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Executive Summary

The overall purpose of this project is stated mRequest for Proposals as:
“To consider how Kluane National Park and Reseffects the community and
economy of Haines Junction, the Champagne Aistiilit Nations, the Kluane First
Nation and the Kluane region.”

The project has a number of specific objectives (@any related sub-objectives) with the focus
of these being to produce a standard and rigoromsoenic impact assessment of KNPR and to
provide a form of “case study” to draw useful lasséor future development plans for Haines
Junction, other communities and First Nations aefjato parks and protected areas. But the
objectives and goals of the project are broad amitious and its challenges numerous. From the
beginning it was clear that, although a rigorowhitécal economic impact assessment was the
central component, this was not to be strictlychmgcal, numbers-based report.

To determine the impact of the establishment of R\#d Kluane’s regional economy and
Haines Junction in particular, two models were us@dt, we applied a standard, rigorous
economic impact assessment model to measure trentannual economic impact of KNPR on
Haines Junction, the Kluane region, and the Yulsstond, we developed a community
comparison base-case model based on a compoéite other Yukon communities to assess
how much of the economic development of Hainestlamsince the establishment of KNPR is
attributable to the park and how much is due tewotactors.

In addition to the two economic analysis models,floject has also involved the following:

» A considerable amount of research into the econtiistory of the region,

» The construction of a baseline economic profiléhefregion,

» A series of interviews with Kluane region resideintduding the owner/operators of local
businesses, and

* A detailed discussion of economic and other besmefitKNPR that are difficult to capture
using a traditional economic impact assessment mode

Key Findings:

» Average annual expenditure by Parks Canada assdaidth KNPR is $2.11 million.

» KNPR directly creates about 28.5 person-years gfl@gment and has an average annual
payroll of $1.23 million annually over the pastdiyears.

» Total annual visitor spending associated with Keu&lational Park and Reserve is calculated
at $3.21 million based on 75,478 non-residentaisispending an average of $42.50 each.

» Economic impacts from all spending associated WitHPR add $2.5 million to the Yukon’s
GDP, labour income is enhanced by $2.2 million,Ylkon government receives an
additional $57,000 in property and excise taxed,@rer 57 person-years of employment are
generated annually from this spending.

One basic feature of economic impacts that musaydvbe kept in mind is that every dollar of
expendituredoes nonecessarily create a dollar's worth of impact agjally importantly, the
same amount of different kinds of expendituless notreate an equal economic impact. That
is, one dollar of KNPR payroll has a different impthen one dollar of visitor spending on
gasoline. In some respects this is intuitively oloxgi; a much smaller fraction of the dollar spent
on gas remains in the community than the dollanspe wages because most of the price of the
Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development i Research Northwest
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gas goes to the wholesaler and eventually to néfisend oil producers. (Of course, much of the
dollar in wages also leaks out of the communityvel, but more of it sticks).

To arrive at the economic impacts shown in Takbelbw, we fed in all the data on KNPR
spending (divided into different types of spendiagyl all data on visitor spending (again divided
into different categories) into the impact modell gerformed all the necessary calculations.
Table 1 summarizes the total economic impacts géeemithin each geographic area on a
cumulative basis.

Table 1 Total cumulative economic impacts of Kluan®&PR (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon QOutside Yukon**
Haines Kluane Haines Kluane
Junction* Region* Yukon** Junction Region Yukon

Expenditure $3,908,527 $4,718,727 $5,074,071 Nplicable
I mpacts

GDP $1,679,000 $1,791,000 $2,597,000 $988,400 $P2B0 $1,422,500

:‘naczorﬁg $1,569,000 $1,660,000 $2,168,000 $612,000  $809,008885,000

Employment | - 54 ¢ 415 57.5 19.0 25.3 27.6

(person-years)

Tax Revenue $38,800 $49,700 $57,700 $80,000 $106,00$6113,700

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and extEges, not income tax.
* Direct impacts only reported
** Direct and Indirect impacts reported

The economic impacts reported in Table 1 showttiaeconomy of the territory benefits
significantly from the spending of Parks Canadalewelopment and operations of the park, as
well as the spending of park visitors.

Table 2 below shows how large a role the GDP imppatKNPR — as shown in Table 1 above
— play in relation to the size of the local, reggrand territorial economies.

Table 2 GDP Contribution of Kluane NPR to the econmies of Haines Junction,
Kluane region and the Yukon

Haines Junction  Kluane region Yukon
GDP related to KNPR $1,679,000 $1,791,000 $2,597,00
GDP of area economy $24,035,000 $31,357,000 $002H00
KNPR-related GDP as % of area GDP 7.0% 5.7% 0.2%

As might be expected, the park has its greatestiefipon the local Haines Junction economy
and as the area of economic activity is broadethedpark’s economic significance is reduced.

Although the KNPR'’s contribution of 5.7% to 7.0%rtmgional and local GDP may appear small,
it is actually quite significant. In the contexttbe Yukon’'s economy, the construction sector, the
retail trade sector, and the health care sectdr eawtribute approximately 6% or 7% to the
territory’s GDP. Not overwhelmingly large, but sificant.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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Community Comparison:

A thorough comparison of Haines Junction with fotker comparable Yukon communities from

the 1960s on provides evidence that the establishafdluane National Park and Reserve has

played a large role in the growth and economic bgreent of Haines Junction:

» Haines Junction's population was largely stagnattié 1960s, going from 199 in 1961 to
183 in 1971, while the other communities grew reddy fast (the five-community average
population grew from 220 to 331 over the 10 yedrs)he 1970s, coinciding with the
formation of the Park, the pattern was reversedHaides Junction’s population jumped to
366 by 1981, while the five-community average dexpfo 294.

e In 1971, Haines Junction had fewer people empl@y8dn total) than any of the other
communities studied. By 1981, the number employdddines Junction had shot up to 190,
more than any of the other communities. Overalisitne 1970s, Haines Junction has
consistently employed a larger portion of its ptisrabour force than other comparable
communities.

* In 1971, Haines Junction residents had a belowa@eemployment income, with those
employed earning about 6% less than people intther communities. By 1981, Haines
Junction was about 6% above the comparable comynawérage; by 1986, the community’s
average income was nearly 30% higher than in athermunities.

The KNPR gave Haines Junction a head start
the 1970s, and the community has kept its lea
since then. The Park seems to have served as
catalyst that not only improved economic
conditions but also gave the community
amenities and infrastructure that set the stage
future growth. A number of other factors as we
as the KNPR have helped Haines Junction grc
at the same pace as other communities since f
early 1980s.

Factors not related to the Park — including the

inherent natural attractiveness of the area for

tourism, major construction projects such as ”M
Shakwak project, decentralization of the — |
territorial government, and the growth of the i
Champagne and Aishihik First Nations and
municipal governments government — are no
sufficient to explain why Haines Junction has

done considerably better economically than th
five other comparable Yukon communities.

This study confirms that establishment of Kluand¢idveal Park and Reserve has had, and
continues to have, a positive impact on the Halletion and Yukon economy.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development ili Research Northwest
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1 Introduction

TheKluane National Park and Reserve Economic Impad
Analysisproject was commissioned by the Yukon Chapt
of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society eitieral
government through Parks Canada, and the Yukon
Government. The Champagne and Aishihik First Nation
the Kluane First Nation, the Village of Haines Jimt
and the Park Management Board have all participated
the project through seats on the Project Steering
Committee.

The overall purpose of the project is stated inRlegquest for Proposals as:
“To consider how Kluane National Park and Reseffects the community and
economy of Haines Junction, the Champagne Aistiliit Nations, the Kluane First
Nation and the Kluane region.”

The specific objectives laid out in the RequestHorposals were:

1. Determination of the economic impact of Kluane Na#il Park and Reserve on the Kluane
region, the community of Haines Junction, CAFN, K& the Yukon Territory.

2. Development of an economic profile of Haines Juncand the Kluane region that considers

the role of Kluane National Park and Reserve indlal economy.

Assessment of other economic values associatediiiine National Park and Reserve.

Development of a case study involving a qualitative quantitative investigation of the

dynamic factors that have had an impact on how i@udational Park has affected the

economy of Haines Junction and surrounding region.

5. Delivery of a workshop that will allow the commun#nd local First Nations to better
understand the local economy and factors thatdiieencing its future economic direction.
The workshop will allow the community and localgtiNations to use the study as a means
of discussing future directions.

Hw

Finally, the Request for Proposals elaborated oat\thwas expected that various aspects of the

project could, or would, provide, including:

» The development of a set of indicators to gaugadbsmcial and economic considerations.

» Consideration of a number of time periods, inclgdiore-1943 (briefly), the establishment of
the Kluane Game Sanctuary from 1943 to 1973; ttebkshment of Kluane National Park
and Reserve from 1973 to 1977 and the operati@rag of the park from 1977 to 2002.

