienced in the current regional centre of

Canbridge Bay. Coppermine would experience a 62% increase and Gjoa
Haven a 59% i ncrease.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be a
6.8% i ncrease 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 nodel upon the Baffin regi on would be a
25.8% increase of FTEs. In the case of the current regional centre,
Igaluit, it would nean a 0.4%increase of FTEs. Cape Dorset would
experience a 6% increase, Igloolik a 59% i ncrease, Pangnirtung a
30% i ncrease, and Pond Inlet a 30% increase.

Iqaluit as Capital

| f Igqaluit were to be chosen as the capital, there would be
a 69.4% increase of FTEs in the Baffin Regl on. A 12% increase
would be experienced in the current regional centre of Igaluit.
Cape Dorset would experience a 54% increase, Igloolik an 82%

increase, Pangnirtung a 59% increase, and Pond Inlet a 63%
increase.

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitiknmeot Regi on would be a
11. 6% i ncrease of FTEs. The current regional centre, Canbridge
Bay, would have a 12% increase of FTEs. Copper m ne woul d
experience a 21% increase and Gjoa Haven a 6% increase.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be a
19.4% i ncrease of FTEs. The current regional centre, Rankin Inlet,
woul d have a 10% increase of FTES. Baker Lake woul d experience an
19% i ncrease and Arviat a 37% i ncrease.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

|f 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 woul d be experienced in the current regional centre of
Rankin Inlet. Baker Lake woul d experience a 66% i ncrease and
Arviat a 52% i ncrease.

12




(A-14. 5)

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

The effect of this nodel upon the Baffin Regi on woul d be a
26.3% i ncrease of FTEs. The current regional centre, Igaluit,
woul d have a 0.4% increase of FTEsS. Igloolik woul d experience an
54% i ncrease, Pangnirtung a 30% i ncrease, and Pond Inlet a 44%
i ncrease of FTEs. Cape Dorset, wunlike in the Canbridge Bay and
Igqaluit Mbdels, would not experience any percentage increase.

D scussi on

| f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, there would be a
67.3% increase of FTEs in the Kitikneot 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% increase. The Keewatin Regi on woul d experience a 7.8%
increase in FTEs, with the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet
experiencing a 0.5% 1 oss.

| f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, there would be a 69.4%
increase in FTEs in the Baffin Region. A 12%increase would 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 ncr ease. The Keewatin Region would experience a. 19.4%
increase in FTEs, with the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet
experiencing a 10% i ncrease.

|f 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
I nlet. The Baffin Region would experience a 26.3% i ncrease of
FIEs, with a 0.4% increase being experienced in the current
regional centre of Igaluit. The Kitikmeot Region would experience
a 8.5% increase in FTEs, wWith a 7% increase being experienced in
the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. In this model,
neither Gjoa Haven nor Cape Dorset would experience any percentage
increase in FTEs.

13




(A-14.5)
Speci fic Conparisons

Examination of page A-14.5 suggests wider swingsin percentage
increases in territorial government FTEs with respect to the
Cambridge Bay Model than with respect to the other two models.
Closer analysis reveals the following quantitative comparisons.

Decentral i zati on Conparison #5

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

Canbri dge Bay Model 116% (CB)
Igqaluit Mode 82% ( Igloolik)
Rankin |nlet Mdel 66% (Baker Lake )

Wth an objective of mnimzing the largest increase in the
nunber of FTES for any single comunity, the Rankin Inlet
Model is best.

Decentral i zati on Conparison #6

Spreadi n percentage increases in FTEs anong three existing
regi onal centres (Canbridge Bay. Igaluit, Rankin Inlet) :

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 116%
Igqaluit Model 2%
Rankin | nl et Model 65%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the spread in perc;entage
increases inFTEs anong the three existing regional centres,
the Igqaluit Model is best.

Decentral i zation Conparison #7

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

Canbri dge Bay Model 44% (CB, Ig, R, Coppermine)
Igaluit Modde 29% (CB, 1q, R, Igloolik)
Rankin Inlet Model 34% (CB, 1g, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of ninimzing the average percentage
increase in the capital and regional centres, the Igaluit
Model is best.
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(c) Estimated Population Growth (page A-14.6)

Under | yi 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 community inwhich
positions are located is assumed to be 25%, regardless of the
choice of capital. Twenty five percent of the new FTEs would
come from other communities within Nunavut, and the remaining
50% would come from outside Nunavut (see p. A-17.3)

Calculation of the population influx to Nunavut is based on
initial recruitment figures and the following facts and assumptions

(see pp. A-17.3 and A-17.4):

* the average household size (including married and single
persons) for Nunavut Government headquarters FTEs is based on

the 1991 Census of Canada; household size is assumed to be 4.2
for Nunavut hires and 2.7 for non-Nunavut hires (Canadian
average) ;

*  the 6288 current GNWT enpl oyees i nclude 549 known couples;

* it is assuned that 0.4 additional private sector and federa
governnent jobs will be created for every new Nunavut Government
posi tion;

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

* spouses of the Nunavut Governnment who fill new jobs in the
federal and private sectors are assuned to be included in
| ocal hire percentages; and,

* the inpact of the influx in population (due to new headquarters
and ot her positions) on the number of headquarters FTEs i S
assuned to be non-consequenti al

Canbri dge Bay as Model

If Canbridge Bay were to be chosen as the capital, the overall
popul ati on woul d grow by 1080 people, of whom 682 woul d be | ocated
in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. The popul ations
of Coppermine and Gjoa 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
i ncrease the popul ation 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 peopl e, Pangnirtung by 110 people, and
Pond Inlet by 99 people.

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be to

increase its population by 117 peopl e; no increase in the
popul ation of the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet is
expected (there would be a loss of 3 FTEs) . The popul ations of

Baker Lake and Arviat would increase py 45 and 72 people
respectively.

Igaluit as Capital

| f Igaluit were to be chosen as the capital, the population in
the Baffin Regi on would increase by 1114 people, of whom 265 would
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 Kitikneot Region would be
to increase the population by 179 people, of whom 78 woul d reside
in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay. The popul ati ons
of Coppermine and Gjoa Haven woul d increase by 88 and 13 people
respectively.

_ The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be to
increase the population by 312 people, of whom 90 people would

reside in the current regional centre of Rankin Inlet. The
populations of Baker Lake and Arviat would grow by 75 and 147

people 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 would be located in the current regional centre of Rankin
Inlet. The populations of Baker Lake and Arviat would grow by 265
and 203 people, respectively.

The effects of this nodel upon the Kitiknmeot Region would be
to increase the popul ation by 136 people, of whom 40 wouldreside
in the current regional centre of Cambridge Bay. The population of
Coppermine would increase by 96 people. No population growth would
be experienced in Gjoa 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 woul d
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 Inl et
E% 142 people. No population growh would be experienced in Cape
rset.

D scussi on

I f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Kitiknmeot Region would grow by 1080 people, the popul ation of
the Baffin Region by 415, and the population of the Keewatin Region

by 117. O the regional totals, the current regional centres of
Canbri dge Bay and Igaluit woul d increase by 682 and 7 peopl e,

respectively, while Rankin Inlet would experience no popul ation
increase (3 FTE |o0ss)

| f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the population of the
Baffin regi on would increase by 1114 people, the popul ation of the
Kitikmeot Region by 179 people, and the popul ation of the Keewatin
Region by 312 people. O the regional totals, the current regiona
centres of Igaluit, Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet would increase
by 265, 179 and 90 people, respectively.

|f Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Keewatin Region would increase by 1045 people, the popul ation
of the Kitiknmeot Region by 136, and the popul ation of the Baffin
Regi on 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 Gjoa

Haven nor Cape Dorset woul d experience any increase in popul ation.
Speci fic Conparisons
Exam nation of page A-14.6 reveals a much flatter bar chart
for Igaluit than for the other two candidate comunities for
capital. Mre detailed exam nation provides the follow ng
quantitative results:
Decentral i zation Conparison #8

Largest population growh in a single comunity:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 682 (CB)
Igqaluit Model 265 (Iq)
Rankin | nl et 577 (RI)

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

D fference between the regional centre gaining the most
popul ation and the regi onal centre gaining the |east:

Canbri dge Bay Model 685 (CB 682/Rl -3
Igqaluit Mbdel 177 (Iqg 265/CB 783
Rankin I nlet Model 570 (Rl 577/1q 7)

With an objective of minimizing the differences in population
anreases anong the regional centres, the Igaluit Mddel is
est.

Decentral i zati on Comparison #l|o

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

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 963 (Kt 1080/Kw 117;
Iqaluit Mbdel 935 (Bf 1114/Kt 179
Rankin Inlet Mdel 909 (Kw 1045/Kt 136)

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

Decentralization Conparison #11

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

Canbri dge Bay Model 664 (excl. CB, Coppermine, Igq, Rl)
Igqaluit Mbdel 922 (excl. CB, Iq, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin Inlet Model 722 (excl. CB, Iqg, R, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of maxim zing popul ation growth outside the
capital and (new) regional centres, the Igqaluit Model is best.
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(d) Estimated Popul ation G owmh Expressed in Percentage Terns
(page A-14.7

Canbri dge Bay

| f Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the Kitikneot
Regi on popul ation would grow by 22% with 48% growh being
experienced in the current regional centre of Canbridge Bay.
Copperm ne and Gjoa Haven woul d experience 20% and 14% popul ation
I ncreases, respectively.

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

The effect of this nodel upon the Keewatin Region would be
popul ation growth of 2% wth the current rcla:gljonal centre of Rankin
I nl et experiencing no growh (loss of 3 Es) Baker Lake and
Arviat would grow by 3% and 4% respectively.

Igqaluit

| f 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% 1gloolik by 21% Pangnirtung by 15% and Pond Inlet by 17%

The effect of this model upon the Kitikmeot Region would be 4%
population growth, with the current regional centre of Cambridge
Bay experiencing 5% growth. Coppermine and Gjoa Haven would grow
by 7% and 1%, respectively.

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

Rankin Inlet

If Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the Keewatin
Regi on popul ation would grow by 14% with 26% ?rovwh bei ng
eerrienced by the current regional centre of Rankin ITnlet. Baker
Lake and Arviat would grow by 18% and 12% respectively.

The effect of this nodel upon the Kitikmeot Region would be 3%
popul ation growh, wth the current regional centre of Canbridge
Bay experiencing 3% growt h. Copperm ne woul d grow by 7%
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while Gjoa Haven woul d experience no popul ation grow h.

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

A-14.7 Discussion

If Canbridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the population in
the Kitikneot Region would grow by 22% the popul ation of the
Baffin Region by 3%, and the popul ation of the Keewatin Region by
2% O the regional totals, the current regional centre of
Canbridge Bay would grow by 48% a little growh would be
experienced in Igaluit (0.4%, and Rankin Inlet would register a
small loss (-0.5%

| f Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the population of the
Baffin Region would increase by 8% the population of the Kitikmeot
Region by 4% and the population 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.

|f Rankin Inlet were chosen as the capital, the population in
t he Keewatin Regi on would increase by 14% the popul ation of the
Kiti kmeot Region by 3%, and the popul ation of the Baffin Regi on by
3%5. 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 model, neither Gjoa Haven nor Cape Dorset
would experience an increase in population. .

