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ᐊᐃᖓᐃᑦ!

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕋᕕᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖓᓂᑦ.

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᑭᒃᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᐅᕗᒍᑦ −ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑕ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᑦ) 
− 100%−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ−ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 
ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᒃᐳᒍᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 2017−ᒥ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕿᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕙᒃᐳᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓪᓗ−ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇᖔᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᓗᒍ, ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑕ ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ ᓴᓗᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, 
ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ.

 ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓅᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᒪᓗᒍ.

Hello!

Thank you so much for your interest and 
participation in shaping Iqaluit’s Energy Future.

We are Nunavut Nukkiksautiit Corporation (NNC) 
– a 100% Inuit-owned subsidiary of Qikiqtaaluk 
Corporation (QC). That means we work for the 
benefit of Qikiqtani Inuit. NNC was created 
in 2017 in response to the desire of Qikiqtani 
communities to explore renewable energy. We 
develop Inuit- and community-led projects that 
advance energy sovereignty in Nunavut.

In other words, being able to rely on our own 
resources for clean, sustainable, affordable 
power.

We’re ready to show you all the options for 
Iqaluit to make this transition.

ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙ?

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 100%−ᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ.

ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᑎᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ 
ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᕙᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑭᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ.ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑭᖓ ᒪᓐᑐᕆᐊᒥ $2 /ᓖᑕᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 15 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᓖᑕᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ.

ᑖᓐᓇ ᓈᓴᐃᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 
ᐅᖅᑰᓴᐅᑎᒧᑦ.

Why Is This Important?

Iqalungmiut are currently 100% 
reliant on diesel fuel to meet their 
electricity needs all year long.

Like all communities in Nunavut, 
fuel is brought here by ship and 
stored in large tanks. The price of 
diesel right now out of Montreal 
is about $2 / litre, and Iqaluit is 
burning around 15 million litres 
each year to generate electricity.

This doesn’t count the fuel that is 
used for heat.
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ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓛᓂᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓱᓕ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓪᓚᑦᑖᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓄᑦ, ᐲᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ (ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑎᓯ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦ).

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓘᑉ ᐊᑭᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᐅᖅᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᐸᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᑭᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒡᔪᐊᓂᒃ. 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᐅᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓄᕆᑦᑑᑎᖓ 
ᐃᒐᓯᐅᒻᒧᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ, ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.

Even though Nunavummiut are paying some of 
the highest prices in Canada for their electricity 
bills, it’s still not enough to cover the true cost 
of diesel. The Government of Nunavut has to 
cover the rest through subsidies, which takes 
away from the overall territorial budget (your 
tax dollars).

The price of diesel can change quickly and 
depends on politics and economies in other 
countries. Diesel spills, and the exhaust from 
burning diesel, are harmful to the environment, 
the climate, and human health.

As the world transitions away from the fossil 
fuel industry, prices are projected to keep 
climbing.

ᖃᓄᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᒪᖔᑦ

ᖁᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (ᖁᓪᓖᑦ 
ᖃᐅᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ) ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᓇᒻᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᒻᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒨᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.

ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᖃᑦᑕᖕᓂᖅ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ. ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐸᐅᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᐅᐊᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ—
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐅᑐᒋᐊᖃᙱᖦᖢᓂ.

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓖᕌᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᑯᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᐅᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.

How it Works Now

Qulliq Energy Corporation (QEC) is responsible 
for the generation, distribution, and sale 
of electricity, as well as energy policy in 
Nunavut. They are owned and directed by the 
Government of Nunavut.

Right now, bringing on any new capacity to 
meet the growing demand for power requires 
installing new diesel generators and the 
shipment, storage, and burning of diesel.

Being so heavily reliant on imported fossil fuel 
is very risky for Nunavummiut. Growth in our 
City has been constrained as a result of limited 
electrical capacity and its high price—our 
future does not have to look like this.

There are other options to generate electricity 
using renewable resources available right here.
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᐹ?

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᓅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓗᒪᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ. ᑲᓛᖦᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, 
ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᓴᓂᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᔅᓛᓐᒥ.

ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑎᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐱᔭᕆᑐᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᓂ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᓯ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᕿᑦᑕᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒋᐊᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒨᖅᑐᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔫᑳᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒨᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓯᒫᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓴᓗᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ.

Can it be Done?

Many other places around the world have 
already transitioned to a cleaner, more efficient 
energy future. It makes environmental, social, 
and economic sense to do so. Greenland Inuit, 
for example, have made great progress on this 
front, in partnership with their neighbours in 
Iceland.

As with any infrastructure in Nunavut, there 
can be technical challenges to establishing 
innovative solutions. That being said, other 
Arctic communities have already overcome 
many of the challenges associated with tying 
renewable energy into diesel microgrids, 
including the Yukon and Alaska.

With successfully operating renewable 
energy facilities working together with diesel 
microgrids, Nunavummiut have the benefit 
of learning lessons from others who have 
already led the way in the Arctic clean energy 
transition.

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ

ᒫᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓴᓗᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᑭᓪᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐅᖅᑰᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓱᕈᖅᑎᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ—ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ.

ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᓂᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖁᑎᓕᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ, 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᓱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ; 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓴᓗᒪᔪᒥᒡᓗ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 
ᒫᓐᓇᓕ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ. 
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᑦᑎᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐱᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᓛᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

Iqaluit’s Future Energy State

As is currently happening in Inukjuak, Nunavik, 
there is a possibility for Iqalungmiut to benefit 
directly from affordable, reliable, clean 
electricity to meet both electrical and heating 
needs.

As the world moves towards decarbonization, 
the ability and decision to adapt will determine 
which communities thrive into the future—there 
is no reason Iqalungmiut cannot thrive in this 
world.

Our future could be bursting with growth 
in community programming, sustainable 
businesses, affordable housing, and 
intergenerational cultural activities; all of 
which require affordable, reliable, and clean 
electricity. Now is the time to start moving 
forward in this direction. We need to hear 
from you so we can ensure the energy 
future Iqalungmiut want is the energy future 
Iqalungmiut get.
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᖓᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦᑎᓐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᑭᖃᙱᖦᖢᑎᒃ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

NNC’s Approach

NNC follows our Phase Gate Approach which 
facilitates free, prior, and informed consent  
on project decisions.

ᐊᑐᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ “ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ−
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᕐᓂᒃ” 
ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᓯᓂᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ:

We also apply a 
“three-legged stool” 
perspective, placing 
equal importance on 
three factors:

We rank potential options based 
on these three streams of data, 
and the potential impacts (both 
positive and negative) they could 
have for Iqalungmiut. NNC then 
provides information on all the 
options, along with their rankings, 
so Iqalungmiut can make an 
informed decision on which 
potential future project (if any) 
they would like to proceed with.

If Iqalungmiut support further 
investigation of one of the top 
ranked potential future projects, 
NNC will advance the development 
of that project. Iqalungmiut will 
then have the opportunity to 
determine whether the project 
proceeds to construction after 
more data has been collected and 
a clear path forward has been 
determined.

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 
ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
(ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ) 
ᐃᖃᓗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ. NNC−ᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓕᓲᖑᕗᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ, 
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓕᐊᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓛᕐᒪᖔᑦ (ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᑦ) 
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ.

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒃᐸᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᖕᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒥᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ. ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᕌᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒡᓗ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

Decision Gate 1

Phase 1

ᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᒍᑦ!
We are here!

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊ
ᓂᖓ 1

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᖅ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ

ᐋᕿᒃᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒎᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᐅᕐᕈᓯᕆᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ

ᐱᖁᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊ
ᓂᖓ 2

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ
ᓂᐸᖓ 1

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ
ᓂᐸᖓ 2

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ
ᓂᐸᖓ 3

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ
ᓂᐸᖓ 4

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊ
ᓂᖓ 3

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊ
ᓂᖓ 4

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊ
ᓂᖓ 5

Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5

Identify Opportunity Develop Alternatives FEED & Market 
Evaluation

Project Execution Asset Operation

Decision Gate 2 Decision Gate 3 Decision Gate 4
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
McKeand River South Hydro

01

ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᖕᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓛᖑᕗᖅ 
ᐱᐅᓛᒥᒡᓗ ᐊᑭᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᑉᐳᖅ, ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓛᖑᕗᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂᓗ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᖁᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᕗᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ!

