
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!

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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!

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

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

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

McKeand River South Hydro

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

50km

ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

100%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Green Light



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. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

Low to Medium Technical Risks (Cold Climate & 
Geotechnical)

Low Resource Risk (Availability + Reliability) 

Previously supported by the Community (2013) 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 (an important habitat 
for caribou)

Site used for collecting drinking water from river 
and ice

Cabins in the area

Lower potential growth compared to top ranked 
option

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
(ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ)

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ (ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓗ) 

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ (2013) 
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 (ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ)

ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ

ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ

ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Jaynes Inlet Hydro + Wind

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

95km

ᕿᑭᕐᕆᔮᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐃᒪᖓ + ᐊᓄᕆ
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

99.5%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Green Light



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.

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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.

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 

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

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Niaqunguk Wind

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

14km

ᓂᐊᖁᖑᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ

7.4/10
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

45.5%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Green Light



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

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

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

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅ

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

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Jaynes Inlet Wind

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

95km

ᓂᐊᖁᖑᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ

6.6/10
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

49%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Green Light



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.

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

Low to Medium Technical Risks (Cold Climate & 
Geotechnical) 

Low Resource Risk (Availability + Reliability)

Previously supported by the Community (2013) 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 (an important habitat 
for 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

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
(ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ)

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ (ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓗ)

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ (2013) 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐊᑭᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᓂᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ; ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᒃᖠᒋᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᓲᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑖᓄᑦ

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒨᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ (ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ)

ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ

ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ

ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃᑯᕕᖕᒧᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Jaynes Inlet Pumped Storage + Wind

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

95km

ᔭᐃᓐᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖁᑎᒃᑯᕕᒃ + ᐊᓄᕆ

6.2/10
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

99.5%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Green Light



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. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

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 (an important habitat 
for caribou)

Site used for collecting drinking water from river 
and ice

Cabins in the area

Long transmission line required

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
(ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ)

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ (ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓗ 
ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓗ)

ᐊᑯᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ

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 (ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ)

ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ

ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ

ᐅᐊᔭᑯᑖᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Jaynes Inlet Hydro 

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

95km

ᔭᐃᓂᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ ᐃᒪᖓ

5.1/10

07

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

79.4%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Green Light



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

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Qasitujuak Lake Wind

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

46km

ᖃᓯᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᓄᕆᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ

4.8/10

09

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating
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48.8%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

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

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

ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ
Yellow Light



ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Kynersley Iqalliarvik Hydro Pump 
Storage

Kynersley Lake Wind

24km

ᑲᐃᓄᔅᓕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᓕᒃ

ᑭᓄᔅᓕ ᑕᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓄᕆ

08

08

10

10

ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ
Yellow Light

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.

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

This option is compelling, as it has the highest 
energy output. 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 significant technical uncertainty. There are lower 
risk options, but it could be studied further. 

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

5/10 ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating
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55.2%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

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 HPS-
ᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.

ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᖅ ᓄᓇ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ 
: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᑲᖑᐃᑦ. ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕝᕖᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᓲᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᑕᓯᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᒎᖓᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑭᑑᒃᑯᑦ

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 HPS 
development.

Medium land and resource use by Iqalungmiut : 
various species are harvested including caribou, 
snow goose. Campsites used for fishing trips, 
Trails used to travel between Iqaluit, Iqalliarvik 
Lake, and Nunngarut by snowmobile

Environmentally significant site: caribou habitat



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

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Cantley Bay Hydro

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

52km

ᑳᓐᑦᓕ ᐸᐃ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

4/10
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99.8%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

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 and 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 celebration of 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

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 
ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ − ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᑐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᒃᓱᒃ

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐹᖅ

ᓄᓇᑐᔪᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑦᑎᐅᑉ ᑎᓯᖏᑦ

ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light



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

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

McKeand River North Hydro

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

130km

ᒪᑭᓐᑦ ᑰᑉ ᓄᐊᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2.2/10
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating
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98.8%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

99% of energy demand met by renewables

2nd Highest average energy (electric, thermal, 
industrial)

Median cold climate risk

Low risk associated with reliability.

Minimal intrusions on protected areas

Few observations of land use compared to other 
options

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

99% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ

2nd ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᔪᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ (ᓄᑭᓪᓚᐅᑎᓄᑦ, 
ᐆᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ)

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

ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light



ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Slyvia Grinnell Bend Hydro Slyvia Grinnell Jag Hydro

24km

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓ ᐱᓐᑦ ᑰᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓ ᔮᒡ ᕼᐆᑦᕈ

15

15

16

16

ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light

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. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ
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98.8%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

100% ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᑐᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ

CO2−ᒥ ᐃᓯᐊᕿᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎ/ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ (ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ, 
ᐆᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ)

ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ) 

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 (electric, thermal, 
industrial)

Medium Technical Risks (Cold Climate & 
Geotechnical)

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



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

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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% 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% 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”

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ · To Iqaluit

Armshow River Hydro Armshow South Hydro Armshow Lake Wind

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

24km

ᐊᑯᓕᖅᑯᑕᖅ ᑰᖕᒥ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓕᖅᑯᑕᖅ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᖕᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓕᖅᑯᑕᖅ ᐊᓄᕆ

0.9/10 4.5/10 5.1/10
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ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ
Overall Rating

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

99.3%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

56%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

51.5%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

11

11

ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᒃ”
Red Light



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

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᓲᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ

For more information, read about this 
option in your handout or online.

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. 

Diesel System

ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ · Not ranked

Summaryᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᐅᑦ

ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᖕᓄᑦ · The Bottom Line

0%
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ

Reduction in Diesel 
Consumption 
for Electricity Generation

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)

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)