» Consideration of the local economy prior to theklshment of the park and the economic
activities that were curtailed.

* Assessment of other economic values, both use amaise, including: option, bequest and
existence values as well as consideration of eamdbgrocesses that are protected through
the national park designation of the region.

» An analysis involving both qualitative and quaritita analysis, considering what parts of the
community may have benefited and how they havefiiedeand considering the broad
dynamic factors that have influenced how the comtyuras been affected.

* An analysis considering factors which could incesti®e potential benefits for the
community.

» Useful lessons for future development plans fomidaiJunction, other communities and First
Nations adjacent to parks and protected areas.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development 1 Research Northwest
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The objectives and goals of the project are braadamnbitious and its challenges numerous.
From the beginning it was clear that, althoughganous technical economic impact assessment
was the central component, this was not to betlsgtactechnical, numbers-based report. Much

more was required.

1.1 Project structure, approach and evolution

The eight separate documents that make
up theKluane National Park and Reserve
Economic Impact Analysjzroject are
listed and their contents very briefly
summarized in the text box to the right.

To determine the impact of the
establishment of KNPR on Kluane’s
regional economy and Haines Junction i
particular, two models were used. First,
we applied a standard, rigorous econom
impact assessment model to measure th
current annual economic impact of KNPH
on Haines Junction, the Kluane region,
and the Yukon. Th&conomic Impact
Model for Parks and Protected Areas a
product of the Department of Canadian
Heritage and the Canadian Tourism
Commission, and originally produced by
Parks Canada, was used to calculate
impacts. This model has just been updat
with the latest impact multipliers based o
Statistics Canada data for the Yukon
Territory for the commodities contained i
the model using 1999 values. The mode
therefore reflects the current Yukon
economy and its relationships/linkages
with other parts of the Canadian econom

Second, we developed a community
comparison base-case model based on 3
composite of five other Yukon
communities to assess how much of the
economic development of Haines Junctig
since the establishment of KNPR could q
attributed to the park and how much is d
to other factors.

In addition to the two economic analysis
models, the project has also involved thg
following:

» A considerable amount of research

Project Structure
The results oKluane National Park and Reserve
Economic Impact Analysygoject are contained
in a total of eight separate documents:
Summary Repor- summarizes the key finding
of the project.

Background Report #1: Baseline Economic
Profile — lays out current economic and social
data for the Kluane region and Haines Junctiof.
Background Report #2: Economic Impact
Analysis— provides all of the background data
and analysis for the final calculation of the
economic impact of KNPR. Also includes a
comparison of the impacts of KNPR on the
Kluane region with the impacts of five other
parks on their regions.

Background Report #3: Economic History of the
Kluane Regior— provides a summary of the
important economic issues and events from pr
contact times to the present.

Background Report #4: Community Economic
Comparison Analysis— contains the community,
comparison base-case model based on a
composite of five other Yukon communities
designed for the project and the analysis of hojv
the development of Haines Junction compares
with that of other Yukon communities.
Background Report #5: Economic Benefits
Framework— provides a detailed discussion o
economic and other benefits of KNPR that are
difficult to capture using a traditional economig
impact assessment model.

Background Report #6: Community Interviews
— contains the detailed results of the interviews
of local people conducted for the project.
Appendix;: Community Feedbaek presents a
detailed account of the feedback from the
Steering Committee and the community at large
to the original draft versions of all reports and
how that feedback has been responded to.

\*2)

D
]

into the economic history of the
region,

Luigi Zanasi Economist
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» The construction of a baseline economic profiléhefregion,

» A small number of interviews with Kluane regionidents including the owner/operators of
local businesses, and

* A detailed discussion of economic and other besefitKNPR that are difficult to capture
using a traditional economic impact assessment mode

Three of the project objectives — determinatiothef economic impact of KNPR, development
of a baseline economic profile, and the assessafather economic values — lent themselves to
separate treatment in separate background papeggirlg the objective requiring the
development of a case study (along with its numerelated sub-objectives as detailed above)
has resulted in three background papers —Cibramunity ComparisqQriheEconomic History

and theCommunity Interviews

It should be stressed that the intent throughastgioject has been to assess the impact of KNPR
on the Kluane region as a whole, including Burwlaahding and Destruction Bay, and not

simply on Haines Junction. Where there is an exgdu®cus on Haines Junction — in the
Community Comparisobackground paper for example — it is a result lafck of data and not a
wish to ignore the smaller communities. Similadylack of data severely restricts our ability to
distinguish specific impacts on the Champagne aistildik First Nations and the Kluane First
Nation.

This Summary Report represents an attempt to balrecneed for a concise and readable
summary of all the key results of the project aghale with the need for enough detail,
background and references to satisfy readers whmape do not wish to delve into the much
more detailed background reports. However, the ¢packnd reports on this project do include
considerably more detail on all aspects of thegmtpjncluding references to all the literature and
sources consulted.

Following a public meeting and participation in@yen house in Haines Junction on October 28
and October 30, 2004 to present the results ofithie of this project, we were directed by the
Steering Committee to create an appendix on tleglifeck. The paper titledppendix:

Community Feedbaatontains all the feedback received — both writiad verbal — along with
how we have responded to specific concerns and why.

1.2 Data sources & limitations

Economic data on small rural communities is spaféerely heavily on the Census, which is
conducted every five years and contains data ameber of economic and social indicators. We
have obtained all available published data relatingukon communities for every Census since

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development 3 Research Northwest
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1961. However, hardly any economic data is pubtidioe
communities with fewer than 200 people to prothet t
confidentiality of respondents. Also, there is rmtadpublished on the
Kluane region and, because of the gaps, it is assiple to add up
the community data to obtain a picture of the regi@conomy from
published Census data. To remedy those gaps, weeardpecial
tabulations from Statistics Canada.

Another useful source of information is the Can@datoms and
Revenue Agency, which publishes income tax stesistr every
community in Canada. However, for communities saelBurwash Landing, Destruction Bay
and Beaver Creek, both the Census and the incordata are incomplete to protect
confidentiality.

The various Visitor Exit Surveys (1989, 1994, 1988hducted by the Yukon Bureau of Statistics
and commissioned and published by the Yukon Departof Tourism & Culture include a
regional breakdown on tourism in the Kluane region.

All photos used are courtesy of Parks Canada.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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2 Economic Impact of Kluane National Park and

Reserve

An economic impact assessment is a standard
economic tool designed to measure the total effg
of an injection of funds into a local or regional
economy. The assessment is a snapshot, meas
the impact of that injection for a single year. It
cannot measure costs and benefits over time ng
can it provide measures to judge whether an
equivalent expenditure of government funds on
something else would have generated more or |
benefit.

Economic impacts are usually classified as direq
indirect or induced. The scale of indirect and
induced impacts is heavily dependent on the siz
and diversity of the local economy. In very small
economies, total economic impacts are often
considerably smaller than the original expenditu
because much of the original expenditure flows
(leaks) out of the community immediately.
Communities such as Haines Junction — becau
of their size and proximity to Whitehorse — havd

Direct impacts:

The value-added increase in employment,
local incomes and local GDP retained in th
area, and tax receipts to all governments
from Park and visitor spending.

Indirect impacts:

The value-added increase in employment,
local incomes and local GDP retained in th
area, and tax receipts to all governments
from local suppliers of goods and services
the Park.

Induced impacts:

The increase in employment, local incomesg

local GDP, and tax receipts from the
spending and re-spending of all labour
income generated by the original
expenditure

significant leakages for two reasons. First, they a

too small to support many of the basic goods andcerequirements of their residents. Second,
even when the goods and services are availabléyipodeey cannot compete with the multiple

benefits of a “trip to town”.

The calculation of all impacts requires the usenaftipliers. The multipliers used to calculate
direct and indirect impacts for this project comani Statistics Canada’s 1999 Inter-provincial
Open Input-Output model. Note that indirect impdwse been calculated for the Yukon only,
not for the Kluane region or Haines Junction. Whiilere are indirect impacts locally and they
may be significant, we lack reliable local multgs needed to calculate them and do not wish to

make estimates based on guess work.

Induced impacts were not calculated for the comitgutiie region or the territory as Statistics
Canada no longer includes these values in its rsodelain, induced impacts in all areas are
greater than zero and may be significant, howaverdid not want to overstate the effects of the

limited opportunities to spend in the community.

2.1 Economic injections by KNPR

There are two major sources providing the injectibfunds associated with KNPR into the
Kluane region and the Yukon as a whole. Thesemgrding by Parks Canada through its payroll
along with purchases of goods and services froml lmgppliers, and the spending by visitors to
the Kluane region that can be attributed to thegmee of the Park.