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

McKeand River South Hydro is our top ranked 
option and offers the best chance at lowering 
the cost of electricity in Iqaluit. It is in an area 
that, from land use study, is least-used for 
hunting and fishing. This option is scalable, and 
can expand and grow as Iqaluit grows. It is the 
top-recommended site!

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑭᑭᓛᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
(ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ)
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ
ᐃᓯᐊᕿᙱᓛᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᓂᑦ
ᐅᓄᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
(ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ)
ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖁᑎ 
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ (50km)
ᐃᒪᒃᑯᕕᒃᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

Results in the lowest cost 
of electricity for all options 
(including diesel)
High degree of scalability (we 
can increase the output as 
Iqaluit grows)
Low to medium technical risks
Lowest emissions of all options
Few observations of land use 
compared to other options 
(lowest reported)
Pumped storage can be added in 
future as Iqaluit grows
Distance to Iqaluit (50km)
Some water storage required
Not previously studied
Requires careful study of caribou 
migration

100%
ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”�
Green Light 10/10

50km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᕿᑭᕐᕆᔮᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐃᒪᖓ + ᐊᓄᕆ
Jaynes Inlet Hydro + Wind

02

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᓗᐊᙱᓪᓗᓂᓗ, ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓚᖅ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᒥᓪᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓯᒪᕝᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓂᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ. 
ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐃᓂᐅᔫᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ, ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᒫᒍᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ, 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᒪᑭᐊᓐ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᓴᙱᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ. 

This is a recommended option with high 
energy output and low risks, with some room 
for growth. It is possible to explore adding a 
pumped storage component to the project in 
the future to increase its output. This site’s 
coastal location, its overland or submarine 
transmission requiest suggest it could have 
higher impact on hunting, fishing and recreation  
activities compared to McKeand South, but it is 
still a strong option. 

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ)
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
(ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓗ) 
ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑭᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᓂᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ; 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᒃᖠᒋᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖁᑎ 
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᓲᖅ 
ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑖᓄᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, 
ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ
ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ.
ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ
ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᒥᒃᓴᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

Low to Medium Technical Risks 
(Cold Climate & Geotechnical)
Low Resource Risk (Availability + 
Reliability) 
Previously supported by the 
Community for further study
Low risk associated with 
reliability
Low capital cost for high output; 
potential to lower electricity 
rates
Pumped storage can be added in 
future as Iqaluit grows
Longest transmission corridor 
among alternatives which is 
cause for concern for the marine 
environment
Area used for harvesting beluga, 
seal, narwhal, clams and hunting 
caribou 
Site used for collecting drinking 
water from river and ice.
 Cabins in the area
Lower potential growth 
compared to top ranked option

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”�
Green Light 7/10 99.5%

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

95km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

1312



ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᓂᐊᖁᖑᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ
Niaqunguk Wind

03

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖑᔪᖅ “ᐊᑖᓄᑐᐊᖅ” ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᒻᒪᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒦᒐᓂ, 
ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᓗᐊᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ, 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓪᓗ. ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᓂᐊᓂᖓ ᖁᑦᑎᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ.

This is the highest ranking “wind only” option 
for Iqaluit. It is close to town and not in an 
area, from the land use report, that was 
noted for frequent hunting and fishing. It has 
been identified as a low risk site for animals, 
including birds. The energy output is not as high 
as hydro and you will still need diesel.