Speci fic Conparisons
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 Model. Cl oser examnation permts the follow ng
quantitative comparisons:
Decentralization Conparison #12

Largest percentage popul ation increase in a single comunity:

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

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage popul ation
increase in a single comunity, the Igaluit Mddel iIs best.
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Decentral i zati on Conparison #13

Average percentage increase in the population growh ofthe
capital and regional centres:

Canbri dge Bay Model 14. 5%  (CB, CopperMnne, Iq, RI)
Igqaluit Mbdel 9.0% (CB, 1q, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin | nlet Model 12. o% (CB, 1q, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth the objective of minimzing average percentage increase
in the population growth of the capital and regional
centres, t he Igqaluit Mbddel is best.
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(e) Percentage Popul ation G owth by Region (page A-14.8)

Canbri dge Bay

If Cambridge Bay were chosen as the capital, the populationin
the Kitikmeot Region would increase by 22%, the population of the
Baffin Region by 3%, and the population of the Keewatin Region by
2%.
Igaluit

If Igaluit were chosen as the capital, the population of the
Baffin Region would increase by 8%, the population of the Kitikmeot
Region by 4%, and the population of the Keewatin Region by 4%.

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

the Keewatin Region would increase by 14%, the population of the

Kitikmeot Region by 3%, and the population of the Baffin Region
by 3%.

Specific Conparisons

Decentralization Conparison #14

Largest percentage increase in population by region:

Canbri dge Bay Model 22% (Kt)
Igqaluit Model 8% (Bf)
Rankin Inlet Mdel 14% (Kw)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage popul ation
increase in any single region, the Igaluit Mddel is best.
Decentralization Conparison #15

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

Canbri dge Bay Model 2 0% (Kt 22%/Kw 2%
Iqaluit Mbdel 4% Bf 8%/Kt and Kw4%)
Rankin I nlet Model 11% Kw 14%/Bf and Kt 3%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage difference
between the region with the |argest increase in popul ation and
the region gaining the least, the Igqaluit Mddel is best.
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(f) 1999 Population per Nunavut Governnent Employee, by Region
(page A-14. 8)
Canbri dge Bay as Capital

If Canbri dge Bay were chosen as capital, there would be 7.7
peopl e per Nunavut Government enployee in the Kitiknmeot Region,
10.4 in the Baffin Region, and 11.6 in the Keewatin Region.

Iqaluit as Capital

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

Rankin Inlet as Capital
I f Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, there would be 11.8

peopl e per Nunavut Government enployee in the Kitikmeot Region,
10.3 in the Baffin Region, and 8.4 in the Keewatin Region.

Speci fic Conpari sons
Initial examnation of these bar charts does not reveal any

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

Decentralization Conparison #16

Smal | est ratio of regional population to Numavut Gover nnment

enpl oyees:
Canbridge Bay Mbdel 7.7 (Kt)
Igqaluit Model 9.1 (Bf)
Rankin |nlet Mdel 8.4 (Kw)

Wth the objective of maximzing the ratio of regiona

popglation t 0 Nunavut Governnent enpl oyees, the Igaluit Mode
IS best.
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Decentral i zation Conparison #17

Difference between the region with the snmallest ratio of
regi onal popul ation to Nunavut Government enpl oyees and the
region with the largest:

Canbri dge Bay Model 3
Igqaluit Model 2.
Rankin Inlet Model 3

(Kw 11.6/Kt 7.7)
(Kt 11.5/Bf 9.1;
(Kt 11.8/kw 8.4

ADO

Wth an objective of minimzing the differences anong regions
in the ratio ofregional populations to Nunavut Gover nnent
enpl oyees, the Igaluit Mbdel is best.
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(g) Percentage Estimated Popul ation Growth by Regi onal Centre
(page A-14.9)

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

Cambridge Bay, if chosen as the capital, would experience 49%
growth in population, while the current regional centres of Igaluit
(2.5 FTE gain) and Rankin Inlet (3 FTE |oss) would experience
little popul ati on change.

Igqaluit as Capital

_ Iqaluit, 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% growh in

popul ation, respectively.
Speci fic Conparisons

Graphic differences are apparent in the relevant bar chart.
The bar chart for the Igaluit Mddel is markedly flatter than for
the other two models. The following quantitative comparison 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 Mbdel 49% (CB 49% Rl O%
Igqaluit Mdde 2% (Ig and CB 6%/RI 4%
Rankin | nl et Model 25% (Rl 27%/1g 2%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage difference
between the regional centre gaining the nost population and
the regional centre gaining the |east, the Igaluit Mdel is
best.
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(h) 1999 Popul ati on per Nunmavut Gover nnent Employee, by Regi onal
Centre (page A-14.9)

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

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

Igaluit as Capital

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

Nunavut Gover nment employee, Cambridge 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 Gover nment employee, Cambridge Bay 7.3, and Igaluit
6.2.

Specific Conparisons

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

Decentralization Conparison #19

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

Canbri dge Bay Mbodel 4.8 (CB)
Igaluit Model 5.8 (Iq)
Rankin Inlet Model 5.5 (RI)

Wth an objective of maximzing the ratio of regional centre

popul ati on t0 Numavut CGovernnent employees, the Igaluit Mbdel
I's best.

Decentralization Conparison # o

Di fference between the regional centre with the smallest ratio
of population to Nunavut Covernnent enpl oyees and the regiona
centre With the |argest:

Canbri dge Bay Model
Igqaluit Model
Rankin Inlet Mdel

8 Rl 7.6/CB 4.8)
2 Rl and CB 7. 0/Iq 5.8)
8 (CB 7.3/ R 5.5)

b
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Wth an objective of mnimzing the difference between the
regi onal centre with the smallest population ratio to Nunavut
CGover nnent

enpl oyees and the regional centre with the |argest,
the Igqaluit Model is best.
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(i) Percentage Estimated Population Gowth by 1999 Community Size
(page A-14. 10)

Under | yi ng Assunption

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

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

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

Igaluit as Capital

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

Rankin Inlet as Capital

|f Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, communities with |ess
than 1000 people would experience no population growh, communities
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 anong the three nodels in this bar
chart is the concentration of all enploynment in nedium sized
communities in the Canbridge Bay Mdel; this is a function of
Canbri dge Bay being classified as a nmedi um sized comunity. The
foll ow ng quantitative conparison can be nade:
Decentralization Conparison #21

Gowh in large sized comunities (Igqaluit and Rankin Inlet):

Canbri dge Bay Model 0%
Igqaluit Model 5%
Rankin Inlet Mdel 9%

Wth an objective of minimizing popul ation growth in |arge
sized communities, the Cambridge Bay Mdel is best.
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(j) Population per Nunavut Governnent Enpl oyee by 1999 Communi ty
Size (page A-14.10)

Under | yi ng Assunption

I n total, there would be 9.4 residents for every direct
Nunavut Government position (see pp. A-11.1, A-12.1 and A-13.1).
Communities would be assumed to be small, medium or large based on
population ranges identified above.

Canbri dge Bay as Capital

I f Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, comunities with |ess
than 1000 people would have an average of 18.1 people per Nunavut
Governnent enpl oyee, communities with 1001 to 2000 people would
have an average of 9.8, and communities with nmore than 2000 people
woul d have an average of 6.6.

Igqaluit as Capital

I f Igaluit were chosen as capital, communities with |ess than
1000 people would have an average of 18.1 people per Nunavut
Governnent enpl oyee, communities with 1001 to 2000 people woul d
have an average of 9.7, and comunities with nmore 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
than 1000 people would have an average of 18.1 people per Nunavut
Gover nnment employee, communities with 1001 to 2000 people would
have an average of 10.2, and communities with more than 2000 people
would have an average of 5.9.

Specific Conparison

The relevant bar chart reveals that, for all three nodels, the
ratio of population to Nunavut Government enpl oyees woul d vary
inversely to community size. Not wi t hstandi ng that conmon feature
of all three models, the following quantitative comparison can be
made:
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Decentralization Conparison #22

Ratio of popul ati on of |arge sized communities (Igqaluit and
Canbri dge Bay) to Numavut Governnent enpl oyees:

Canbri dge Bay Modd
Igqaluit Model
Rankin Inlet Model

gao o
OO

Wth an objective of maximzing the ratio of population to
Nunavut CGovernnent enployees in large sized conmunities, the
Canbridge Bay Mdel is best.
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(k) Percentage Estimted Popul ation Gowth by Real Unenpl oynent
Rat e (page A- 14. 11)

Under | yi ng Assunptions

Twenty-nine percent of the total adult population of Nunavut
were unemployed in 1994. The real unemployment rate for each of
the three regions is: Baffin 26%; Kitikmeot 30% and, Keewatin
34% The real unenployment 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 livein communities with “low real
unemployment” (between 3% and 19%);

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

* 35.3% of the population live in communities wth “high real
unenpl oyment”  (between 40% and 47%.

Canbridge Bay as Capital

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

Igqaluit as Capital

| f Igaluit were chosen as capital, comunities with a |ess
than 20% real unenploynent rate would grow an aver a?e of 5%
communities with a 20% to 39%  real unenploynent rate would grow an
average of 10% and communities with a real unenploynent rate of
40% or more would grow an average of 4%.

Rankin Inlet as Capital

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

Specific Conparisons

In the relevant bar chart, the Igaluit Model shows the largest
percentage population growth in communities with a medium real
unemployment rate, while the other two models show the smallest
percentage population growth in such communities. The following
guantitative comparisons are possible:
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Decentralization Conparison #23

Percentage population growh in communities with the highest
real unemployment rate:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 6%
Igqaluit Mode 4%
Rankin | nl et Model 6%

Wth an objective of maxi m zing population growh in the
comunities with the highest unenployment rate, the Canbridge
Bay and Rankin Inlet Mdels are best.

Decentralization Conparison #24

Percentage of population growth in comunities with the |owest
real unenploynent rate:

Canbri dge Bay Modd 8%
Igqaluit Model 5%
Rankin | nl et Mbdel 7%

Wth an objective of mnimzing population growth in
coomunities wth the | owest real unenploynent rate, the
Igqaluit Mbdel is best.
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(1) 1999 Popul ati on per Nunavut (Gover nnment Employee by Real
Unenpl oyment Rate (page A-14.11)

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

| f Canbridge Bay were chosen as capital, conmunities with a
l ess than 20% real unenploynent rate woul d have an average of 6.3
peopl e per Nunavut Governnent enFonee, communities with a 20% to
39% real wunenploynent rate would have an average of 14.6, and
communities with a real unenploynent rate of 40% or morewould have
an average of 13.4.

Iqaluit as Capital

| f Igaluit were chosen as capital, comunities with a |less
than 20% real unenploynent rate woul d have an average of 6.6 people
per Nunavut Government enployee, communities with a 20%to 39% real
unenpl oyment rate would have an average of 12.0, and communities
m@th a real unenploynment rate of 40% or nore woul d have an average
of 14.6.

Rankin |nlet as Capital

| f Rankin Inlet were chosen as capital, communities wWith a
l ess than 20% real unenploynent rate woul d have an average of 6.4
peopl e per Nunavut Governnent enPonee, comunities with a 20% to
39% real unenploynent rate would have an average of 14.5, and
comunities with a real unenploynent rate of 40% or nore would have
an average of 13.2.