2.1.1 Kluane National Park and Reserve’s expenditures
Table 3 is a summary of Kluane National Park anseRee’s employment and expenditures.

Luigi Zanasi Economist
Inukshuk Planning & Development
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Table 3 Summary of KNPR’s employment and expenditugs
by fiscal year, 1999/2000 to 2003/04

Fiscal year Employment  Wages & Other Total
(person-years)  salaries expenditures expenditures
2003/04 28.4 $1,431,826 $973,253 $2,405,079
2002/03 28.6 $1,286,022 $739,483 $2,025,505
2001/02 n/a $1,289,358 $1,055,898 $2,345,256
2000/01 n/a $1,087,528 $823,408 $1,910,936
1999/2000 n/a $1,051,041 $819,416 $1,870,457
5-year average (28.5) $1,229,000 $882,000 $2,111,000

Source: Kluane National Park and Reserve.
Note: 5-year expenditure averages have been rounded teatesnthousand.

To calculate the geographic impacts of Parks Cdsa@enditures, we examined the invoices
for all expenditures made in the 2002-03 fiscalryeal classified them by type and by where the
expenditure was made. The work was done by a lomg+{tlaines Junction resident familiar with
the community. Our researcher went over all exgenes and assigned whether the expenditure
was spent on a Haines Junction business, a Klgier business, a business located elsewhere
in the Yukon or a business located outside the Yiuko

Table 4 KNPR spending by geographic area of
spending, 2002/2003

Table 4 summarizes all KNPR spend
broken out by where the money was

ing
spent.

Just under 30% of spending (not including

% of payroll spending) went to Haines Junction
Area of spending $ spent spending businesses. Only a tiny fraction, just over
Haines Junction $216,590 29.3% 1%, went to other Kluane region
Other Kluane region $8,228 1.1% businesses.
Rest of Yukon $355,344  48.1%
Rest of Canada $142,763 19.3%
USA $16,557 2.2% The total expenditures in each geographic
Rest of world $0 0% area — with the entire payroll figure
Sub-total $739,483 100% being assigned to Haines Junction —

Payroll $1,286,022 shown inTable 4were plugged into the
Total expenditures | $2,025,505 Economic Impact Model for Parks and

Source: An invoice analysis of all KNPR spending fo

2002/0:

2.1.2 Visitor spending
Estimating the visitor spending

associated with Kluane National Park
and Reserve is somewhat problemati
We have attempted to estimate the

amount of KNPR-related tourism

spending based on the actual empiric
evidence we have: a 1995 study on

Park visitations and 1999 data on
tourism spending from the Yukon

government’s Visitor Exit Survey. Th

Luigi Zanasi Economist
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Protected Areasised to calculate the
impacts for this project.

Tourism in the Kluane Region
From the Visitor Exit Survey, we know that most
Kluane visitors:

come by vehicle,

rate natural attractions as the biggest draw,
stay longer than in most other regions, and
spend substantially more in the region than i
most other Yukon regions.
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numbers were pro-rated to reflect the reductiomumber of visitors the Kluane region
experienced between 1994 and 1999. While we ccald made other assumptions, we have
chosen to base our analysis on the only actual Eaengata available.

Unfortunately, there are no accurate counts ofarisiumbers to Kluane NPR for current years.
However, the 1995 repdron visits to KNPR was used to provide some guidantvisitor
numbers for this study. The 1995 study indicated it 1992 there were 85,600 visitors to the
Kluane region who made a stop in the region. Intad park counts in 1992 indicated a total of
84,700 park visits at all public access sites. Btk indicated that approximately 15% of these
visits represent visits to more than one sitehab the actual number of visitors was 15% less —
71,995 visitors. This study also indicated that @isitors were persons from the territory. The
number of non-resident visitors was estimated t6%835. This visitor number was broken
Table 5 Summary of estimated visitor numbers, down by those who were day visitors and

KNPR those who stayed overnight. The number of
Number of overnight visitors was calculated from
visitors campground use figures. It was found that
Visitors who stop 92,516 96.5% of visitors were on day visits while
Actual visitors (number the remaining 3.5% were on overnight visits.
stopping reduced by 15%| 77,812
for multiple entries) Since the results reported in the 1995 study
Yukon visitors (estimate were based on visitor counts and in the
based on 1995 study 2,334 absence of better information, we use the
ratios) ratios generated by the 1995 report to
Total non-resident estimate Kluane NPR’s visitor numbers, in
visitors 75,478 conjunction with the more current Yukon

Source: Based on 1999 Visitor Exit Survey and ~and Kluane region tourism data.
Whiting et. al. 1995

The 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit Survey found that 1285 A/isitors came to the Kluane region. Of
these, 92,516 visitors stopped in the region; émeaining 36,279 did not stop. While some of the
non-stopping visitors to Kluane region will havgamed the national park by virtue of its
boundary location along the Alaska Highway, thesepbe are not included as park visitors. If
adjustments are made to the 92,516 visitors whapsiw in the region, as indicated in the 1995
study, then the estimated numbers of visitors arghawn in Table 5 below.

Once the number of visitor associated with KNPRBs&blished, there still remains the
contentious issue of estimating how much they sppetite region and how much of that
spending should be attributed to the park for tingpses of calculating economic impacts. From
the 1999 Visitor Exit Survey we know that the agerdourist who stopped in the Kluane region
in 1999 spent approximately $40.00 per-day durigrtstay. Using that data as a starting point
we arrived at a slightly higher overall averag&42.00 per-person per-day (please see the
Economic Impacbackground paper for details) broken down integaties such as
accommodation, transportation, restaurants etcavbeage spending number is firmly based on
the best available empirical data, the Visitor Bdirvey, and there is no empirical evidence to
support a different number.

1 P.G. Whiting and Associates and Strategic ReseardhAnalysis, Visit Profile and Economic Impacat&ment:
Northern National Parks (Reserves) and Histories3it 994 Summary ReppRepartment of Canadian Heritage, May
1995.
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With the number of visitors and the average spanpgar-day established, there remains the
crucial step of deciding what proportion of the ragge spending should be attributed to KNPR.
This would be an easier task if we had clear dathaw long the average visitor spent in the
region overall and how much of that time was coteto the park. The Visitor Exit Survey
provides some data on length of stay — for exanf8@p of visitor parties who stopped in the
region stayed either one or two nights — but daggrovide a figure for the average length of
stay per visitor. We are therefore using the resfithe 1995 Whiting et al. study (please see the
Economic Impadbackground paper for details) that found the awetaggth of stay in the region
was 1.12 nights.

Based on the average visitor spending 1.12 nightise region and a number of other factors laid
out in Table 7 below, we assign one full day’s sjieg of the average regional visitor to each
visitor associated with the park in order to cadtelleconomic impacts. In other words, we are
assuming that each visitor associated with the ppékds approximately $42.00 in the region
and that spending can be attributed to KNPR.

Table 6 summarizes total visitor spending by catggbspending and visitor origin.

Table 6 Total visitor spending by category and visbr origin

Visitor origin
Spending categoryl  Canad:s USA Oversea Yukor Total
Transportation $180,850 $652,933 $348,151 $19,139 1,204,073
Accommodation $92,614 $489,84( $326,414 $9,803 $I18
Groceries/alcoho $30,871 $114,501 $217,610 $3,267 $366,249
Restaurants $79,405 $244,641 $54,463 $8,403 $386,91
Recreation & $30,871 $32,395 $119,673 $3,267 $186,206
entertainment
Other spending $26,493 $97,745 $21,737 $2,801 $188,
Total $441,104 $1,632,055 $1,088,048 $46,680 3887

Source: Source: Based on 1999 Visitor Exit Survey andilghét. al. 1995

The total estimated visitor spending associatet Witiane NPR is therefore $3,207,887 as
summarized in Table 6. These are the visitor exiperes that are used — in conjunction with the
KNPR expenditures shown rable 4— to estimate KNPR’s total economic impacts aswshim
Section 2.2 below.

The spending data that has been used in this &uibrived directly from the 1999 Yukon

Visitor Exit Survey, a territorially administere¥kon Bureau of Statistics) data collection
instrument. The survey covered all types of travbl private vehicle, boat, bus, and air — and all
types of trips: pleasure, business and personag stirvey is comprehensive. In terms of the
spending data, respondents are asked to indicgitesfiending only within the territory; they do
not include the amount spent on package tours haigéwhere or airfares paid elsewhere —
only the money spent within the territohyis important then to recognize that the spegdi

figures we are using in this study do not includgrpents made outside Yukon — just funds
spent within the territory are included in the gsi.