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᑭᑭᓛᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᓄᕆᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᖃᓂᓛᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
(14km)
ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ
60% ᑐᖔᓂ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ CO2 ᐃᓯᐊᕿᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐃᒪᖕᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᑦ 
(ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓱᓕ)
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑕᐅᑐᖔᖅᖢᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᖅ (15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ)
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ

Lowest cold climate risk
Low geotech risk
Lowest development time
Highest wind energy potential
Closest development to town 
(14km)
Low environmental impact
Less than 60% of energy 
demand is met by renewables
High CO2 emissions compared to 
hydro options (still need diesel)
Short life span compared hydro 
(15 years)
Median risk associated with 
reliability
Unlikely to replace diesel

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”�
Green Light 7.4/10 45.5%

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

14km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᓂᐊᖁᖑᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ
Jaynes Inlet Wind

04

ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᖓᓯᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᓄᕆᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᓂ. ᑕᑭᓂᖓ ᐅᐊᔭᐅᑉ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᓂᐊᖁᖑᖅ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ. 

While one of the furthest sites from town, this 
is a strong wind resource as it is situated high 
up on a ridge. The length of the transmission 
line required for this option make Niaqunguk 
Wind a more cost-effective, and lower impact 
choice. 

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᑭᑭᓛᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ
ᐸᒡᕕᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ/ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ ᐊᓄᕆᒨᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
60% ᑐᖔᓂ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ CO2 ᐃᓯᐊᕿᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐃᒪᖕᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᑦ 
(ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓱᓕ)
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑕᐅᑐᖔᖅᖢᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᖅ (15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ)
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ
ᐅᐊᔭᑯᑖᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ

Lowest cold climate risk
Low geotech risk
Lowest development time
Less intrusive to marine habitat/
migration routes then hydro
2nd highest wind energy 
potential
Less than 60% of energy 
demand is met by renewables
High CO2 emissions compared to 
hydro options (still need diesel)
Short life span compared hydro 
(15 years)
Median risk associated with 
reliability
Unlikely to replace diesel
Long transmission line required

49%
ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”�
Green Light 6.6/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

95km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᔭᐃᓐᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐱᖁᑎᒃᑯᕕᒃ + ᐊᓄᕆ
Jaynes Inlet Pumped  
Storage + Wind

05

ᒥᓗᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃ ᐃᓚᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐊᖏᒃᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᓂᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᓂᐊᖁᖑᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ, ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᓱᓕ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᕈᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᖢᓂᓗ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᒃᐸᑕ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᒥᒃ, ᑐᑭᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖅ. 

The pumped storage part of this option 
increases the energy output compared to 
Jaynes Inlet Wind, allowing it to grow as 
Iqaluit grows. Because this technology has 
not yet been demonstrated in the arctic, there 
is uncertainty and risk. But if the community 
prefers this site, it makes sense to study this 
option further.

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ)
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
(ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓗ)
ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑭᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᓂᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ; 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᒃᖠᒋᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᓲᖅ 
ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑖᓄᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, 
ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ
ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ 
ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ. 
ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 
ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᒥᒃᓴᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃᑯᕕᖕᒧᑦ

Low to Medium Technical Risks 
(Cold Climate & Geotechnical) 
Low Resource Risk (Availability + 
Reliability)
Previously supported by the 
Community for further study
Low risk associated with 
reliability
Low capital cost for high output; 
potential to lower electricity 
rates
Longest transmission corridor 
among alternatives which is 
cause for concern for the marine 
environment
Area used for harvesting beluga, 
seal, narwhal, clams and hunting 
caribou
Site used for collecting drinking 
water from river and ice.
Cabins in the area
Lower potential growth 
compared to top ranked option
Technical risk associated with 
arctic pumped storage

99.5%
ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”�
Green Light 6.2/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

95km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᐊᑯᓕᖅᑯᑕᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ
Armshow Wind

06

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ. 
ᑐᓵᕙᑦᑎᒋᑦ. ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

The last time renewable energy was explored 
for Iqaluit, this site was rejected due to its 
importance for hunting, fishing, recreation and 
animal habitat. We hear you. All options in this 
area are not recommended.