Specific Conparisons

The relevant bar graph reveals that the highest ratio of
population to enployees is, for the 1Igaluit Mddel, in the
communities wth the highest real unenploynent rate and, for the
ot her two models, in the communities with a medium unemployment
rate. The following quantitative comparisons can be made:
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(A-14.11)
Decentralization Conparison #25

Ratio of population to Nunavut Governnent enployee in
comunities with the highest real unenpl oynent rate:

Canmbri dge Bay Mbdel 13.4
Igqaluit Mode 14. 6
Rankin Inlet Mdel 13.2

Wth an objective of mnimzing the ratio of population to
Nunavut Government enpl oyees in the communities with the
QI ghest real unenploynent rate, the Rankin Inlet Mdel is
est.

Decentralization Conparison #26

Rati o of population to Nunavut Governnent enployees in
communities with the |owest real unenploynent rate:

Canbri dge Bay Model 6.3
Igqaluit Model 6.6
Rankin | nl et Model 6.4

Wth an objective of maxim zing the ratio ofpopulation to
Nunavut Government employees incommunitieswith t he | owest
real unenploynent rate, the Igqaluit Model is best.
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(m Additional Conparisons not referenced in Appendix 14
Under | yi ng Assunptions
The fol l owi ng conparisons are based on a nunber of facts, proposals

and forecasts, i.e.

* 1991 regional breakdown of Nunavut popul ation (21, 544):

o NO. %
Ki'tikmeot 4,325 20%
Baf fin 11, 385 53%
Keewat i n 5, 834 27%

* 1994 regional breakdown of territorial government enploynment
in Nunawvut:

No. %
Kitikmeot 572 18.5%
Baffin 1672 54.0%
Keewatin 852 27.5%

* Proposed allocation of new territorial government employment by

region:
No. %
Canbri dge Bay Mbdel
Kiti kmeot 404 67%
Baf fin 155 29%
Keewat i n 41 % i
Igaluit Model
Ki ti kmeot 67 11%
Baf fin 416.5 69. 5%
Keewat | n 116.5 19. 5%
Rankin Inlet Mdel
Kitikmeot 51 8.5%
Baf fin 158 26.5%
Keewat | n 391 65.0%

35




* Forecast 1999 regional breakdown of Nunavut popul ation:

No. $

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel

Ki ti kneot 5676 20.8%

Baffin 14170 52.1%

Keewat i n 7342 27.1%
Igqaluit Mbdel

Ki ti knmeot 5103 18. 7%

Baffin 14614 53. 8%

Keewat | n 7470 27.5%
Rankin Inlet Mbdel

Ki ti knmeot 5076 18. 7%

Baffin 14175 52. 1%

Keewat I n 7937 29. 2%

* Proposed 1999 regional breakdown of territorial government
enpl oyment in Nunavut (adjustments not made for additional FTEs
to acconmodate natural increase in Nunavut popul ation)

No. %
Canbri dge Bay Model
Kiti knmeot 976 26. 4%
Baffin 1827 49. 4%
Keewatin 893 24. 2%
Igaluit Model
Ki ti kneot 639 17. 3%
Baffin 2088.5 56. 5%
Keewat I n 968. 5 26. 2%
Rankin I nlet Mdel
Ki ti kneot 623 16. 9%
Baf fin 1830 49. 5%
: Keewat i n 1243 33. 6%
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Specific Conparisons

Decentralization Conparison #27

Average percentage regional variation in proposed allocation
of new territorial government employment from 1991 regional
br eakdown of Nunmavut popul ati on:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 30.3% (47% 24% 20%
Iqaluit Mbde 11. 0% (9%, 16.5%, 7. 5%
Rankin Inlet Mdel 25.0% (11.5% 26.5% 38%

Wth an objective of mnimzing the average percentage
regional variation in proposed allocation of new territorial
government enpl oynent from 1991 regional breakdown in Nunavut
popul ation, the Igqaluit Model is best.

Decentralization Conparison #28

Average percentage regional variation in proposed allocation

of new territorial governnent employment from forecast 1999
regi onal breakdown of Numavut popul ation:

Canbri dge Bay Model 29.8%  (46.2% 23.1% 20.1%
Iqaluit Mbde 10.5% (7.7% 15.7-% 8%
Rankin Inlet Mdel 23.9%  (10.2%, 25.6%, 35.8%)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage regional
variation in allocation of new territorial government

employment from existing regional breakdown of Nunavut
popul ation, the Iqaluit Mdbdel is best.

Decentralization Conparison #29

Average percentage variation in regional allocation of total

territorial government enploynent (FTEs) from 1999 regional
breakdown of Nunavut popul ation:

Canbri dge Bay Model 3. 7% 5.6% 2.7% 2.99
Iqaluit Mbde 1.8% 1.4% 2.7% 1.39
Rankin Inlet Mdel 2. 9% 1.8% 2.6% 4. 49

Wth an objective of mnimzing the average percentage
variation in regional allocation of total territorial
governnent enpl oynent (FTEs)from 1999 regi onal breakdown of
Nunavut popul ation, the Iqaluit Model is best.
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Subsection (iii). Conclusions

The comparisons made in the preceding subsection can be
tabulated in the following way:

Decentral i zati on Conparison Best Mode
Decentralization Conparison #1 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #2 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #3 Rankin | nl et Model
Decentralization Conparison #4 Iqaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison #5 Rankin | nl et Model
Decentralization Conparison #6 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison  #7 Iqaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison  #8 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison  #9 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #10 Rankin | nl et Model
Decentralization Conparison #11 Igqaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison #12 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #13 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #14 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #15 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zation Conparison #16 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #17 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentral i zation Conparison #18 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #19 Iqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #20 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #21 Canmbri dge Bay Mode
Decentral i zation Conparison #22 Canbridge Bay Mdde
Decentralization Conparison #23 Canbri dge Bay and
Rankin miet MOdel s
Decentralization Conparison #24 Igaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison #25 Rankin | nl et Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #26 Iqaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison #27 Igqaluit Mbdel
Decentralization Conparison #28 Iqaluit Model
Decentralization Conparison #29 Igaluit Model

As evidenced in this tabulation, the 1galuit Mbdel is the best
model with respect to 22 comparisons, the Rankin Inlet Model with
respect to four comparisons, the Cambridge Bay Model with respect
to two comparisons, and the Cambridge Bay and Rankin Inlet Models
are tied as best model with respect to one comparison.

It would be a mstake to assume that these conparisons are of
the same order of inportance. At the sane tinme, no obvious neans
existtodi Stingui sh-conparisons as twtheir relative inportance.
It could be argued that sone of the conparisons nade inthe
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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 di sadvantages of
the three candi date comunities. It could al so be argued that
addi tional conparisons could bhe devel oped and applied to the
candi date communities wth a view to providing further ways of
di stinguishing and rating them What ever the merits of such
argunents, Conm ssioners have reached two conclusions wth respect
to the decentralization conparisons:

1. the number and variety of decentralization conparisons that
hige been nade are sutfficient 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
decentral i zed Nunavut GCovernnent.
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Section 3. Denographic and Related Social |npacts

(i) Introduction

The creation of the Nunavut Government will have significant
denographic and related social inpacts on Nunavut. |n all three
design nodels for the Nunavut Governnent developed 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 Government sinple, and to
enphasise recruitment of new enployees w thin Nunavut, have
conbined to nmake this projected ‘influx much smaller than
anticipated in earlier work done by The Coopers & Lybrand
Consulting Goup for the GNW  (1991) and D IAND (19%%99

n

Nonet hel ess, in Iight of a projected population for Nunavut i

of just over 27,00 the arrival of more than 1,000 new residents
from outside 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 welcoming. NMany people have come to Nunavut from ot her

arts of Canada and other parts of the world. They have hel ped
uild the Nunavut of today and will play an active role in the
buil ding of the Nunavut of tonorrow. The contri buti ons of
newconmers to Nunavut --- their skills, their energies, their ideas
--- are part of the fabric and dynamcs of life Tn Nunavut. n
worl d made up of societies that are increasingly inter-conecte
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. total
Influx is so large or so sudden as to create an abruﬁt break in tﬁe
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 newoners is manageable in a Nunavut-w de
context, but is too large or too sudden from the perspective of
| ocal i zed inpacts on specific comunities. Wth respect to this
second potential problem it is inportant to renmenber that, from
the perspective of a single comunity, 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 NIC is of the
view that the total nunber of newcomers into Nunavut from outside
Nunavut that was projected in “Footprints in New Snow for all
three or?anlzatlonal design options is a reasonabl e one. Nbr e
specifically, the NIC 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 soci al
stability and cultural continuity in Nunavut.
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Subsection (ii). Comparisons

_ In seeking to conpare the denographic and related soci al
i npacts of the three nodels in a meaningful, quantitative way, it
Is worth pointing out that such inpacts are nost |ogically assessed

in relative, not absolute terns --- for exanple, whether ﬁ
comunity may be adversely affected by sudden population grow
w | | depend nuch more on the proportion of newcomers to established

residents, than on the actual number of newcomers in question.

In developing comparisons among the three design models
concerning demographic and related social impacts, 3 number of

information i terns are relevant, including the information
summarized in the following table:

Communi ty Popul at i on % of Population Inuit
(1991 census) (1991 Data Book)
Cape Dor set 961 93%
Igloolik 936 93%
Igqaluit 3, 552 60%
Pangnirtung 1,135 94%
Pond I nl et 974 94%
Arviat 1,323 93%
Baker Lake 1, 186 89%
Rankin | nl et 1,706 7%
Canbri dge Bay 1,116 72%
Coppermine 1, 059 92%
Gjoa Haven 783 96%

_ | n devel opi ng conparisons amona the three design models, it
is helpful to remember a nunmber of underlying assumptions made for
dermographic projections, financial calculations, and other purposes
in ‘“Footprints in New Snow":

* the percentage of FTEs recruited fromthe community in which a
position is located is assumed to be 25%  25% of new FTEs will
come from other comunities within Nunavut, and the remaining
50% wi | | cone from outside Nunavut;

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

the average household size (including married and single

ersons) for Nunavut Government headquarters FTEs is assuned to
e 4.2 for Nunavut hires and 2.7 for non-Nunavut hires; and,
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* (0.4 additional private sector and federal government jobs are
assumed to be created for every Nunavut Government position,
and the demographics for private sector and federal government
staff will be the same as for new Nunavut Government staff.

In devel oping conparisons, it is also reasonable to nake 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 comunities wll
remai n constant between 1991 and 1999; and,

* 50% of new pogulation resulting froma conmunity becom ng
capital will Dbe non-Inuit.

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

~ First of all, the comparisons exam ne denographic and related
soci al inpacts on a community basis not on a regional one; this
reflects the NIC’s assessnent that, while all of the design models
present the possibility of too rapid growth in specific
communities, none of the design models anticipate explosive
population growth for an entire region.

Secondly, the conparisons are all expressed in_percenta?e
terms; this reflects the NIC’'s assessnent that the social inpacts
of popul ation ?romﬁh are a function not so nuch of how many new
people cone to live in a comunity, but rather, how many new peopl e
cone to live in a community in conparison with the pre-existing
popul ati on.