Are we attributing too much visitor spending to KRIPThere are arguments for reducing the
visitor spending attributed to KNPR. These are titin the left hand column in Table 7 below.
The arguments in favour of maintaining or eveneasing the figure for KNPR-related spending
are presented in the right hand column.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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Table 7 Arguments for and against reducing

the visdr spending attributed to KNPR

Argumentsfor reducing the visitor spending
attributed to KNPR

Arguments for maintaining or increasing the
visitor spending attributed to KNPR

» The bulk of people passing through the
region — and especially Americans on
their way to Alaska — are passing throug
anyway, need to stop for gas etc., and
would have spent their money whether th
park was there or not. Also a large portio
of visitors are Alaskans or US military wh
are commuting from the lower 48 to their
home or posting, getting off the ferry at
Haines

* Someone who drops into a VRC for 20
minutes should have very little, if any of
their spending attributed to the park —
KNPR had nothing to do with their
spending.

» The KNPR has nothing to do with the
magnificent scenery that encourages pec
to stop.

* We do not know how many visitors are
attracted to the region by the park and how

h  may are simply passing through. We do

know, however, that many people (more

e than 36,000 in 1999) who pass through the

region do not stop at all. Therefore it clear

o that travelers do not necessarily need to

stop in the Kluane region. Given that
encouraging visitors to stop by giving them
reasons to do so is a crucial part of
increasing the economic impact of tourism,
it seems clear that the existence of the park
plays a role in increasing visitors’
economic impact in the region.
¢ We have no clear data on the average
length of stay of visitors who visit the
VRCs. Some pop in for 20 minutes while
others (far fewer, no doubt) stay in the
region for a week. But people who stop for
any reason are 100% more likely to spend
at least some money than those who did not
stop at all.
« Experience from around the world clearly
ple shows that assigning a beautiful area park
status increases visitor numbers and
general interest in the area. Partly this is by
literally putting it on the map, partly by
clearly identifying it as a recognized
special area, and partly by both the general
and specific advertising that comes with
park status.

* For those (likely relatively few) visitors
whose primary purpose is to visit the park,
it would be legitimate to attribute some, if
not all, of their other “in-Yukon” spending
to KNPR. We have not done so largely
because we have no good data on the

>

number of these kinds of visitors.
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Table 8 Direct economic impacts of Kluane NPR
visitor spending by geographic area (constant 2000

It is also important to note that the

direct impact of visitor spending on a

dollars) local economy is relatively small.
: Only a small portion of total tourist
Haines Kluane dollars remain in the community as
| mpacts Junction* _ region* local businesses have to buy their
Expenditure $2,405,915 $3,207,887 inputs outside the community. Table 8
GDP $330,000  $440,000 shows that the $3.2 million visitor
. spending ($2.4 million in Haines
Labour income $266,000  $355,000 Junction and $800,000 in the rest of
Employment (person- 8.6 115 the Kluane region) attributed to
years) KNPR, only increases the region's
Tax revenue $32,500 $43,300 GDP by $440,000 and labour income

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exiiges, not

income tax.

2.2 Total economic impacts

is part of GDP. Also note that the
Kluane region numbers include
Haines Junction.

by $355,000. Note that labour income

The Economic Impact Model for
Parks and Protected Areas, a
product of the Department of
Canadian Heritage and the Canadi
Tourism Commission, and
originally produced by Parks
Canada, was used to calculate
impacts. This standard and rigorou
model has just been updated with
the latest impact multipliers based
on Statistics Canada data for the
Yukon Territory for the
commodities contained in the mode
using 1999 values. The model
reflects the most current informatio
on current Yukon economy and its
relationships/linkages with other
parts of the Canadian economy.

One basic feature of economic
impacts that must always be kept if
mind is that every dollar of
expendituraloes notreate a
dollar’s worth of impact and,
equally importantly, the same
amount of different kinds of
expendituresloes notreate an
equal economic impact. That is, on|
dollar of KNPR payroll has a

Looking at economic impact analysis

Any form of economic impact assessment leaves the authors

open to the charge of providing an overstated analysisf
inflating the positive impacts to further the agenda o$é¢h
who have paid for the assessment. It is always possible {
make that charge is because all EIAs rely on data that is

than perfect and depend crucially on certain assumptiong.

particular, multipliers are often presented without any
justification. This is especially true for smaller commugsti
with limited opportunities to purchase inputs (indirect
impacts) and for spending one’s income (induced impact

For example, in the 1990 input-output model of the ofuk

economy, when Statistics Canada was still publishing toth

impact multipliers, the largest multiplier was 1.49. Inesth
words, the total effect of adding a $1,000 injection in the
economy would result in an increase of $1,500 in GDP.
More typical values were in the order of 1.1 to 1.2. So
analyses that present much larger multiplier effects shou
be viewed with scepticism.

Another strategy used to overstate findings is to useafTot
Output” rather than GDP. Total output adds up all sales 4
does not subtract any leakages. Sogf@mple, looking at a|
construction project, the “Total Output” measure would a
the cost of the contract and the value of materials. But th

cost of materials is already included in the contract cost, §

it ends up double-counting the value of the material®,Als
the Total Output measure does not subtract the cost of
materials obtained from outside the area. GDP, on the ot
hand, does not double count and does subtract imports.

|=)
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4
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different impact then one dollar of tourist spemgdan gasoline. In some respects this is
intuitively obvious; a much smaller fraction of thellar spent on gas remains in the community
than the dollar spent on wages because most giribe of the gas goes to the wholesaler and
eventually to refineries and oil producers. (Of sy much of the dollar in wages also leaks out
of the community as well, but more of it sticksheTeconomic impact model deals with the
different impacts associated with different catéggpof spending through a complex set of
equations set up to reflect how money has beenmshofow from area to area (e.g. Yukon to
rest of Canada) in the different sub-sectors oett@nomy.

To arrive at the economic impacts shown in theesbklow, we fed in all the data on KNPR
spending (divided into different types of spendiagll all data on visitor spending (again divided
into different categories) into the impact modeall aerformed all the necessary calculations. The
impacts shown here are cumulative, i.e. the impadtkaines Junction become part of the
impacts in the Kluane region, which in turn becqraé of the impacts in the Yukon. For discrete
impacts by geographic area please se&tomomic Impactbackground paper.

Table 9 Cumulative economic impact of Kluane NPR R&s Canada spending (constant
2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Qutside Yukon**
Haines Kluane Yukon** Haines Kluane Yukon
Junction* region* Junction region
Expenditure $1,502,612 $1,510,840 $1,866,184 Nplicgble
I mpacts
GDP $1,349,000 $1,351,000 $2,006,000 $48,600 $62,08169,000
Labour income $1,303,000 $1,305,000 $1,721,000 9P8, $32,000 $108,000
Employment 29.9 30.0 43.9 0.8 1.0 3.3
(person-years)
Tax revenue $6,340 $6,440 $14,400 $2,950 $3,100 ,5800

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exiziges, not income tax.
* Direct impacts only reported
** Direct and Indirect impacts reported.

Table 9 shows that the impacts in Haines Junctiom the majority of impacts within the
territory. A very high percentage of the impactakated to labour income, i.e. the wages and
salaries paid by Kluane NPR. Another interestirgytas that the property and excise taxes
generated from all the spending in Yukon is only0$& more than the taxes this spending
generates outside the territory.

Table 10 below presents the cumulative impactguitrthe visitor spending .

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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Table 10 Cumulative economic impact of Kluane NPRisitor spending (constant 2000

dollars)
Within Yukon QOutside Yukon**
Haines Kluane Haines Kluane
Junction* region* Yukon** Junction region Yukon

Expenditure $2,405,915 $3,207,887 $3,207,887 Nplicable
I mpacts

GDP $330,000 $440,000 $591,000 $940,000 $1,253,08N253,000

,Lnit(’)cr’#é $266,000  $355,000  $448,000  $583,000 $777,000  $7.0

Employment 8.6 11.5 13.6 18.2 24.3 24.3

(person-years)

Tax revenue $32,500 $43,300 $43,300 $77,400 $103,20%$103,000

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exiziges, not income tax.
* Direct impacts only reported
** Direct and Indirect impacts reported.

Table 10 shows that substantial visitor spendirglpces relatively small impacts on the local
and Yukon economies. Visitor spending is approxatya4.5 times larger than spending by
KNPR, but the impact of this spending is substdlgtiass. Further, the largest impacts from
visitor spending in the Yukon are felt outside tleitory — in all impact measures.

Table 11 adds up the total impacts generated withaih geographic area on a cumulative basis.