51.5%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 0.9/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

24km

51.5% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓗ) 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎ 
ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒃ MW ᐃᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑐᔪᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑕᒡᔪᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ, ᐊᕐᕕᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐸᐅᕐᖓᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ).
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕆᐅᖅᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒪᒃᑯᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ “ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ”

51.5% of energy demand met by 
renewables
Low to Medium technical risks 
(cold climate + Geotech)
Low constructability risk
Large MW capacity
Heavy land and resource use 
year-round by Iqalungmiut
Will affect the migration of 
arctic char. This is an important 
char habitat and fishing area 
Will break up a large amount of 
land used for animal habitats. 
This is an important migratory 
corridor for many animals
Site used for harvesting various 
species (beluga, bowhead, clam 
seaweed, ptarmigan, caribou and 
berry harvesting).
Will affect waterways leading 
to Iqaluit, including areas used 
to teach fishing to younger 
generations
Health and Safety risk rated 
“medium”

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

3736



ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᔭᐃᓂᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᐃᒪᖓ
Jaynes Inlet Hydro
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ᔭᐃᓂᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᐅᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒧᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᒻᒪᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ. ᐅᐊᔭᖓ 
ᓯᔾᔭᒃᑰᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᒃᑰᕐᓗᓂ, Frobisher 
Bay-ᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ - ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒋᐊᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᕿᓂᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

Jaynes Inlet hydro produces a lot of power for a 
small site, mainly thanks to its elevation. It can 
meet the current electricity needs in Iqaluit, 
but its limited in its ability to grow with the 
community. The transmission line would either 
go along the coast or on the seafloor, across 
Frobisher Bay. This site was preferred by the 
community in 2013 - when renewable energy 
was last explored. 

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ)
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
(ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓗ)
ᐊᑯᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᐅᐊᔭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ 
ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔾᔪᑎᑦ
2-ᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᑦ 
ᐊᓂᐊᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᓲᖅ 
ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑖᓄᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, 
ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ
ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ 
ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ.
ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ
ᐅᐊᔭᑯᑖᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ

Low to Medium Technical Risks 
(Cold Climate & Geotechnical) 
Low Resource Risk (Availability + 
Reliability)
Median cold climate risk
Low risk associated with 
reliability
Off-set Iqaluit’s electrical load
Medium environmental impact
2nd lowest average energy 
output
Longest transmission corridor 
among alternatives which is 
cause for concern for the marine 
environment
Area used for harvesting beluga, 
seal, narwhal, clams and hunting 
caribou
Site used for collecting drinking 
water from river and ice.
Cabins in the area
Long transmission line required

79.4%
ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”�
Green Light 5.1/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

95km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᑲᐃᓄᔅᓕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᐊᕐᕕᒃ  
ᒥᓪᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᓕᒃ
Kynersley Iqalliarvik Hydro 
Pumped Storage 
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ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᖕᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓛᖑᕗᖅ 
ᐱᐅᓛᒥᒡᓗ ᐊᑭᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᑉᐳᖅ, ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓛᖑᕗᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂᓗ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᖁᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᕗᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ!

This option is compelling, as it has the highest 
energy output potential. If we converted 
everyone’s heating to electricity, this would be 
a ‘top 3’ option. There are no arctic examples 
of pumped storage, so there is sigificant 
technical uncertainty. There are lower risk 
options, but it could be studied further.

ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ (30MW)
ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᔪᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ 
(ᓄᑭᓪᓚᐅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐆᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ)
ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᓛᖓ
ᑖᒻ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖓ ᓇᐃᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᕐᔪᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ CO2 ᐃᓯᐊᕿᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐃᒪᖕᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᑦ 
(ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓱᓕ)
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᓛᒥᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᖕᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ PSH-ᒧᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.
ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᖅ ᓄᓇ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᕆᔮ: ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ

Highest installed capacity of all 
alternatives (30MW)
Highest average energy (electric, 
thermal, industrial)
Highest economic benefit
Close to town
Dam height would be short
High likelihood of diesel 
replacement
High CO2 emissions compared to 
hydro options (still need diesel)
Highest cold climate risk 
Highest risk associated with 
reliability
Possible impact on fish habitat 
due to the PSH development.
Medium land and resource use 
by Iqalungmiut.
Environmentally significant site: 
caribou habitat

55.2%
ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ
Yellow Light 5/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

30km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᖃᓯᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᓄᕆᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ
Qasitujuak Lake Wind

09

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᐅᓪᓗᓂ “ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ”, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ−ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ. 
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑯᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᔭᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓚᕕᑕᐅᓗᐊᖏᖦᖢᓂ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ “ᐊᓄᕆᑐᐊᓄᑦ” 
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᔭᐃᓐ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᖓ.