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

Finally, the conparisons provide insight into only those
social inpacts directly attributable to population change; "they do
not offer insight into more specific manifestations of negative
social impact such as crime, substance abuse, family stress,
increased pressure on the renewable resource base, etc. Available
evidence does not make it possible, for the purposes of this
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report, to forecast, with any degree of objective neasurenent, such
specific manifestations of negative social inpact.

| npacts Conparison #1

Largest percentage population increase in a single communijty:

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

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage popul ation
increase in a single community, the Igqaluit Mbdel is best.
Impacts Conparison #2

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

Canmbri dge Bay Mbdel 14 5%  (CB, Coppermine, Ig, RI)
Igqaluit Mode 9.0% (CB, 1q, Igloolik, RI)
Rankin | nl et Model 12. 0% (CB, 1q, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the average percentage
increase in the population growh ofthe capital and regional
centres, t he Igqaluit Mbdel is best.

| mpacts Conparison #3

Percentage of Imuit in the population of capital:

Canbri dge Bay Mbdel 65%  (Canbridge Bay as capital)
Iqaluit Mbdde 59% (Igaluit as capital)
Rankin Inlet Mdel 71%  (Rankin Inlet as capital)

Wth an objective of maximzing the proportion of Inuit in the
capital of Nunavut, the Rankin Inlet Mdel is best.
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| npacts Conparison #4

Chang? in the percentage of Imuit in the population of the
capital:

Canmbri dge Bay Model - 7% (Canmbridge Bay as capital)
Igqaluit Mbde - 1% (Igaluit as capital)
Rankin | nl et Mbodel - 6% (Rankin Inlet as capital)

Wth an objective ofmnimzing the change in the proportion

of Inuit t0 nom-Inuit in any conmunity chosen as capital, the
Iqaluit Mbdel is best.

| npacts Conpari son #5

Aver age percentage of Imuit in the population of the capital
and regi onal centres:

Canmbri dge Bay Model 71. 8% (CB, Coppermine, Ig, RI)
Iqaluit Mbde 74. 3% (CB, Iq, Igloolik, Rl)
Rankin Inlet Model 71.5% (CB, 1q, RI, Baker Lake)

Wth an objective of nmaxim zing the average percentage of

Inuit in the population of the capital and regional centres,
t he Igqaluit Mbdel is best.

| npacts Conpari son #6

Percentage of outsiders in the popul ation of the capital

(759602§Ppulation growh resulting fromcreation of the
Nunavut Government headquarters)

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

Wth the objective of mnimzing the proportion ofoutsiders
in the population of the capital, the Igaluit Mbdel is best.
(I't shouldbe noted that, in the Igaluit Mddel, Igloolik woul d
experience a bigger inpact in this respect than Igaluit, with
13% of its 1999 popul ati on bei ng made up of outsiders.)
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| mpacts Conparison #7

Percentage of outsiders arrivals in the population of the
ca;\)/\:t ﬁ)al who cone from outsi de Nunavut (50% of popul ation
gro ;

Canbridge Bay Mbdel 16. 5% (Canbridge Bay as capital)
Iqaluit Mbde 2. 8% (Igqaluit as capital)
Rankin Inlet Mbdel 10. 6% (Rankin inlet as capital)

Wth an objective of mnimzing the percentage of outsiders
in the population of the capital who come from outside
Nunavut, the Igaluit Mddel is best.
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% Estimated Population Growth, by Region
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% Estimated Population Growth, by 1999 Community Size ‘smalf: less than 1000 persons
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% Estimated Population Growth, by Real Unemployment Rate
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APPENDI X 3: Charts Depicting the Expansion Capabilities of

Canbridge, Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet in Relation
to Population Influx Levels

Not e:

On the charts, black areas indicate a community’'s capability
to absorb population influxes w thout expansion, and white areas

indicate a comunity’s capability to expand to accommodate
popul ation influxes.
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IQALUIT

Community Expansion Capability at Influx Levels of...
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Chart 4

Population 1994:
RAN KIN INLET Natural Growth per Year: 158;2
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Subsection (iii) .  Concl usions

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

I npacts Conpari son Best Mbdel

| npacts Conparison #1 Iqaluit Model

| npacts Conparison #2 Iqaluit Nbdel

| mpacts Conparison #3 Rankin | nlet Mdel
| npacts Conparison #4 Iqaluit Mbdel

I mpacts Conparison #5 Iqaluit Mbddel
Impacts Conparison #6 Iqaluit Model
Impacts Conparison #7 Iqaluit Model

In this tabulation, the Igaluit Model is the best model with
respect to six comparisons and the Rankin Inlet Model with respect
to one. The Cambridge Bay Model does not emerge as the best model
with respect to any of the comparisons.

As mentioned in the conclusions drawn in this report with
respect to decentralization, it would be a mistake to assume that
the comparisons made in this section are of equal weight. In
particular, it could be argued that the one comparison that favours
Rankin Inlet --- the proportion of Inuitin the population of the
capital of Nunavut --- has particular significance in view of the
role of the Nunavut Government in promoting 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 comparisons
might be devised to shed further light on the comparative
attractions of the three design models.

Such arguments notwithstanding, Commissioners have concluded
that it is possible to rely on the comparisons made in this section
to make material distinctions among the three design models.
Commissioners have further concluded that, notwithstanding the
advantage offered by the Rankin Inlet Model in projecting a higher
proportion of Inuitin the population of the capital of Nunavut,
the combined weight of other comparisons makes the Igaluit Model
the preferred one.
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Section 4. costs
Subsection (i) . [ nt roducti on

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

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

* ongoing costs associated with operations of the Nunavut
Government in the capital

A comparison of these two categories of costs for the three
alternate capital locations is important in assessing the three

government design models.
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Subsection (ii) . One Time Costs

The one time costs that have been considered for the purpose
of this report are in relation to the following:

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

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

3. the existing infrastructure that needs to be replaced or
expanded earlier than necessary within a 20 year planning
horizon due to the impact of establishing the Nunavut
Government;

4. the incremental capital costs associated with the early
expansion or replacement of existing infrastructure and the
annual operation and maintenance costs associated with
expansion; and,

5. the annual_ costs of |eaSing, operating and maintai.ning new
staff housing and office space required to establish the

Nunavut Government.

(a) Approach

A joint Technical Infrastructure Wrking G oup (gt he Wor ki ng
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 NIC to address matters related to
infrastructure. The NIC requested that the Wrking Goup
undertake the work needed by the Conmmi ssion with respect -
infrastructure needs and costs associated with the capital being
located in Igaluit, Rankin Inlet or Canbridge Bay. As jts part
inthis exercise, the G\ has involved all of its program and
service departments who share responsibility for planning and
construction of territorial government infrastructure.

follow ng cost calculations and conparisons flow from the
detailed work supplied to the Comm ssion by the GNW

(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
ggvernnpnt organi zational design structure recommended by the
Commssion in Its report, *Footprints in New Snow'.  Net L.
increases in Nunavut Covernment positions in relation to specific
comunities under the three governnent design nodels devel oped by
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the Comm ssion are as follows:

REG ON/ ?cenari 0 2Scenari 0 Scenari o
Communi ty Igaluit Rankin Cambri dge
Inl et Bay
BAFHI N
Igaluit 99 2.5 2.5
Pangnl rtung 80 41 41
Pond I nl et 77 53 37
Cape Dor set 67 0 8
Igloolik 93.5 61.5 66. 5
Sub-total Baffin 416.5 158 155
KEEWATI N
Rankin Inl et 33.5 216 -3
Ar vi at 55 76 27
Baker Lake 28 99 17
Sub-total Keewatin 116.5 391 41
KITIKMEOT
Canbri dge Bay 29 15 255
Copper m ne 33 36 97
G oa Haven 5 0 52
Sub-total Kitikneot 67 51 404
TOIAL 600 600 600

(c) Assumptions

The cost calcul ations and conparisons that follow are based
on a nunber of assunptions adopted by the NIC, nanely:

1. the infrastructure needed to accommodate incremental growth
due to establishment of the Nunavut Government is to be
provided in accordance with GNWT capital works standards and
criteria (this assumption flows from the principle that the
scope and quality of programs and services of the Nunavut
Government are to be the same as those of the GNWT) ;

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

3. the average household size for each new Nunavut Gover nnment
will be 3.45;
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4. there wll be a job nultiplier of 0.4 (that is, 0.4 Lobs In
the federal governnment, nunicipal governnents, and the
private sector will be created for each new Nunavut
CGovernnent position) ;

5. the average nunmber of new Nunavut Government staff per new
household wi Il be 1.10;

6. 25% of new Nunavut Government enployees will be hired from
within the inmrediate community, 25% from other communities in
Nunavut, and 50% from out si de Nunavut;

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

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

9. all staff housing will be |eased by the Nunavut Governnent
for its employees.

(d) Analysis and Conclusions

The follow ng charts summarize the increnental capital and
| easing costs associated with the establishment of the capital
and the other governmental structures for the Comm ssion’s three
design nodels, with their alternate capital locations. Al costs
are expressed in 1996 dollars and are adjusted to present val ue.
It is inmportant to enphasize that the costs shown in these charts
cover increnental infrastructure needs for Nunavut over a 20 year
pl anni ng period, 1996/97 to 2015/ 16. '
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NUNAVUT INCREMENTAL GROWTH
IQALUIT as Capital
Communi ty: ALL
I NFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
QN OficelAdmnistrative $52, 139, 000
OGN VWorkstations $11, 618, 000
GN StafT Housing S39. 726..000
GN Staff Housing Furniture $ 7,875,000
School s $12, 388, 000
Cultural _Facilities $ 8, 089, 000
Health Facilities $ 7.230.000
Justirce (Courts, Corrections) $ 4,831,000
Mini ci pal _Bui1di ngs / Roads $ 2, 420, 000
Recr eat 1 onal Facilitres $ 182, 000
Vater Systens $ 6,713,000
Sewage Systens $ 2, 281, 000
Sol 1d Waste Disposal $ 421,000
Vehi ¢l es $ 1,429,000
Land Devel opnment S10, 558., 000
AT Transportation $ 5,158,000
Mar | ne Transportation S 0
Bulk Fuel Storage $ 7,119,000
Power Supply $ 7,233,000
TOTAL $188,010,000
Notes:
1. Al costs are in $1996 in present val ue.
2. Costs for Legislative Assenbly Building are included in gN
O ficel/ Admnistrative
3. Vehicles include GN vehicles, POL vehicles, and municipa
trucks and gravel trucks.
4. Land Devel opnent costs are for QGN,

private sector staff housing needs,

private residential needs.

not i ncl uded.
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NUNAVUT | NCREMENTAL GROMH
RANKI N | NLET as Capital

community: AL L

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
GNOficelAdmnistrative $51, 645, 000
GN Wr kst at | ons $11, 618, 000
GN Staff Housi ng $45, 761, 000
[GN Staff Housing Furniture $ 7,929, 000
School s $ 8, 839, 000
Cultural Facilities $ 8, 050, 000
Health Facilitles $13, 136, 000
Justice (Courts, Corrections) $ 9,999, 000
Muni ci pal  Buildings /Roads $ 2,570,000

Recreat 1 onal Facilities
Water Systens

Sewage Systens 2,462,000
Sol 1d Waste Disposal 600, 000

$ 124,000
$ 4
$ 2
$
Vehi cl es $ 1,449, 000
3
$
$

, 152, 000

Land Devel opnent 12, 743, 000
Alr Transportation 5, 780, 000

Marine Transportation 097, 000
Bul k Fuel Storage $ 7,670,000
Power Supply $ 8,642,000
TOTAL $203, 766, 000

Not es:

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 OGN vehicles, POL vehicles, and nmunicipal fire
trucks and gravel trucks.