Table 11 Total cumulative economic impacts of Kluae NPR (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon QOutside Yukon**
Haines Kluane Haines Kluane
Junction* Region* Yukon** Junction Region Yukon
Expenditure $3,908,527 $4,718,727 $5,074,071 Nplicable
I mpacts
GDP $1,679,000 $1,791,000 $2,597,000 $988,400 $12B80 $1,422,500
:‘nit(’)"r;‘; $1,569,000 $1,660,000 $2,168,000 $612,000  $809,008885,000
Employment | - 54 o 41.5 57.5 19.0 25.3 27.6
(person-years)
Tax Revenue $38,800 $49,700 $57,700 $80,000 $106,00$113,700

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exizEiges, not income tax.
* Direct impacts only reported
** Direct and Indirect impacts reported

The economic impacts reported in Table 11 showttieeconomy of the territory benefits from
the spending of Parks Canada on development andtapes of the park, as well as the spending
of park visitors. Territorial GDP is increased % million, labour income is enhanced by $2.2
million and over 57 person-years of employmentgmeerated annually from this spending. In
addition, governments gain over $57,000 in propany sales tax revenue from this spending.
These impacts are somewhat smaller within the smafkeas of Haines Junction and the Kluane
region. They are still significant impacts to thesenomies.
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Table 11 also shows that the spending occurringuikon attributable to Kluane NPR has a
significant impact in areas outside the territdrnythe case of tax revenue, these impacts are
greater in areas outside the Yukon — almost twiosd in the territory.

In the EIA portion of this project there are twdenelated estimates in particular that have been
identified as indications that the economic impEd(NPR may be overstated: the number of
regional visitors and the amount of visitor spendattributed to the park. (Please see Section
2.1.2). We acknowledge that there are argumenthéassertion that the numbers are too high
and summarize them in Table 7 of this paper. Howeve are comfortable in defending our
estimates as they stand. They are based on theyical study of park visitations we could
find that attempts to eliminate double countinge Bteps we have taken to avoid overstating the
overall economic impact of KNPR include the follovi

* Not included any estimate for the indirect or ineldiémpacts of KNPR in Haines Junction or
the Kluane region. These impacts are real and raaydmificant but, because of a lack of
data and reliable local multipliers, we have setritto zero in the overall impact assessment.

» Taken a high estimate of the size of the local enonin the region in order to avoid
exaggerating the role of the park in it.

* Included no estimates for non-monetary values @eglogical services, existence, option,
and bequest values) in the economic impact analybisse values are considered real in EIA
practice and are certainly greater than zero, teutiéficult to quantify.

Simply adding an estimate for those indirect amtiged impacts and lowering our estimate of

the size of the local economy (within reason) cdwdsle dwarfed the effect of lowering our
estimates of visitor spending and would still béhim the realm of accepted EIA practice.

2.2.1 Regional GDP impacts

Table 12 below shows how large a role the GDP ingpaicKNPR — as shown in Table 11
above — play in relation to the size of the locagional, and territorial economies.

Table 12 GDP Contribution of Kluane NPR to the ecoamies of Haines Junction,
Kluane region and the Yukon

Haines Junction  Kluane region Yukon
GDP related to KNPR $1,679,000 $1,791,000 $2,597,00
GDP of area economy $24,035,000 $31,357,000 $002H00
KNPR-related GDP as % of area GDP 7.0% 5.7% 0.2%

As might be expected, the park has its greatestiefipon the local Haines Junction economy
and as the area of economic activity is broadetiedpark’s economic significance is reduced.

Although the KNPR’s contribution of 5.7% to 7.0%regional and local GDP may appear small,
it is actually quite significant. In the contexttbe Yukon’s economy, the construction sector, the
retail trade sector, and the health care sectdr eawmtribute approximately 6% or 7% to the
territory’s GDP. Not overwhelmingly large, but sifjcant.
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3 Economic Benefits of Kluane National Park and
Reserve

A complementary and additional analysis to the eotun impact analysis can be undertaken that
examines economic benefits. Benefits are diffefiemmb impacts, tending to be somewhat more
complex. The Canadian Parks Council's economic fiisrfeamework was applied to Kluane
National Park and Reserve as part of this project.

The economic benefits framework is based on theiglthree categories of beneficiaries from
parks and protected areas: individuals, businessgsociety. These are termed: personal
benefits, commercial benefits and societal benefiie benefits received by each category are
separate and distinct and can be added to gersetatal benefits estimate. The economic
benefits framework also recognizes that benefitsaich of these categories will change as the
area analyzed changes (i.e. the perspective oéitrah). These different perspectives of valuation
are termed “account registers” and typically reflecal, regional, territorial/provincial and
national perspectives of the benefits a park geegra

We prepared a preliminary and incomplete approxonatf the economic benefits generated by
KNPR for two account registers (Haines Junction dunkion). These indicated a number of
things:

1. Personal benefits
derived from the park
seem to be small in
relation to the
commercial benefits
retained in the area for
both account registers.
This is a function of the
small population in the
area and their relativel
little use of the park
compared to others
from outside the regiong
or territory.

2. The commercial value
of KNPR to the region
and the territory is
significant.

3. The societal benefits
are inadequately quantified and do not reflectsiheetal value that the park generates to
these account registers. Further research nedmsundertaken to not only quantify some of
the values left unquantified (and not included) touexpand the list of societal benefits
specific to Kluane.
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4 Economic History of the Kluane Region

4.1 Pre-contact and the fur trade

It is not known when humans first began inhabiting areas in and around the modern day
Kluane National Park and Reserve. Oral traditidnSauthern Tutchone First Nations feature
many stories with details of glacial surges, iceidaed lakes, people lost in glaciers and proper
behaviour around glaciers, all indicating a longrtéamiliarity of these people with the dynamic
and ever-changing landscape of the Kluane regioar # European trading ships appearing on
the Pacific coast in the mid-18th century, a strivading relationship also existed between
interior Athapaskan and coastal Tlingit groups. @osuch as copper, marble, tanned skin and
fur garments, lichen for dyes
and soapberries in birch bark
boxes were all brought from the
interior.

Around the turn of the 19th
century, over-harvesting of the
sea otter for their pelts on the
northwest coast spurred an
increase in demand for furs
from the interior. Trapping
began to occur more year-round
than seasonally for the people
of the interior and furs were
traded along pre-existing
networks to the coast with the
Tlingit acting as middlemen. In exchange for thednd other interior trade items, the Tlingit
provided both coastal and European goods such ilsaChhlankets, seaweed, cedar baskets,
dentalia shells, eulachon grease, calico, kettbess, knives, needles, guns, traps and other items.

4.2 Mining

Although prospecting had been underway for yedasgp mining for gold in Kluane did not
seriously get underway until Dawson Charlie (onéhefdiscoverers of the Klondike gold fields
and sometimes referred to as Tagish Charlie) stiee®iscovery claim on the Fourth of July
Creek — a tributary of the Jarvis River — on Jufy2903. This was the first payable gold find in
the Kluane district and it set off a gold rush tlasted for several years. The initial rush to the
region faded very quickly as Kluane's creeks weund to contain highly inconsistent paying
ground and little gold overall. The value of thddyfound was dwarfed by the costs incurred by
miners.

Before the building of the Alaska Highway in 194partz mining played a very minor role in the
Kluane region's economy. There was some exploratmhstaking of quartz claims in the region,
but the lack of any high-grade finds coupled with tack of transportation infrastructure resulted
in no development of hard-rock mines. After thehiwigy was built there was increased
exploration in the Kluane region. The only opergtmine, however, was at the Wellgreen
copper-nickel deposit near Burwash Landing. Wedigrevas discovered in 1952 and began
production in May of 1972. Low-grade ore and prdaucproblems shut the mine down in 1973.
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4.3 Highway construction and the Kluane Game Sanctuary

Haines Junction evolved as a permanent commurliwiimg the construction of the original
Alaska Highway and Haines Road during World WafTHe community owes its existence to its
strategic location, first serving as a key congtomcbase for contractors building and improving
both roads in the 1940s and for building the Hairasbanks pipeline in the 1950s. It then
became the main regional highway maintenance camp.

The formation of the Kluane Game Sanctuary wasa steong and unexpected response to the
problems of over-hunting during the constructiortha Alaska Highway. In December of 1942
— within weeks of the completion of the initial piger road — the Canadian government moved
to set aside the land west and south of the higramayblock any further development in the area.
In early 1943 the Territorial Council followed up the federal government's efforts and banned

all hunting and trapping in the 10,000 square mita. The ban included all First Nation people

despite the well-established hunting

rights that First Nations had in
Canada. In March of 1943 George
Black, the Yukon's MP, announced
that the area of the Game Sanctuary
had been reserved for a future natior
park. But, in a seemingly
contradictory move, the federal
government passed an order in coun
in 1944 allowing prospecting, claim
staking, and the granting of other
mineral rights in the Sanctuary.