This is considered a very good “wind only” site, 
but there are higher-ranking options. It was 
a reasonably short transmission line and less 
disruption to the landscape compared to other 
“wind only” sites, like Jayne’s Inlet wind.

48.8%
ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ
Yellow Light 4.8/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

46km

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᑭᑭᓛᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᓄᕆᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ (46km)
ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ
60% ᑐᖔᓂ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ CO2 ᐃᓯᐊᕿᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐃᒪᖕᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᑦ 
(ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓱᓕ)
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑕᐅᑐᖔᖅᖢᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᖅ (15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ)
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ

Lowest cold climate risk
Low geotech risk
Lowest development time
Highest wind energy potential
Close to town (46km)
Low environmental impact
Less than 60% of energy 
demand is met by renewables
High CO2 emissions compared to 
hydro options (still need diesel)
Short life span compared hydro 
(15 years)
Median risk associated with 
reliability
Unlikely to replace diesel

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᑭᓄᔅᓕ ᑕᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓄᕆ
Kynersley Lake Wind

10

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᐅᓪᓗᓂ “ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ”, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ−ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ. 
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑯᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᔭᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓚᕕᑕᐅᓗᐊᖏᖦᖢᓂ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ “ᐊᓄᕆᑐᐊᓄᑦ” 
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᔭᐃᓐ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᖓ.

This is considered a very good “wind only” site, 
but there are higher-ranking options.
It was a reasonably short transmission line and 
less disruption to the landscape compared to 
other “wind only” sites, like Jayne’s Inlet wind.

46.3%
ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ
Yellow Light 5/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

30km

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᑭᑭᓛᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᓄᕆᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ 
ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ (30km)
ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ
60% ᑐᖔᓂ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ CO2 ᐃᓯᐊᕿᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐃᒪᖕᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᑦ 
(ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓱᓕ)
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑕᐅᑐᖔᖅᖢᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᖅ (15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ)
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ

Lowest cold climate risk
Low geotech risk
Lowest development time
Highest wind energy potential
Close to town (30km)
Low environmental impact
Less than 60% of energy 
demand is met by renewables
High CO2 emissions compared to 
hydro options (still need diesel)
Short life span compared hydro 
(15 years)
Median risk associated with 
reliability
Unlikely to replace diesel

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᐊᑯᓕᖅᑯᑕᖅ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᖕᒨᖅᑐᑦ
Armshow South Hydro

11

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ. 
ᑐᓵᕙᑦᑎᒋᑦ. ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

The last time renewable energy was explored 
for Iqaluit, this site was rejected due to its 
importance for hunting, fishing, recreation and 
animal habitat. We hear you. All options in this 
area are not recommended.

56%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 4.5/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

24km

56% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓗ) 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎ 
ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒃ MW ᐃᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑐᔪᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑕᒡᔪᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ, ᐊᕐᕕᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐸᐅᕐᖓᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ).
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕆᐅᖅᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒪᒃᑯᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ “ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ”

56% of energy demand met by 
renewables
Low to Medium technical risks 
(cold climate + Geotech)
Low constructability risk
Large MW capacity
Heavy land and resource use 
year-round by Iqalungmiut
Will affect the migration of 
arctic char. This is an important 
char habitat and fishing area 
Will break up a large amount of 
land used for animal habitats. 
This is an important migratory 
corridor for many animals
Site used for harvesting various 
species (beluga, bowhead, clam 
seaweed, ptarmigan, caribou and 
berry harvesting).
Will affect waterways leading 
to Iqaluit, including areas used 
to teach fishing to younger 
generations
Health and Safety risk rated 
“medium”

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᑳᓐᑦᓕ ᐸᐃ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
Cantley Bay Hydro

12

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓘᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᒥᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᔭᙱᑕᕗᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ.

Cantley Bay Hydro would be a very large dam. 
We would not recommend this site because 
of the loss of animal habitat and the high 
geotechnical risk.

100% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑎᓛᒥᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓗᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ C02 ᐃᓯᐊᕿᔪᑦ
ᐊᑯᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥ (6 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ)
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᐳᖅ 
ᓇᑦᑎᕋᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒡᓗ. 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ
ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑕᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ − 
ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᑐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᒃᓱᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐹᖅ
ᓄᓇᑐᔪᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑦᑎᐅᑉ ᑎᓯᖏᑦ

100% of energy demand met by 
renewables 
Lowest site access issues
Minimal intrusions on protected 
areas
Very low C02 emissions
Median cold climate risk
Low risk associated with reliability
Longer development time (6 years)
This area is used for harvesting 
seal & caribou. Lots of harvesting 
activities near mouth of river
Cabins in the area and used a 
hub for a range of Inuit land 
such as community gatherings 
and harvesting ceremonies 
including a youths’ first hunt
Cultural sites – including 
campsites used by Tuniit and 
row of inukshuk
Highest geotechnical risk
Will break up a large amount of 
land used for animal habitats. 
Caribou calving grounds and Seal 
den area

99.8%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 4/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

52km
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓄᐊᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
McKeand River North Hydro

13

ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓄᐊᑦ ᓄᐊᑦ ᐃᒪᖕᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓂᕐᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕆᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᕐᔪᐊᖅᖢᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖁᒐᔭᙱᑕᕗᑦ.

McKeand River North Hydro is more expensive 
than Iqaluit’s diesel system and electricity 
costs would increase. It has a high geotechnical 
risk and a significant loss of animal habitat. We 
would not recommend this option.

99% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
2nd ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᔪᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ
ᐊᑯᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓗᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓄᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᖦᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖅ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐅᐊᔭᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᒥᙶᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᖅ: ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ 
ᓯᒥᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᓪᓚᖅᑎᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᒥ 
ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ; ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒥᑦ`

99% of energy demand met by 
renewables
2nd Highest average energy output
Median cold climate risk
Low risk associated with reliability
Minimal intrusions on protected 
areas
Minimal land and resource use 
by Iqalungmiut
Highest site access issues
Longest transmission line length 
required increasing risk of 
outage
Longest development time
Highest geotechncial risk
High environmental impact: Will 
create a very large reservoirs 
following dam construction that 
will wipe out land habitat for 
the already struggling caribou 
population in the area during the 
calving season
High capital cost; electricity 
would cost more than diesel

98.8%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 2.2/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᐊᑯᓕᖅᑯᑕᖅ ᑰᖕᒥ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
Armshow River Hydro

14

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ. 
ᑐᓵᕙᑦᑎᒋᑦ. ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

The last time renewable energy was explored 
for Iqaluit, this site was rejected due to its 
importance for hunting, fishing, recreation and 
animal habitat. We hear you. All options in this 
area are not recommended.

99% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓗ)
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎ
ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒃ MW ᐃᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗ
ᓄᓇᑐᔪᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑕᒡᔪᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ, ᐊᕐᕕᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐸᐅᕐᖓᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ).
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᑦ  
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕆᐅᖅᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒪᒃᑯᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ “ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ”

99% of energy demand met by 
renewables
Low to Medium technical risks 
(cold climate + Geotech)
Low constructability risk
Large MW capacity
Heavy land and resource use 
year-round by Iqalungmiut
Will affect the migration of 
arctic char. This is an important 
char habitat and fishing area
Will break up a large amount of 
land used for animal habitats. 
This is an important migratory 
corridor for many animals
Site used for harvesting various 
species (beluga, bowhead, clam 
seaweed, ptarmigan, caribou and 
berry harvesting).
Will affect waterways leading 
to Iqaluit, including areas used 
to teach fishing to younger 
generations
Health and Safety risk rated 
“medium”

99.3%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 5.1/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

24km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

2120



ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓ ᐱᓐᑦ ᑰᒃᑯᑦ
Slyvia Grinnell Bend Hydro

15

ᓴᓕᕕᐊ ᒍᕆᓂᐅᓪ−ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑏᓪᓗ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕆᐊᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖁᓇᔭᙱᑕᕗᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ.