4. Land Devel opment costs are for G\, federal/nunicipal and
private sector staff housing needs, GN institutional needs and

private residential needs. 0&M costs for |and devel opnent are
not included.
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community: ALL

NUNAVUT | NCREMENTAL GROWTH
CAMBRI DGE BAY as Capital

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
GN Ofice/Admnistrative [ $52, 839, 000
GN Workstations $11.673..000

G\ Staftf Housing

$37,841,000

[GN Staff Housing Furniture

$ 8,049,000

School s $13, 553, 000
Cul tural Facilitles d 8, 298, 000
Health Facilities S12.463. 000

Justice (Courts, Corrections)

$10,923,000

Mini cipal  Buildings /[ Roads $ 4,169, 000
Recreat | onal Facilities $ 81, 000
Vat er Systems S 2.984.000
Sewage Systens $ 2,819,000
Sol1d Waste Drsposal $ 4600, 000
Vehi clTes $ 1,441,000
Land Devel opment $ 7,108, 000
Arr Transportation $ /7, 730,000
Marine Transportation $ 085, 000
Bul K Fuel Storage $ 6,532,000
Power Supply $ 6,352,000

TOTAL $196, 006, 000

Not es:

1. All costs are in $1996 in present val ue.
2. Costs for Legislative Assembly Building are included in GN

Ofice/ Admnistrative.
3. Vehicles include GN vehicles, PQOL
trucks and gravel trucks.

4. Land Devel opment costs are for GN
private sector staff housing needs,
private residential needs. o&M costs for

not 1 ncl uded.
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. These charts indicate that, with respect to overall costs
for infrastructure, the costs of the Igaluit Model are sonewhat
lower than is the case with the Rankin Inlet or Canbridge Bay
Model .  The prinany reason for Igaluit’s |ower cost position is
t hat Igaluit already has a regional hospital, court facility, and
corrections facility.

costdi f f erences between Rankin Inlet and Canbridge Bay
reflect two things: historically higher costs for leasing in
Keewatin; and, |ower capital water devel opnent costs for
Canbridge Bay as the result of its water and sewage system being
based on truck delivery and pick-up, not pipes. art from these
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 government costs associated with
operations in the capital of Nunavut are the second category of
significant cost considerations in relation to the three design

nmodel s.
(a) Conpari sons

For the purpose of comparisons, the Commission identified
the following cost indices for Igaluit,Rankin | nl et and
Canbridge Bay:

1. Capital Costs:
1995 G\NW cost indices for capital projects

Igaluit 1.25
Rankin Inl et 1.25
Cambri dge Bay 1. 30

2. Qperations Costs

(a) Federal |solated Post Living Allowance Differenti al

(1993)
Igaluit 155 - 160
Rankin Inl et 165 - 170
Canbri dge Bay 185 - 190

(b) Family Weekly Food Cost (1991)
(source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics)

Igaluit $281

Rankin 1nl et $257

Canbri dge Bay $273 l
(c) G\WI Settlement Allowance (1995)

Igaluit $5,100

Rankin 1Inl 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 Inlet 1.23
Canbri dge Bay 1.36
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(e Electrical Rates - Government (1995)

Igaluit $0.3734/KWH
Rankin Inl et $0.4570/KWH
Canbri dge Bay $0.4508/KWH
(f) Fuel G| Rates - Governnent (1995)
Igaluit $0.3667/Litre
Rankin Inlet $0. 5700/ Litre
Canbri dge Bay $0.7100/Litre

(b) observations and Concl usi ons

Overall, the operating costs for the Nunavut Gover nnent
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 1ndices. The significance of cost
differences for the alternate capital options nust be considered
in the context of the increnmental growth in the location of the
capital. The decentralized approach to governnental design
advocated by the Conm ssion provides a net increase in Nunavut
Government positions in a total of 11 conmunities in Nunavut.

The net increase in Nunavut Government positions for all of the
three design nodels is nuch snaller than would be the case for a
highly centralized organizational structure. O the 600 new
positions contenplated for Nunavut, the net increases in the
nunber of positions to be located in the capital range from 99 in
t he Igaluit Model to 255 in the Canbridge Bay Mddel. The net

I ncreases in Nunavut Governnent positions for the ten comunities
other than the capital range from511 in the Igaluit Mddel to 345
in the Canbridge Bay Mbdel. The wide distribution of transferred
positions substantially reduces the cost inpacts on the capita

I n each desi gn 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 growmh in Nunavut Government positions in the
capital wth each design model 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 Cambridge Bay, the approximately 10% extra
operating costs would be a factor, but itis important to
remember that, in any event, the majority of new positions would
be in communities other than the capital.
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Section 5. I nfrastructure Considerations

Subsection (i). Community Expansion Factors

(a) Introduction

The ability of a community physically to absorb up to 379 HQ
FTEs (PYs inthis section) and attendant spin off population
growth is clearly of fundamental importance in selecting a
capital location. Availability of land for new infrastructural
development and housing; the capacity of existing government
facilities to accommodate new Nunavut government employees; the
capacity of community infrastructure and services to meet an
influx of new employees and their families movingin --- these
are important factors in determining the capital location.

At the request of the NIC in 1994, DpIAND Technical Services
of Public Wrks and Government Services Canada undertook a
techni cal analysis of the capacity of four communities, Canbridge
Bay, Igloolik, Iqaluit and Rankin Inlet, to handle the
establ i shnent of a headquarters for the Nunavut Governnent.
(Since 1gloolik is no longer a likely location, analysis of its
capabilities for expansion has not been included in this
summary. )  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 Conmuniti es®

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”
GW . Gven uncertainties surrounding the decentralized design
of the governnment 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 communities.

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
communities in association with the creation of Nunavut (while
recogni zing the likelihood of local hire, the Report did not

assune any) . For purposes of analysis, four things were factored
into community profiles: total population increase; housing
requirements; government infrastructure requirenents; and,
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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 Real Unemployment Rate
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CAMBRIDGE BAY
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Energy (Canbri dge Bay)

The Report found that, taking into account natural
popul ation growth, 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 will be expanded
to neet nornmal growth between 1995-55.

Communications (Canbridge Bay)

Al'l Nunavut conmunities are served by the CBC.
Tel ecommuni cati ons services are provi ded by NorthwesTel, W th
Canbrid?e Bay being served out of Yellowknife, and Igaluit and
Rankin I'nl et being served out of Igaluit. 1Igaluit has state of
the art equiﬁnent and tel ephone service. The Report stated that
servi ces such as video-conferencing and di stance | earning woul d
be feasible with appropriate equipnent.

Air Transportation (Canbridge Bay)

Cambridge Bay has a 1524 by 46 metre gravel airstrip that is
technically adequate for all transportati,on needs scenarios.
With a higher population it might be more cost effective to pave
the strip and extend it to 1830 metres. The Report stated that
the air terminal building and landing instruments should be
upgraded as increased traffic warrants. The Report concluded
that there are no major obstacles to expansion.

Marine Transportation (Canmbridge Bay)

Canbri dge Bay receives one NTCL barge visit a year. The
Coast Cuard wharf (43 by 9 nmetres) and marshaling areas are
adequate for mnor increases in traffic, but navigation aids and
wharf and marshaling areas would have to be upgraded for *
significant increases in traffic. Storage facilities and
pollution response equipment would be required. The Report
concluded that there are no major obstacles to expansion.

Roads (Canbridge Bay)

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

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

requirenents. Muni ci pal buil dings 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 accomodate
I nfluxes of up to 500 Nunavut Governnent enployees.

Community Services (Canbridge Bay)

Communi ty social and education services are adequate for
normel community growth with a limted spare capacity peyond
current anticipated growth. Existing health and recreation
capacity may be able to accommodate an influx of 25 Nunavut
Governnment PYs.  The Report concluded that there are no
foreseeabl e obstacles to upgrading existing facilities to
accommodat e up to 500 Nunavut Gover nment enpl oyees.

(b) Igqaluit

The Report assuned 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 Governnent enployees wth 1.8
employees per household, the community would have a population of
5790 in 1999.

Land Availability (rgqaluit)

A 1987 community plan provides for large scale expansion to
accommmodate normal community growth and an influx of people
shoul d Igaluit become the capital. The Report found that Igaluit
should be able to handle a large population influxin the Apex
Road subdivision, with other expansion areas available for
commercial, community and institutional needs. Industrial
development could be accommodated in the vicinity of the airport.

Mini ci pal Services (Igqaluit)

The Report found a current need to upgrade the central water
supply, treatnent and distribution facilities, including water
storage. 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
Gover nnent employees) . The Report found the two current solid
waste disposal plants to be inadequate.
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Energy (Igqaluit)

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

Communications (Igaluit)

Al | Nunavut communities are served by the CBC.
Telecommunications services are provided by NorthwesTel, with
Cambridge Bay being served out of Yellowknife, and Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet being served out of Igaluit. r1galuit has state of

the art equipment and telephone service. The Report stated tP t
services such as video-conferencing and distance IDearnlng wou (?

be feasible with appropriate equipment.
Air Transportation (Igaluit)

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

Marine Transportation (Iqaluit)

Igaluit receives five sea |ift visits a year. There is a
dredged charnel, cleared beach, wood wharf, and marshaling area

adequate for current sea lift.  gignificant increases in shippin
woul d benefit from inprovenents togthe C arneP an anchorlngpp 9

facilities and would require storage facility for pollution
response equipment. The Report concluded that there are no nmjor
obstacl es to expansi on.

Roads (Igaluit)

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

Facilities (Igaluit)

The Report found that, due to its size and its significant
GN\WE infrastructure, 1galuit could absorb up to 25 additional PYs
wi t hout any significant upgradi ng of existing
of fice/admnistrative space.  Minicipal buildings would not have
to be upgraded until the 100 PY threshold was reached.
Addi tional housing would be required to accommodate influxes of
new Nunavut Gover nnent errp_l oyees. Land availability is not a
problem for the construction of additional facilities, although
current devel opnent patterns mght entail special approaches to
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the planning and design of incremental facilities.
Comunity Services (Igaluit)

The Report found community social and health services to be
adequate for normal conmunity growth.  Education and recreational
facilities could accommpdate up to 50 Nunavut Government PYs
wi thout significant upgrading. The Report concluded that there
are no foreseeable obstacles to the construction of additional
capacity to existing comunity services to acconmodate up to 500
new Nunavut Governnment employees.

(c) Rankin Inlet

The Report assumed the population of Rankin Inlet to be 1863
in 1994 and, with natural population growth, to be 2124 by 1999.
At a maximum number of 500 Nunavut Government employees with 1.8
employees per household, the community would have a population of
3583 in 1999.