The formation of the Kluane Game
Sanctuary with its total ban on all
hunting and trapping had a very large
negative impact on the economies of
the region's First Nations. Although
the First Nation people had objected
the Sanctuary, once it was in place tf
hunting and trapping ban was largely
obeyed.

KNPR and First Nations

First Nations, through the then Council of Yukon
Indians, opposed park formation until land claims
were settled.

Initially it appeared that the creation of the park
effectively meant that the territorial game

ordinances, which had created the Kluane Game

people would once again be permitted to harvest

Sanctuary, would no longer apply, and First NatioT

within the Kluane Park area. However, the federal
government interpreted wording in the Parks Act
allows for thecontinuationof traditional harvesting
when a new park is formed to mean that — becau

First Nations had followed the law and not harvestie

in the area for thirty years — traditional harvegti
would still be banned. In addition, the effectslod
thirty-year existence of the game sanctuary and th

5

e

alienation of the Southern Tutchone from thesedapd

were not to be easily overcome.

Unlike miners, neither First Nations nor First Noati

4.4 Park formation citizens were compensated for their economic losges
The announcement of the formation vv_hen thg park was created. Ho_wever, the Kluane_
the Kluane National Park and Reser First Nation has recently negotiated a compensatipn
in February of 1972 had followed a package for the loss of access to the p_ark and
sanctuary lands as part of the land claims agreemgn

protracted debate over the boundarig
of the proposed park. Park proponen

proposed including the entire Game

signed in 2004. First Nation harvesting rights are

also clarified in the Final Agreement.

Sanctuary in the new park and even

proposed adding all of Kluane Lake as well. Minargl development proponents initially
opposed any park that would not allow natural resmextraction. Not surprisingly, the park
boundaries were chosen as a compromise betweerapdnkining interests and, also not
surprisingly, neither interest was entirely happthwhe result.
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5 Yukon Community Comparison

Haines Junction appears, according to

almost every economic indicator, to be . . .
more prosperous than comparable Yukon Kluane Baseline Economic Profile

communities and the statistical evidence

suggests the community grew more quickl Population — 2001 Census
following park establishment than Beaver Creek 88
comparable communities. This relative Burwash Landing 68
success does not mean the local economy Destruction Bay 43
is booming, because it is not: Haines Junction 531
unemployment remains high, the real estaf Other areas 218
market is in a slump and the population Kluane region 948

dropped between 1996 and 2001. It does,
however, raise the question of how large 8 Census 2001 records about 620 people in the Klugne
role Kluane National Park and Reserve haj region reporting some employment income in the
played in Haines Junction’s development | previous year:

since its establishment. » 210 people worked full-time and year-roun
* 410 worked part-time, seasonally, or both.

r

While it is impossible, without engaging in

speculation, to establigixactlyhow the Canada Customs and Revenue data of declared
Kluane regional economy would have income from 690 tax returns filed by people in the
developed without the Park, it is instructivg Kluane region in 2000 shows:

to compare the development of Haines + Average income from all sources: $29,087 per,

Junction with other Yukon communities. return compared to a Yukon average of $32,931.

The hypothesis made here is that, without| . ayerage employment income: $27,386 per retirn

the Park, Haines Junction would have compared to a Yukon average of $31,798.
developed in a way similar to the other

smaller Yukon communities. Therefore, In the Kluane region the most important employer |s
our approach to this problem is to use the | yoyernment, with approximately 240 people (or 44%
average of five selected Yukon of the labour force) employed by the four levels of
communities — Carcross, Carmacks, government.

Mayo, Teslin and Ross River — as a

prototypical Yukon Community or a Approximately 15% of the region’s labour force
proxy" for how Haines Junction would works in accommodation and food services while §

most likely have fared without the creation
of the Park. That average of five
communities serves as a "control group".
The basic question to be answered is: what

role, if any, has KNPR played in those differences?

further 15% works in construction industries.

The idea of using a "control" group to examineetiinces is, in various guises, a basic tool used
in almost all social and physical sciences. In gaidicular case, if there were no major
differences between Haines Junction and the "aegr@@mmunity, we could state with
confidence that the KNPR did not have a major ¢fbecthe economic development of the
community. However, the fact that Haines Junctias tieveloped faster and is more prosperous
than the "average" community does not automati@lbw us to attribute the differences to the
KNPR. Other factors that could account for all qragtion of the differential economic
development must be identified and analysed.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development 17 Research Northwest



Kluane National Park and Reserve Economic Impaectlysis March 12, 2004
Summary Report

These other factors are identified based on the@uo@ history of the
region, interviews with community members, and fesk at the
community meetings. Each of these factors is ardlysing available
data. The basic idea is that if the same thing wedun other
communities, then the factor is unlikely to havedm&laines Junction
different. If the factor is unique to Haines Juantithen a closer look
is required.

The five communities in the "control" group werdested because, although no one of them is an
exact mirror of Haines Junction, all share somisadittributes. Most importantly, their

population is similar to Haines Junction. Teslimisimilar distance from Whitehorse and is
located on the Alaska Highway, thereby receivirgggame flow of rubber-tire tourism.

Carmacks is also a similar distance from Whiteharsea major tourist route, and is located at a
highway junction. Carcross is close to Whitehoosethe route to a small Alaskan port, and has
spectacular mountainous scenery. Ross River wastedlbecause it has been at the centre of the
most active mining district in the Yukon since ##60s and so represents the mining

possibilities foreclosed for Haines Junction by K& creation. Mayo has also been at the centre
of mining activity — both placer and hardrock — foany decades. Carmacks also has, at
different times, also been a service centre folimgirexploration and for the Mt. Nansen mine.

The methodology used is to compute a number of@oanindicators over time for an “average”
mid-sized Yukon community. This average is basedata for the five "control" communities:
Carcross, Carmacks, Mayo, Ross River and Teslia.ortty consistent data available at the
community level is from the Census conducted byiSites Canada every five years, although
other statistics are used where relevant.

5.1 Population

Haines Junction's population has
increased more than four-fold

since 1956 while that of the other
communities has increased by 600 -
50%. Looking at the historic

700

pattern, Haines Junction's 500 4

population was declining slightly | 400 I_ n
in the 1960s prior to the formation

of the Park, while the other 300 -

communities grew relatively fast. | ,qj |
In the 1970s, coinciding with the
formation of the Park, the pattern | 100 - -
was reversed: Haines Junction's 0.
population doubled from 183 to i
366 while that of other 1956 1961 1966 1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001
communities was in decline.

Haines Junction did not fare as

well in the early 1980s: its Figure 1 Population, Haines Junction and 5 community
population declined while that of average, 195-2001

other communities increased, but it then recaptlosidground by 1991. In the first part of the
1990s, the population of Haines Junction contineegrow at a fairly rapid pace but started
declining after 1996. This decline between 1996 2001l at 7%, was almost identical to that of
the Yukon as a whole and of the average for therdihie communities.

W 5 community average @ Haines Junction
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5.2 Employment

In 1971, Haines Junction had the

350 ~ lowest employment of the six
communities studied. By 1981,
300 employment was considerably higher
m in Haines Junction than in the other
250 communities. According to the
|5 census, employment continued to
€ 100 —| - grow in Haines Junction until 1996.
2 From 1996 to 2001, employment was
S stagnant or declining in all
o 150 4 .. .
75 communities except Mayo. Since the
S 106 1970s, Haines Junction has

consistently employed a larger
portion of its potential labour force
50 4 than other communities, except for
Mayo in the early and mid 1990s.

1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001

O Haines Junction @5 community average

Figure 2 Employment, Haines Junction and 5 community
average, 1971-2001

5.3 Incomes

As with employment, incomes
$30,000 in Haines Junction tend to be
higher than in the other
comparable communities. In
1971, Haines Junction had a
below-average income. By
$15,000 - 1981 average employment
income in Haines Junction was
$10,000 = above the comparable
community average, and by
$5,000 1 — | 1986 the community’s average
employment income was
substantially higher than the
average in other communities.
From 1986 to 2001 — except
for 1996 when Mayo's average
Figure 3 Average employment income, Haines Junction and 5 income was slightly higher —

$25,000

$20,000 -

$0

1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001

W Haines Junction O 6-community average

community average, 1971-2001 Haines Junction had the highest
income of all the communities
examined.
Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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5.4 Industrial Structure

The industrial structure of a local economy caséen by examining how many local people are
employed in each industry, or industry group, wittie community. Figure 4 presents
employment by main industrial groups for Hainescliom and the five communities. Note that
the total employment figure is higher in this grdpéan in Figure 2 because Figure 2 only
includes those who were employed the week befa€tnsus was taken, while Figure 4
includes everyone who had worked in the previows.ye

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Haines Junction

1971

5 community

Haines Junction

1981

5 community

Haines Junction

1986

5 community

Haines Junction

1991

5 community

Haines Junction

1996

5 community

Haines Junction

2001

5 community

@ Primary Industry B Construction & Manufacturing
O Transport,Communications & Utilities O Retail & Wholesale Trade
B Public Administration @ Other Services

Figure 4 Employment by industry, Haines Junction and &£ommunity average, 1971-2001

Both for Haines Junction and the “average commueityployment growth was mainly in
“Public administration”. However, the growth in iHas Junction has been much greater,
especially between 1971 and 1981. For the purpafsibés analysis, public administration
includes not only direct government employment,dsb employment in Health and Education.
Haines Junction also saw large growth in “Othevises”. The largest employer in “Other
services” is the food and accommaodation industijpived by services to business. Figure 4
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shows that Haines Junction’s employment in primadystry, construction and trade remained
about the same over the last 15 years.