Slyvia Grinnell options are more expensive than 
Iqaluit’s diesel system and electricity costs 
would increase. We would not recommend this 
site for multiple reasons, including community 
use, cultural importance and high cost. This is 
the lowest ranked site.

99% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
CO2−ᒥ ᐃᓯᐊᕿᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎ/ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 
ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓃᑦᑐᖅ. 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ (14 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᑦ) 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ; ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒥᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᖅ: 
ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓯᒥᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓ 
ᓱᕈᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕕᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᒃ.
ᑰᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᒥᑦ 
ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ

99% of energy demand met by 
renewables
No CO2 emissions 
Large Energy/Capacity Range 
Medium Technical Risks
Low risk associated with 
reliability.
Sylvia Grinnell is close to town. 
Short transmission line required 
(14 km)
High Health and Safety issues 
High capital cost; electricity 
would cost more than diesel 
High environmental impact: Will 
create a very large reservoirs 
following dam construction that 
will wipe out land habitat 
Territorial Park where many 
Iqaluit residents frequent
Site used for teaching fishing 
skills to youth and harvesting 
various mammals and fish. 
Popular river to gather fresh 
water

98.8%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 0/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

7km
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

3938



ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓ ᔮᒡ ᕼᐆᑦᕈ
Slyvia Grinnell Jag Hydro16

ᓴᓕᕕᐊ ᒍᕆᓂᐅᓪ−ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑏᓪᓗ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕆᐊᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖁᓇᔭᙱᑕᕗᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ.

Slyvia Grinnell options are more expensive than 
Iqaluit’s diesel system and electricity costs 
would increase. We would not recommend this 
site for multiple reasons, including community 
use, cultural importance and high cost. This is 
the lowest ranked site.

100%
ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light 0/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ

Overall Rating

7km

100% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
CO2−ᒥ ᐃᓯᐊᕿᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎ/ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ
ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓃᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ (14 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᑦ)
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ; ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒥᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᖅ: 
ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓯᒥᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓ 
ᓱᕈᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕕᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᒃ.
ᑰᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᒥᑦ 
ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ

100% of energy demand met by 
renewables
No CO2 emissions 
Large Energy/Capacity Range
Medium Technical Risks
Low risk associated with 
reliability.
Sylvia Grinnell is close to town.
Short transmission line required 
(14 km)
High Health and Safety issues
High capital cost; electricity 
would cost more than diesel
High environmental impact: Will 
create a very large reservoirs 
following dam construction that 
will wipe out land habitat
Territorial Park where many 
Iqaluit residents frequent
Site used for teaching fishing 
skills to youth and harvesting 
various mammals and fish.
Popular river to gather fresh 
water

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

4140



ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ Summary

Scan here to learn 
more about this  
project option

ᐅᕘᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᒃ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ

Reduction in Diesel Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᐅᑦ
Diesel System

17

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᐅᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑭᑐᓪᓗᓂ, 
ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᐅᕐᔪᐊᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᑐᖁᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᓄᖑᕈᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ.

The diesel system in Iqaluit, while highly 
reliable, is expensive, produces a lot of pollution 
and is completely reliant on dieasel supply from 
the south. Diesel is a non-renewable resource, 
so it will run out some day.

ᑐᕚᕆᔭᔅᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ
ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᑭᑐᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᖓ
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑰᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᙱᓐᓇᖅᐸᒡᓗᓂ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒨᓲᑦ 
(ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ)
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᖃᖓᑭᐊᖅ 
ᓄᖑᕈᑎᓛᖅᑐᑦ)
ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓂᖅᓵᖅᑐᖅᑕᑦᑕ ᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
(ᐃᓯᐊᕿᔪᑦ ᐊᓂᖅᓵᖅᑐᖅᑕᑦᑕᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ)

High Reliability
Currently in-place
Well known operations
High Cost
Diesel price and availability can 
change every year
Relies on sealift and continuous 
supply
Financial benefits go to the 
diesel supplier (the money leaves 
Nunavut)
Non renewable resource (it will 
run out some day)
Large environmental impact via 
air pollution (emissions and air 
quality)

0%

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Not Ranked

4342



ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ · Vote On Your Energy Future.