Land Availability (rankin Inlet)

The Report found that a community plan and zoning byl aws
have been drafted for Rankin Inlet which allocate sufficient |and
for all likely purposes, although some land remains to be
serviced. Granular supply is projected for 20 years at the new
Itivia Site.

Muni ci pal Services (Rankin | nl et)

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 concluded that
there are no obstacles to expansion of facilities should
expansi on be required.

The Report stated that additional conpactor %?rbage trucks

woul d be required for expansion (four trucks for 500 Nunavut
Gover nnment employees) . |f the upgrade in the five year capital
plan for solid wastes is completed, there will be adequate

capacity for all Nunavut Government scenarios.

Energy (Rankin Inlet)

The Report found that current energy capacity is adequate
and has sone surPIus capacity; with norpmal capital planning, it
could nmeet nornal population growth requirenents. An influx of
Nunavut Governnment employees would require new energy capacity.
Required upgrading for tank farms would be straightforward.
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(ommnications (Rankin | nlet)

All Nunavut conmunities are served by the CBC
Tel ecommuni cations services are provided by NorthwesTel, wth
Canbri dge Bay being served out of Yellowknife, and Igaluit and
Rankin I'nl et being served out of Igaluit. Igaluit has state of
the art equiﬁnent and tel ephone service. The Report stated that
servi ces such as video-conferencing and distance |earning would
be feasible with appropriate equipnent.

Air Transportation (Rankin |nlet)

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

Marine 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 major obstacles to expansion.

Roads (Rankin |nlet)

The Report stated that an all weather road to Rankin Inlet

(or any of the communities in Nunavut) from the South would not
be feasible due to excessive costs.

Facilities (rRankin Inlet)

The Report found that existing office/adm nistration and
housi ng space are adequate to accommodate nornal community growth
wi th enough capacity to serve |less than 25 additional Nunavut
Government PYs.  Minicipal buildings would not have to be
upgraded until the 50 PY threshold is reached. The Report
concluded that there are no foreseeable obstacles to the
construction of additional community facilities to meet influx
| evel s up to 500 new Nunavut Gover nnment enpl oyees.

Community Services (Rankin Inlet)

The Report found community social, health and recreational
facilities to be adequate for normal community growh with spare
capacity adequate to meet influx levels of approximtely 25 new
Nunavut Governnent PYS. The newy congleted training centre
coul d acconmodate an influx of up to 50 new Nunavut Government
PYS. The Report concluded that there are no foreseeable
obstacles to the construction of additional capacity to
accommodate up to 500 new Nunavut Gover nnent enpl oyees.
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Subsection (v) . Discussion

The Techni cal Analysis Report concluded that Cambridge Bay, -
Igaluit and Rankin Inlet all have the potential to absorb
foreseeable population influxes. Existing GNWT plans can
accommodate normal community growth, Kyt may have to be revised
to accommodate significant additional population growth.
Adjustments in capital plans are required to allow for land,
facility and infrastructure upgrades to accommodate population
influxes. Sufficient lead times are required for planning and
development of infrastructure. There appear to be no significant
physical or environmental impacts associated with population
influxes but, in some communities, a high influx level could more
than double the population; this might be of some concern with
respect to social, cultural, and economic impacts.

(a) Land Availability

The Report concluded that there is adequate |and avail able
in all the comunities studied to acconmodate |and uses
associated with influx |evels. Except for low influx ] evels that
can be accommodated by existing surdfuses of serviced |lands to
1999, expansion will require normal subdivision planning and
surveying as well as normal grading and drainage. The Report did
notfﬁote any extraordinary site limtations or |and use
conflicts.

Communi ty planning and approvals wll have to be undertaken.
The Canbridge Bay and Rankin Inlet conmunity plans identify new
devel opnent areas for all land uses. |pn the Rankin Inlet plan
popul ation influx |evels have been specifically adgressed an% t he
Iqaluit plan is expected to do the same. The 1galuit plan
prepared in 1987 provides for population growh 7 n kée Ing with
the levels set out in the Report.

(b) Municipal Services

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

The analysis provided in the Report assumed that the
proposed GN\WI five year capital plan will be fully inplemented on
schedule. The influx of people beyond nornmal popul ation growh
woul d necessitate expansion sooner ‘than currently expected.

(c) Energy

All three comunities have sonme surplus in current energy
generation capacity and fuel storage capacity which may be
adequate to accormpdate |ow population influxes. nNo sjgnificant
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 Cambridge Bay airstrip and
terminal buildings and facilities might have to be upgraded for
higher population levels.

Marine facilities at Cambridge Bay should be upgraded to
accommodate higher population influx levels. Permanent docking
facilities at Igaluit are assumed to be uneconomical due to the
high level of tides. Facilities contemplated in the £ive year
plans of both Rankin Inlet and Igaluit should be adequate for
increased population levels. Additional storage space and
pollution response equipment will be required ?or gambridge 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 communities fromthe South is not
econom cally feasible.

The Report concluded that none of the relevant communities
has extra office and housing acconmodati on capacity beyond coping
wi th normal population growth and up to 25 Nunavut Gover nnent
PYS. Substantial construction of additional buildings will
therefore be required.

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

The Report also concluded that any spare facility capacity
transferred fromthe G\W to the Nunavut Government will raise
construction threshol ds accordinglg, enabling a better
delineation of the differences between the comunities. -

(e) Community Services

The Report concluded that some existing community buildings
have additional capacity beyond normal growth requirenents to
accommodat e fewer than 25 Nunavut Governnent PYS.  Thes e
exceptional cases (the Rankin Inlet training centre and Arctic
Col l ege in Igaluit) may raise spare capacity thresholds upward to
bet ween 25 and 50 Nunavut Government PYs. The Report also
concluded that any spare capacity transferred from the GNWT to
the Nunavut Government would raise construction thresholds.
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Subsection (vi) . Concl usi ons

Al'l the communities could physically absorb small increments
of people inaddition to their natural growth rates, but larger
population influxes would require some expansion. Generally,
there are no significant obstacles to community expansion in any
of the communities.

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 communities in 1999 to
accommodate PYs in relation to natural " popul ation growth by 1999
and, the capability of comunities to expand to acconmodate
popul ation increases beyond natural population grow h.

Wth respect to land availability, the charts indicate that
all three conmunities could accommodate, nore or |ess equally,
smal | increases in population growth in the areas of housing,
office and institutional space, and commercial and industrial
use. Al three communities could accormpdate expansion to meet
the needs of any of the population influx scenarios.

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

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

Wth respect to marine services, the charts indicate that
Igaluit and Rankin Inlet could equally absorb |arge 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 popul ation
w thout It.

~ Wth respect to facilities associated with
of fice/adm nistration, nunicipal and commercial buildings, and
housing, the charts indicate all the communities are more or |ess
equal |y capabl e of absorbing small increases in popul ation
wi thout expansion, with Canbridge Bay being more dightly more
capable in the area of municipal buildings. All three
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comunities are equally capable of expansion to meet any of the
likely scenarios.

Wth respect to comunity services such as social services,
education, and health and recreation, the charts indicate that
all three comrunities could absorb, more or less equaly, small
increases in population, with Cambridge Bay being slightly more
capable of doing so in the areas of health and recreation. p33
three communities are equally capable of expansion to meet any of
the scenarios.

_ O the three communities, only Canbridge Bay would require
its airstrip to be paved, its termnal and Tanding instrunents to
be inproved, and its marine wharf and marshaling area to be
upgraded, for significant increases in traffic associated with
larger population influxes. Storage facilities and pollution
response equi pment would also be required in Canbridge Bay.

Shi ppi ng associated with Igaluit woul d benefit from I nproved
channel and anchoring facilities, storage facilities and

pol lution response equipment. 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 comunities would be cost
prohi bitive.

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

In Canbridge Bay, surplus energy capacity could acconmodate
100 or more new PYs. In Igaluit, the current energy surplus
could accommodate low population influxes, but all influx
scenarios could be met if the capital plan being contemplate: is
implemented. In Rankin Inlet, energy capacity would have to be
upgraded to accommodate more than natural population growth.

In Canbridge Bay, except for the need for additional water
and sewage trucks, there would be no problens 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, treatnent and distribution plans
contenplated in the five year capital could accommodate all
influx scenarios, but the solid waste disposal plans would prove
inadequate.  In Rankin Inlet, the water and sewage system could
acconmodate all population influx scenarios if the five year
capital plan were inplenmented. 1galuit and Rankin Inlet would
both need additional conpactor garbage trucks.

75




Municipal buildings in Cambridge Bay and Igaluit would both
have to be upgraded for more than 100 pew Nunavut Government PYs,
while upgradings would be required in Rankin Inlet for more than
50 new PYs.

Communi ty soci al and education services in Canbridge Bay
woul d require expansion for population influx |evels greater than
25 new PYs.  Community social and health services in Igaluit
woul d require expansion for population influx levels greater than
50 new PYs.  Community social, health and recreational services
in Rankin Inlet would require upgrading for population influx
level 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 number of 250 Nunavut
Gover nment employees with 1.8 employees per household, the
community would have a population of 2096 in 1999. This would
mean an 153.4% increase in the overall population. The NIC
Cambridge Bay Model proposes a 255 Nunavut Government FTE JPY)
increase in Cambridge Bay.)

Igaluit, through natural growth, js forecast to have 4330
people in 1999. At a maximum number of 250 Nunavut Government
employees with 1.8 persons per household, the community would
have a population of 5060 in 1999. This would mean a 16.4%
increase in the overall population. (The NICIgaluit Model
proposes a 99 Nunavut Government FTE (PY) increase inIgaluit.)

Rankin Inlet, through natural growth, is forecast to have
2124 people by 1999. At a maximum number of 250 Nunavut
Government employees with 1.8 persons per household, the
community would have a population of 2854 in 1999. This would
mean a 74.4% increase in the overall population in 1999.  (The
NIC Rankin Inlet Model proposes a 216 Nunavut Government FTE .(PY)
increase in Rankin Inlet.)

In summary, land is available in all three communities for
expansion. Cambridge Bay would be a little more hard pressed to
accommodate expansion in the areas of water, sewage and solid
waste disposal. Air transportation facilities in all three
communities could absorb increases in population and could be
expanded, but the facilities in Cambridge Bay might have to be
upgraded. The marine transportation facilities in all three
communities could accommodate expansion, but the facilities in
Cambridge Bay would have to be upgraded. All three communities
could accommodate small influxes of population in relation to
municipal buildings and all three communities could accommodate
expansion. All three communities could accommodate small
population influxes in the areas of social services, health,
education and recreation and all three communities could
accommodate expansion. All three communities would require new
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housing. A 250 PY increase, at 1.8 enEonees 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 analysis, Conm ssioners
have concluded that, wth respect both to existing infrastructure
and to capability of expansion of infrastructure, all three
candi date communities for capital are equally well positioned;
there are no conpelling reasons to favour one comunity over the
others in this respect.
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Section 6. Geographic Position

Subsection (i). [ nt roducti on

The NI C'' S discussion paper of June, 1994, entitled
“Discussion Paper Concerning the Development of Principles to
Govern t he Desi%n and Operation of the Numavut Governnent®,
identified two factors concerning the geographic location of the
capital and its position in relation to other regional centres in
Nunavut and to major centres outside Nunavut:

* existing and potential transportation linkswithin Nunavut and
outside Nunavut; and,

* position/accessibility wthin the overall circumpolar worl d.