Figure 5 shows the percentage
of employment in each
industry in 2001. Note that
these ar@ercentagesof

Food & accomm. |
| employment; total
Public Admin employment is larger in
| Haines Junction, as shown in

Other Services

Figure 2. Employment in
primary industry (agriculture,
forestry, mining) is lower in
Haines Junction than other
communities, as is
employment in transportation,
communications and utilities.
The percentage of
employment in Public
Administration and
O Haines Junction @ 5 community average Construction &
Manufacturing is about the
Figure 5 Percentage employment by industry, Haines Junctioma@ ggme. Haines Junction has
S community average, 2001 relatively bigger Retail, Food
and Accommodation, and
Other Services industries.

Retail

Transp., Comm. & Utilities

Constr. & Mfg.

Primary

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

5.5 Analysis and Conclusions
Before concluding that KNPR has been responsibléhforelative prosperity and generally

higher growth experienced by Haines Junction sir®é&l, other potential factors need to be
explored. The factors that could have led to Hailhextion's experience include:

* Infrastructure construction
* Pipeline work in late 70s (Mile 1111 test section)
» Construction of Shakwak Project
* Socio-demographic factors
* Movement of First Nation people away from tradiabnommunities
» Better infrastructure and amenities making the comity more attractive
»  Growth of government (other than Parks Canada)
» Growth of First Nation government
»  Growth of other government employment (municipaiegritorial)
» Factors affecting tourism other than KNPR, inclgdin
» Alaska resident travel from panhandle
* Natural attractiveness

Infrastructure construction, including the pipeltest section and the Shakwak project, have
provided some local employment. But Haines Jundtias had — and continues to have — about
the same proportion of its residents working instarction compared to the other communities.
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This indicates that these projects were not lileelpajor factor in the difference in growth
experienced by Haines Junction.

One of the most important indirect effects of tHadte National Park and Reserve was the
development of community infrastructure that likebntributed to the movement of First Nation
people from their traditional communities to Haidesction and to the immigration of other
people wanting a certain lifestyle.

Both anecdotal and statistical evidence pointtéodepopulation of a number of traditional First
Nation communities in the southern Kluane regiohg@pagne, Aishihik, Klukshu). Despite the
deficiencies of Census data, it appears that thhasea relatively large movement of First Nation
people to Haines Junction in the 1970s. No reatlemions can be drawn from the data after that
date because of deficiencies in the data.

The main source of employment growth has been vemonent, which, at least for the First
Nation and municipal governments, is probably ezlab the population the governments need to
serve. Champagne and Aishihik First Nations isafit@e most populous, if not the largest First
Nation in the Yukon while Haines Junction has géampopulation than the other communities
and the municipal government must provide moreisesv As well, the influx of jobs created by
the transfer of the Aviation and Marine Branch @irk¢s Junction by the Yukon government in
the early 1990s should not be ignored.

The tourism industry is more important in Hainesgclion than in other communities, as
evidenced by employment in food and accommodatovices and retail trade. Employment in
those industries has increased slightly in Hainestlon while it has declined in other
communities. Deciding whether the park or the soersewhat attracts the visitors is difficult.
But Carcross, which also has spectacular scenerhas the advantage of being accessible to
cruise ship passenger day-trips, has hardly segtoarism industry development to date. It
appears highly likely that Kluane National Park &ekerve has had the major impact on the
growth of that industry in Haines Junction.

Finally we need to consider the natural resouromealy. The communities that have depended
heavily on natural resource extraction (Carmackayd) Ross River) have not fared as well as
Haines Junction. While those communities have egpeed short periods of prosperity
associated with operating mines, Haines Junctigrcbasistently done better. The phenomenon
of the decline of the natural resource economytaunique to the Yukon. The natural resource
economy has been in decline all across westermarilern North America. The only exceptions
to that are the areas dependent on oil and gasegehtly, the diamond mining developments in
the Northwest Territories.

Over the last few years, Haines Junction — likertds of the Yukon — has suffered from a
decline in population and in employment. Neverthgl¢he evidence does indicate that Kluane
National Park and Reserve has had a considerdhienge on the development of the local
economy and bears a large part of the respongiblitthe relatively greater prosperity Haines
Junction enjoys. This is not to deny that othetdexchave not played a role in the economic and
population growth experienced by the community,rbaty of these other factors have also been
at play in other communities.

We can safely conclude that KNPR's creation gavad$alunction a head start in the 1970s. By
1981, Haines Junction’s population and economy wealeahead of the other communities and
the community has kept its lead since. The posf Ez®nomic growth is likely due to a large
Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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number of factors, which include: the continuinfiuance of KNPR, the growth of First Nation,
municipal and territorial governments, the develeptrof community infrastructure, and the
various activities initiated by the citizens.
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6 Community Perspectives on Economic Development

The information on community perspectives comesfem in-depth survey done in 1987 by
David Leverton, a limited survey we conducted a$ pithis project at the beginning of 2004,
and comments made by community members at a sdrmasetings in late October 2004 held to
present and review a previous draft of this study.

The interviews and meetings were very useful imned our analysis, identifying concerns that
needed to be addressed, and identifying factoestifiy economic development that the study
team needed to take into account. In a separatndpp we provide detailed responses to the
concerns and comments expressed by community merahdrexplain how we have addressed
them. A number of criticisms directed at the initeaft of the study caused us to rethink some of
the analysis and to provide much more detail isa $uimmary paper.

6.1 Local Interviews

We conducted a total of 22 interviews with businessers and other residents of the Kluane
region for this project. Of the 22 interviewed, W&re local business owners. Many of those
interviewed have lived and worked in the regiondecades.

We recognize that this survey is by no means reptasive of all views about the Park of the
community as a whole. On the other hand, it dopeesent the views of a significant segment of
the community.

Key Points:

* The interviewees pointed out that they have coesilst expressed their concerns about the
lack of economic benefit derived from park estdbtient over the years but felt that their
views have been ignored.

* The business owners who did do interviews had mostl uniformly negative overall view of
the park and its impact on regional communities.rRany, that negative view is strongly
held and was forcibly expressed.

» The individual interviewees generally held moreitros views of the Park than the business
owners, but a small majority still expressed a Heykel of dissatisfaction overall.

* Much of the overall negative view stems from digggnents between Parks Canada (and
others) with local residents over how access t@#rk is managed and the local inability to
capitalize on the presence of the park becausestriigtions on the type and level of use
permitted.

* A number of interviewees pointed out that the Raak responsible for the construction of
infrastructure in the 1970s and this.

An underlying theme is that the community’s ecoroexpectations of the park have not been
met. For some, it appears that economic hopes>gettations have been raised and then dashed
over the past decades as management and acceskauéebeen established.

6.2 Community Expectations

What were and are the expectations of people iiKkhane region of the KNPR and its economic
impact? Have those expectations been met? Thes@anseare impossible to answer empirically
without, for example, a comprehensive communityham survey conducted when the Park was
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established and repeated a number of times ingbad#s since. These surveys have not been
done. And, of course, expectations have and dolwginyeen individuals, between communities,
and change over time.

So what is the evidence that leads many — incluthegauthors of this report — to the broad
conclusion that overall community expectations hasbeen met? The following list
summarizes some of that evidence. Note that nogjuegt is made or implied as to either the
reasonableness of the expectations or the readonthimgs happened as they did. (See the
Economic History Background Repdor more details).

» The creation of KNPR brought with it the expectatibat the region’s First Nation people
could resume their traditional uses of the areduding hunting and trapping. This did not
occur.

* The creation of KNPR resulted in a marked decréasi®e means of access into the area.
Examples include restrictions on aircraft landiags the closure of approximately 240km of
roads that were passable to vehicles.

» The process of developing and reviewing the KNPRagament plans clearly shows a
pattern of ideas for development (and particulfshincreased access to the park) that are
initially accepted by most parties as reasonabieesen desirable but then do not happen for
a number of reasons. Examples include the propmsetiup the Slims River and road access
to the Alsek Pass area.