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

The discussion that is offered in the follow ng subsection
as to the conparative geographic advantages and disadvantages of
the three candidate comunities for capital draws, to some
extent, on information supplied in the report, entitled
“Technical Analysis of Population Influx Scenarios in Four
Nunavut Communities®, prepared by DIAND Technical Services,
Public Wrks and Governnment Services Canada, dated
Cct ober 3, 1994.

78



Subsection (ii) . Conparisons
(a) Transportation: Overview

Transportation |inkages w thin Nunavut, and between Nunavut
and pl aces outside Nunavut, both in Canada and abroad, are of
sone inportance in the selection of a capital |ocation. Ease of
access wWith other major centres is inportant to the snmooth and
efficient running of the Nunavut CGovernment. Air and narine
transportation are the only practical neans of transporting
peopl e and freight over |arge distances to a w dely dispersed
population living in a difficult terrain and a cold climate.

Canbridge Bay, 1Igaluit and Rankin Inlet all have facilities
adequate to accommpdate air traffic associated with large
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 avail able. Al three
airports have the capability to expand to neet denands.

Al three commnities have marine service facilities that
are capable of handling population increases, although facilities
in Canbridge Bay may require upgrading.

(b) Air Transportation

I n relation to air transportation networks within Nunavut,
Rankin Inlet occupies the most central location of the three
candidate communities for capital. |t ig 730 miles from Rankin
Inlet to Igaluit, 707 miles to Yellowknife, and approximately 560
miles to Cambridge Bay. The distance from Cambridge Bay to
Yellowknife is 529 miles and to Igaluit approximately 1040 miles.
Employing 1991 census data, Rankin Inlet, if chosen to be the
capital, would be a central air hub serving a population of *
approximately 22,000 people within Nunavut. On a regional basis,
Rankin Inlet would serve approximately 5,800 people in the
Keewatin, Cambridge Bay would serve approximately 4,000 people in
the Kitikmeot, and Igaluit would serve approximately 11,000
people in the Baffin Region.

I n relation to connections to major centres outside Nunavut,
Cambridge Bay to Edmonton is 1154 miles (via Yellowknife) ,h Rankin
Inlet to Winnipeg is 914 miles, and Igaluit to Ottawa is 1304
miles and to Montreal 1272 miles. Using modern 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 wthin
Canada, Canbridge Bay iS clcsest to the Inuvialuit Settlenent
Region in the Beaufort Sea Region, and Igaluit is closest to the
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Nunavik Inuit in Northern Quebec and the Labrador Inuitin
Newfoundland and Labrador. Igaluit’s location within the Baffin
Region (pop. 11,000), and its proximity to Northern Quebec (pop.
7,800) and Northern Labrador (pop. 4,500) , make it centrally
located to some 23,300 people. Igaluitis connected by regularly
scheduled air service to the regional centre of Koudjouac in
Northern Quebec, a distance of 383 miles. Cambridge Bay's
location in the Kitikmeot (pop. 4,000), and its proximity to
Inuvialuit (pop. 5,000), make it centrally located to connect
some 9,000 people.

In relation to |ocations within the circumpolar worl d,
Canbridge Bay is closest to Al aska (Inuit 8op. 44,000%, and
Iqaluit 1S closest to Geenland (pop. 55,000, of which 47,000 are
Inuit) . There is no regularly schedul ed air service between
Canbridge Bay and Alaska. There is regularly schedul ed seasona
air service between Igaluit and Nuuk, (eenland, and regularly
éFhequI%F annual air charters between Gise Fiord and Quanag,

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
nust 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
schedul ed flights. According to Transport Canada neither Rankin
I nl et nor Igaluit in 1994 was closed in a way that affected
schedul ed flight service. The airport in Canbridge Bay was closed
for three or four days in 1994 resulting in only one or two

scheduled flight cancellations. CQher flights were reschedul ed
for the follow ng day.

(c) Marine Transportation

Marine services are affected by sea, ice and weather .
conditions and the off loading facilities and port facilities at
cargo destinations. The DIAND Technical Analysis Report
indicated that all three communities are capable of absorbing
increased marine traffic and are also capable of expansion. Of
the three communities, only Cambridge Bay would require upgrading
of its wharf and marshaling area facilities. Igaluit and
Cambridge Bay would require an upgrade of storage facilities and
pollution response equipment. Rankin Inlet is the closest to a
major port, Churchill, Manitoba, approximately 300 miles south.
Cambridge Bay is approximately 800 miles from a major port in
Tuktoyatuk.

Regar di ng connecting ship transportation wthin Nunavut,
only Igaluit and Rankin Inlet could maintain regular seasonal
connecti ons. Connections with Canbridge Bay from either
comunity would require transit of the Northwest Passage, an
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unreasonable proposition for regularly scheduled marine service.
Both Rankin Inlet and Igaluit could maintain seasonal marine
links with Northern Quebec, Northern Labrador and Greenland.
Shipping eastward from Cambridge Bay to Greenland and eastern
Canada would require transiting the Northwest Passage, as would
shipping westward to the Beaufort Sea and Alaska from Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet. Ships from Cambridge Bay could more readily reach
the Beaufort Sea and Alaska.

(d)Land Transportation

Cambridge Bay is approximately 750 miles from a connecting
road, the Dempster Highway, which links Inuvik with Dawson City
in the Yukon. It is closer to seasonal winter roads that connect
the city of Yellowknife with mining operations in the western
territory. Rankin Inlet is the closest community to a rail head
at Churchill, Manitoba, 300 miles south. A 300 mile rail line
from Churchill to Thompson, Manitoba, gnnects with roads to
southern Canada. Rankin Inlet is connected to Arviat, 150 miles
north of Churchill, Manitoba, py bombadier service in the winter.

(e) Conmunications

Tel ephone and broadcasting of radio and television signals
are inportant |inks between the comunities and the outside
world.  The communities of Igaluit and Rankin Inlet receive
t el ephone service from NorthwesTel out of Igaluit, and Canbridge
Bay out of Yellowknife. The CBC services all commnities, with
Rankin Inlet receiving CBC broadcast out of Igaluit and Canbri dge

Bay receiving service out of Inuvik. 1galuit has the nost up to
date tel ephone system in Nunavut. wNunatsiag News. the onl .Parge
weekl y northern newspaper produced In both TInuktitut féyf\ghlcs)

and English, is read mainly in the eastern portion of Nunavug.

The “Footprints in New Snow report recomended that the
Nunavut Government be a decentralized governnent. The nNIC'Ss
June, 1994, Discussion Paper recomrended that “full agvantage
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
communities. “ Establishing a nodern tel ecomunications
infrastructure WII|l allow for a more efficient and cost effective
Nunavut Government. By processing information electronically,
communication costs become transmission time-related, rather than
distance-related. Accordingly, apart from initial
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there is no
appreciable advantage or disadvantage to locating the capital in
any particular region.
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Subsection (iii). Conclusions

In relation to air transportation, there is little
difference in flying time fromthe three comunities 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 ewl ng Nunavut as a whole, Rankin Inlet is the nost
centrally located of the three comunities. Igaluit is 730 niles
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 communities is more centrally located than the
others in relation to providing services to all of Nunavut.
Although Rankin Inlet could just as easily service the east
Kitikmeot communities as does Canbridge Bay, it would be hard
Eressed to service the H gh Arctic communities of the Baffin,

| kewi se, Igaluit would be hard pressed to service the Kitikneot
Regi on, and Canbridge Bay the Baffin Region

On a regional basis, Igaluit is in the best position to
service the 11,000 people d? the Baffin Region, approximately
hal f the ﬁopulatlon of Nunavut. Rankin Inlet is best located to
service the 5,600 people of the Keewatin, who make up some 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 make up sonme 20%
of the popul ati on of Nunavut.

Looki ng at Nunavut’s connections w thin Canada, Igaluit isS
cl osest to the Inuit popul ations of Northern Quebec and Northern
Labrador; together, 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 mles.

~Looking at Nunavut’s connections outside Canada, Canbridge
Bay is closest to 44,000 Al askan Inuit. 1Igaluit iS closest to
55,000 G eenl anders, of whom 47,500 are Inuit.

None of the three communities has road access to the
southern Canada, and none will |ikely 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, Mnitoba. Ship transportation eastward
from Canbridge Bay would require transiting the Northwest
Passage, as would ship transportation westward from Igaluit and
Rankin Inlet. Ships from Canbridge Bay could more readily reach
the Beaufort Sea and Al aska.
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Regardi ng tel econmunications, apart frominitia
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there would be
no appreci abl e advantage or disadvantage in locating the capita
in any particular region.

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

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

* | f proximity to the largest number of Inuitin Canada (as well
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 central
issue, then all communities are simlarly positioned

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

* regarding telecommunications, apart fromthe initial
infrastructural costs and perhaps servicing costs, there is no
appreci abl e advantage or disadvantage in locating the capital
In any particular region.

Based on these assessnents, the NIC cones to the following
concl usi ons:

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

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

Accordingly, the NIC concludes that considerations of geographi

c
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 scussi on Paper Concerning the Devel opment of Principles to
Govern the Design and eration of the Nunavut Gover nnent’,
identified the extent of regional suPport as an el enent of
consideration in the determnation of the capital |ocation

~ The location of the capital of Nunavut has |ong been a hot
topi c of discussion, as evidenced by such things as the creation
of capital support commttees in Igaluit and Rankin Inlet. For
Its part, the NIC has received more correspondence on the topic
than any other issue: approximately 25 letters on the subject.
In addition, the choice of capital was an important topic of
discussion in each of the 26 communities in Nunavut visited by
Commissioners in December, 1994, and January 1995. During those
community visits, nine potential locations for capital were
suggested: Arviat; Baker Lake; Cambridge Bay; Igloolik;
Igaluit; Nanisivik; Pond Inlet; Rankin Inlet; and, Taloyoak
(Of these nine communities, Baker Lake, Cambridge Bay, Gjoa
Haven, Igloolik,Igaluit and Rankin Inlet expressed a formal
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 location
has been wide and divergent (for a summary of what was said about
the choice of capital during the NIC community tours, see
Appendix 9 of report, 'Footprints in New Snow) . Mbst people
have said that the capital should be located in one of the three
mai N regionalcentres,citing popul ation, infrastructure, weather
and transportation as the main factors for doing so. People
supporting comunities other than the three main candi dates have
general |y proposed their own communities or communities in their
regions. Peopl e that did not want their hone comunities to-
become the capital, because of perceptions of negative inpacts,
often identified alternate communities within their own regions
as possible capital |ocations.

_Cbntralit% of location was identified as an inportant

consi deration by people in the Keewatin who supported the capita
being located in thelr region. It was also nentioned by sone
people in the Kitikmeot who did not want the capital to be too
far away, and who feared that the smaller Kitikmeot population
woul d not count for much against the |arger regional populations
of the Baffin and the Keewatin Regions.

~In “Footprints in New Snow, the NI C reconmended that the
capital location be limted to Canbridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin

Inlet. The NIC further recommended that no plebiscite be
conducted on the choice of capital because of the long-term
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divisiveness that could be engendered by both the process and
results.

Al though ‘Footprints in New Snow did not delve into the

mechanics of a plebiscite, it should be pointed out that many
difficult questions would need to be satisfactorily dealt with in
order to stage a plebiscite, questions such as:

* whowoul d organize the plebiscite?

* who would pay for the plebiscite?

* who would decide the plebiscite question or questions?
* would the plebiscite involve

- each voter naming the location he or she most prefers
("£illing in the blank(s)”)?

- eachvoter 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 mninmm voting a%e in the plebiscite? ---
the mninmum voting age was 16 in the ratification vote of the
Nunavut Agreenent,;

* what would constitute a “clear” outcome to the plebiscite? a
plurality of votes in favour of a particular |ocation? a
mejority of 50-% plus one? a nmmjority 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
formof sone kind of “run off”? what if the results of a
second plebiscite were also unclear?

* how | ong woul d a plebiscite take to organi ze and conduct, and
how woul d the time taken up by a plebiscite process affect the
ability of the Mnister of DIAND to nake a tinely subm ssion
to the federal Cabinet on Nunavut issues in order to secure
infrastructure, training, and other funding approvals?

* would timng of a plebiscite be affected by NW' Legislative
Assenbly elections scheduled for this fall?

In the absence of a plebiscite or a carefully designed and

admini stered opinion survey poll, it is inpossible to offer very
preci se nunerical assessments as to conparative levels of public
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support; even with evidence in the formof a plebiscite or

opi nion survey, of course, some interpretive latitude m ght
exist. Fromthe NIC's perspective, it would appear, based on
anecdotal rather than rigorous methodol ogi cal analysis, that
popul ar preferences at the monent roughly correspond with
regional identities, that is, residents of the Kitikmeot Region
tend to favour Canbridge Bay as capital, residents of the Baffin
Region tend to favour Igaluit as capital, and residents of the
Keewatin Region, tend to favour Rankin Inlet as capital. i ven
that the Baffin Region constitutes approximately half of tﬁae
total Nunavut population, jt is realistic to suppose that nore
residents of Nunavut favour Igaluit as capital than any ot her
communi ty.

X Fol lowing from the above discussion, Conmissioners concl ude
that:

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

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

3. Commi ssioners continue to see major difficulties associated
with any plebiscite on the capital, both with respect to the
di vi siveness of the process and the results of any
plebiscite, and also with respect to the unanswered issues
regarding plebiscite design, organization and timng; 444

4. anecdotal evidence suggests that, consistent with the size of
t he Baffin Regi on population within the total population of

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

Canbridge Bay, Igqaluit 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: Iong, cold winters
involving the freeze up of adjacent inland and offshore waters;
short growi ng seasons supporting tundra vegetation; and, |ow
amounts of precipitation falling principally in the form of snow.

Wiile all three candidate comunities for capital share an
Arctic climate, Igaluit’s climate is nore nodified by surrounding
ocean areas than is the case with either Canbridge Bay or Rankin
Infet, and Rankin Inlet’'s climate is nore nodified by the large
expanse of Hudson Bay than Canbridge Bay’'s climate by adjacent
gulfs and straits. Accordingly, air tenperatures in Igaluit are
cooler in the summer and mlder in the wnter than in Canbridge
Bay, with Rankin Inlet occupying a mddle position. Aong 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 America
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 more
daylight in the summer and less in the winter than Igaluit or
Rankin Inlet.

Some of these observations can be captured more precisely in
the follow ng table:

Canbri dge Bay Igqaluit Rankin | nl et
July tanps.
(degrees celsius)
mean hi gh 15.1 11.4 13.1
nmean | ow 5.9 3.7 4.5
Jan . temps .
(degrees celsius)
mean hi gh -31.6 -21.5 -27.9
mean | ow -37.9 -29.7 -35.2
Wnd sp. (km/h) 21.8 16. 7 24
Precipitation 13.6 43.9 27.8
(cmrain equivalent)
Break up (approx.) md July earlyI early July
July
Freeze up (approx.) Sept/Oit. early | ate Cct.
Dec.
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Li ke people all over the world, the people of Nunavut |ike
to talk about the weather, in particular, differences in weather

Patterns as experienced from place to place. Such differences
ead to endless speculation as to whether a community’s weat her
is “better” than that of another community. Speculation is
fuelled, of course, by a general inability to agree on what night
constitute “better” weather --- for exanple, do sharper seasonal
swngs in tenperature make a climate more varied and invigorating
or is a re'ative'y "mild" climate preferable in all cases? How
much precipitation is too much? How little is not enough? To
what extent is the predictability of weather as important as its
gualities? 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 opinionis, by definition, immune to
objective, quantifiable analysis.

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

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

* whether the climate of a conmunity seeking to become capita
is such as to impose significant econom ¢  burdens in the form
of higher capital construction or operatin%_costs in
conparison wWith other communities also seeking to becone
capital; this could take the form of such things as higher
heatln% bills due to colder tenperatures, higher electrical
bills because of darker winters, higher retail prices because
of unreliability of re-supply from outside the comunity, | ost
staff tine due to weather delays, etc.

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

The second concern as to weather --- additional costs
associated with setting up and operating the headquarters
functions of a capital in one comunity as opposed to another ---

is of continuing relevance. |nsofar, however, as different
candi date comunities for capital present variant profiles of

installation and operating costs, these conparjsons are best
made in the context of overall financial analysis of the three
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desi gn models developed by the NIC. Such considerations have
been taken into account in Section 4 of this report, and there is
no obvious reason to make stand alone comparisons of a financial
nature under the general rubric of “climate”.

G ven itsthinking asto these two concerns, the NIC
concludes that the only meaningful distinctions that can be drawn
among the three candidate communities for capital with respect to
climate are distinctions rooted in cost considerations and are
best dealt within Section 4 of this report. As a result, the
NIC concludes that the factor of climate does not lend itself to
an objective ranking of the three communities.
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PART 11 :  CONCLUSI ONS

Part Il of this report analyzes anumber of factors
concerning the comparatives advantages and disadvantages of
Cambridge Bay, Igaluit and Rankin Inlet as capital of Nunavut.
Part Il analyzes the advantages and disadvantages of these
communities in the context of the respective design models in
which these communities would serve as capital (i.e., the
Cambridge Bay Model, the Igaluit Model and the Rankin Inlet
Model) . The conclusions flowing from the analysis offered in
Part Il can be summarized as follows:

Decentral i zation

The NIC has reached two conclusions with respect to
decentralization comparisons among the Cambridge Bay Model,
Igaluit Model and the Rankin Inlet Model:

1. the number and variety of decentralization comparisons
that have been made are sufficient to draw objective
conclusions; and

2. on the basis of a large majority of comparisons, the
Igaluit Model is the best model for the purpose of
bringing about a decentralized Nunavut Government.

Denographi ¢ and Rel ated Social Inpacts

The NI C concludes that itis possible to rely on objective
impacts comparisons to make material distinctions among the three
design nmodel alternatives identified for the Nunavut Governnent.
The NIC further concludes that the weight of conparisons gauging
denmographic and rel ated social inmpacts 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
decentralized organizational structure, the 1galuit Mbdel is the
nost cost effective, although there are not mgjor cost
differences anong the three design modes.

The ongoing cost of territorial governnent operations in the

capital would be approximately the sane for Rankin Inlet and
Igaluit and approxi mately 10% hi gher in Canbridge Bay.
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Infrastructure Considerations

The NIC concludes that, wth 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.

CGeographic Position

The NIC concludes the following in relation to the
geographic 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 community
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 NIC 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 that

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

2. a decision to locate the capital in any particular r egi on
woul d likely be supported by the majority of residents of
that region;

3. the NIC continues to see major difficulties associated with
any plebiscite on the capital, both with respect to the
di vi siveness of the process and the results, and also wth
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
conmuni ty.
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Climate

The NI C concludes that the only neaningful distinctions that
can be drawn anDnP the three candidate comunities for capital
with 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
conmuni ti es.

Overall Results

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

Factor Best Model
Decentralization Iqaluit Mbdel
Denogr aphi ¢ and Rel at ed Iqaluit Mbde

Soci al Inpacts
costs Igaluit Model *
Infrastructure Equal results
Consi der at i ons
CGeographic Position Equal results
Regi onal Support Equal results**
Cimte Equal results

* One tine costs associated withIgaluit are somewhat lower
than for Cambridge Bay and Rankin Inlet. Operating costs
for Cambridge Bay are sonewhat higher than for the other two
communities.

* *

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

popul ation of the Baffin region, |ikely to translate into a
hggher | evel of popular support for Igaluit on a Nunavut-
w de basi s.
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Considering all the factors, jt js apparent that the three design
nodels, with their alternate capital locations, are equal in nore
respects than not. |t is also apparent that, insofar as
difrerences do emerge, the factors of decentralization,
denographic and rel ated social inpacts, and costs, give Igaluit
the best overall results.
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APPENDI X 1: Correspondence Concerning the Development Of this
Supplementary Report




3&,3 Ingian and Northern  Affaires indiennes
: Aftairs Canada etdu Nerd Canaca

Yourkd  Vowrs recrence

Ouwride  Nowe reergnce

Mr. Simon Awa

Executive Director

Nunavut Implementation Commission
P.0O. Box 1109

IQALUIT NT X0A 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 requiring the further advice of the
Commission 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 eritical,
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
instruction 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 pianning horizons, cest 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 iend their assistance to the NIC on the
technical aspects of this work.

This should then allow the Commission to clarify in its view the timing
and scheduling of construction, year-to-year impacts, requirements for
specific facilities and resuiting year-to-year financial implicatiols. Again,
PWGSC and GNWT-PWGS wiii iend 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 particutar emphasis on
the cost and benefits? Itis al so requested that the Commission advise
on the information systems requirements of the Government and related
transition implications, including 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.

| 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,

wwﬁﬂ @’{W“N |

Kenneth Wyman
Associate Director
Northern Affairs Program

Cc.: Cindy Fair, GNWT
Alex Campbell, NT!
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Nunavut Implementation Commission
Commission d’etablissement du Nunavut

May 24, 1995

“By Fax”

The Hon. Ron Irwin,

Minister,

Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development,

Ottawa, Ontario

The Hon. Nellie Cournoyea,
Government Leader,

Government of the Northwest Territories,
Yellowknife, NT

Mr. Jose Kusugak,

President,

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated,
Iqaluit, NT

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

On March 31, 1995, | 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 inNew Snow”,andto formulate organizational priorities. | am
writing to you at this time to outline the Commission’s intentions with respect to what it
seeks t 0 accomplish in the coming months.

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

P.0O. Box 1109, Iqaluit, NT XOA OHO, Tel: (81 9)9794199 Fax: 8319)979-6862
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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 (hamely, 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.

| 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,

b

John Amaé;l?élik
Chairpersof .
Nunavut Implementation Commission

cc - Jack Anawak, MP



APPENDIX 2: Appendix A-14 from “Footprints in New Snow



Net Change in Territorial Gov't

Rankin Inlet model

Net Change in FTEs
Rankin Inlet model

10 216
4 (M so to loo
2 £ 251050
2 11025

FTEs

A-14.3

O



Net Change in the Number of Territorial Gov’t FTEs with the Cambridge Bay Model
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