* A broad and in-depth 1987 survey of Haines Junatasidents, both First Nation and non-
First Nation, showed that 80% of the community sufgal increased access to KNPR.

The much more limited survey of 22 local resideartd business owners conducted for this study
shows a very high level of disappointment with liaeel of access to the park and with its
economic impact on the community.

6.3 Analysis

Had economic growth been a stated objective abtitget and clear performance targets set
through the application of a benefit/impact agreetnguch as is now common practice, it would
have proven easier to achieve more precise measutemnd accountability for the results
achieved. Interviews with 22 community members simbthat a common perception is that the
Park has not produced much in economic benefitsifsin was reiterated by some community
members in two public meetings held in October 2004

Part of the problem seems to have stemmed frorfatkeof clarity in Parks Canada’s original
mandate for the Park with regard to regional ecanamvelopment. Judging by the results of the
interviews and the 1987 survey, the expectatiomaariy people in the community with respect
to the impact of the Park have not been met. Acecgsghe national
park remains the main bone of contention for maluaKe region
residents who argue the park has not done enougefovisitors in
the region.

The most recent Park Management Plan has begudtess these
concerns. It is also important to note that atrthgonal level through
legislation and policy, the protection of ecologjicaegrity is, in
relation to a National Park, Parks Canada’s firgirfty.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development 25 Research Northwest



Kluane National Park and Reserve Economic Impaectlysis March 12, 2004
Summary Report

The Park clearly has had a large positive impadherocal economy. Certainly in recent years
the lack of investment in infrastructure recapaation and visitor program delivery may have

had a negative effect as illustrated by the dedlingsitation levels to the Haines Junction and
Sheep Mountain visitor reception centres. On themwhand, initiatives to improve access such as
the Alsek Pass Road and Day-use Area proposalraweithstood independent environmental
assessment.

With the more recent addition of new national parksorthern Canada, benefit/impact
agreements have become a regular part of the ptaklishment policy and process. This
occurred largely because most recent national geks been created through the land claims
process, which strived to maximize potential baadbr Aboriginal People as well as address
some of the inequities that directly affected Irauitl First Nations.
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7 Conclusions

This study confirms that establishment of Kluangidiaal Park Reserve has had, and continues
to have, a positive impact on the Haines Junctimh¥ukon economies. Spending by Parks
Canada and by visitors attracted by the Park egulhcreased economic activity and
opportunities, more jobs and higher incomes inrélggon. Despite the current economic
difficulties, Haines Junction is more prosperowantiother comparable Yukon communities, even
those that have depended on natural resource geneld, mainly because of the Park. On the
other hand, the other Kluane region communities\{gsh Landing, Destruction Bay, and
Beaver Creek) have not benefited very much fronmPuex.

The economic impacts of Kluane National Park anseiRee are calculated from the following

expenditures:

» Average annual expenditure by Parks Canada assdaidth KNPR is $2.11 million.

» KNPR directly creates about 28.5 person-years gfl@gment and has an average annual
payroll of $1.23 million.

» Total annual visitor spending associated with Kkialational Park Reserve is $3.21 million.

The annual economic impacts of KNPR and visitonsjpgg are:

Impacts Haines Junction Kluane region Yukon
GDP $1,679,070 $1,791,256 $2,596,967
% of GDP 7.0% 5.7% 0.2%
Labour Income $1,569,084 $1,659,505 $2,168,142
Employment 38.5 person-years 41.5 person-years 5 pgefson-years
Tax Revenue $38,800 $49,718 $57,699

Note: The community and Yukon Gross Domestic Pcodthe broadest measure of an economy’s size)dtapa
are smaller than actual expenditures by Parks Gaaiad tourist spending because many of those dollar
flow out of the region and the Yukon to pay for ioniged goods and services.

Note: Tax revenue includes only taxes on produatisszrvices (e.g. GST, excise taxes, and propexgst
licences, and fees). Income tax is not includetthénmodel.

Most of that impact is due to Parks Canada spenditigough the tourism spending figure is
relatively large, its impacts are much smaller tiiendirect spending by Parks Canada. As can be
seen from the table, about two thirds of total Yukmopacts accrued in Haines Junction, but a
very small proportion — only about 5% — went to@tkluane region communities.

A comparison of Haines Junction with other compkradukon communities from the 1960s on
provides compelling evidence that the establishmékiiuane National Park and Reserve has
played a large role in the growth and economic ibgreent of Haines Junction. Haines
Junction's population was stagnant in the 1960&whé other communities grew relatively fast.
In the 1970s, coinciding with the formation of fRark, the pattern was reversed. In 1971, Haines
Junction had the lowest level of employment ofgixecommunities studied. By 1981,
employment was higher in Haines Junction. In 18¥dines Junction residents had a below-
average employment income. By 1981 Haines Junetasiabove the comparable community
average and by 1986 the community’s average inagasesubstantially higher than in other
communities.

Comparison with other communities shows that factdher than the Park, while important, can
only provide a partial explanation why Haines Jigrchas done considerably better
economically than other comparable Yukon commusifidhe KNPR clearly gave Haines
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Junction a head start in the 1970s, and the contynbas kept its lead since then. The Park
seems to have served as a catalyst that not ophoirad economic conditions but also gave the
community amenities and infrastructure that setsthge for future growth. A number of other
factors as well as the KNPR have helped Hainestitungrow at the same pace as other
communities since the early 1980s.

This study does not answer, nor was it intendezhtwer, the question whether the Park could
have produced even greater economic benefits. ®bthe numerous projects that have been
proposed over the years and rejected or not impleedefor any number of reasons might have
resulted in greater economic impacts, but, in theeace of hard data, we have no way of
establishing this conclusively.

Kluane National Park and Reserve is an icon tougsnduct with international recognition, but it
is also only a part of the larger regional econopidture. As a national park, it cannot be all
things to all people. Disagreements about the Ba&bnomic role must be resolved by
community members and Parks Canada.

The park management plan review process has egtalilithe mechanism that allows for the
exploration and discussion of new economic oppdtigsand partnerships that can ensure the
national park continues to provide positive, suisthie economic benefits to the community of
Haines Junction, the Kluane region and Yukon asalev We hope that this study will be useful
to the community and the region for economic plagnpark management, community
development and future regional tourism planning.

7.1 Lessons for future park establishment

All economic indicators show that, for Haines Jimttthe creation of the Kluane National Park
and Reserve did result in greater economic devedopiof the community. However, this has
been countered by the view that the Park did ner die economic opportunities it could have.
The question here is: what lessons can the experiith Kluane Park give to other
communities?

First, Haines Junction and KNPR are accessiblebg along a major highway. Its experience
may not be transferable to more remote communitieecent years, most new national parks
have been established in the remoter parts of Gamadl they only affect a few, small
communities directly. In these communities, eveewmollar brought into the community counts
and there is a substantial amount of leakage. Mipadts on these communities, both positive and
negative, tend to be exaggerated because of theiaad general isolation. The cost of doing
business is high, resulting in the associated sopuer capital and operating budgets over time.
Similarly, because costs are high, there tendg tmtre bulk purchases. For large capital projects
this can also mean that up to 75% or more of thlardospent actually occur outside the
community and region, yet their benefit value isilatited to the park directly.

But for road-accessible communities, the KNPR eepee does offer some valuable lessons.
First is that a park can have positive economicaictp greater than other economic development
strategies. This has been the experience in therY,ukhere, for the most part, the economies of
similar communities dependent solely on naturabwese extraction or on pass-through tourism
have lagged behind Haines Junction.

On the other hand, the disappointment expresseddny people in the community about the
economic effects of the Park points to a seriooblpm. The economic expectations of the
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community have not been met, and changing politée® resulted in significant opposition to

the Park. The Park was created before the idearadfli/impact agreements became popular, and
there was confusion about the mandate of the Bakefit/impact agreements help to provide a
framework for future analysis. These agreementsldharovide tangible, measurable economic
development targets and should clearly define ratesrespective responsibilities upfront at the
park establishment stage. Had this been done witart€ National Park and Reserve, the
economic benefits of park establishment might Haeen clearer resulting in greater shared
community support today.

It is worth noting that in conducting this assigmmeve found significant record-keeping and
data gaps that should be examined to facilitateréutesearch and management accountability.
While benefit/impact agreements provide one sg@ieoformance measures, more thought needs
to be given to what information is collected aratked over time for audit and evaluation
purposes. For example, the type of data used irdbromic impact assessment model in this
report could be collected by Parks Canada on agoimg basis to help measure future economic
impacts against results in 2004. As well, we haviebeen able to obtain historical data on Park
employment. Economic targets need to be transpasbjgctive and measurable. Such measures
should also be put in place for Kluane NationakRard Reserve for the future.
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