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1 Introduction

This background paper is the second of six prepfareithe Kluane Economic Impact Study. In addition,
a summary report was prepared outlining the fingliobthe six background papers. The six papers are:

Baseline Economic Profile

Economic Impact Analysis (this one)
Economic History of the Kluane Region
Community Economic Comparison Analysis
Economic Benefits Framework

Community Interviews

OO WN B

All papers are available in PDF formathdtp://www.yukonomics.ca/reports/kluane/

We used a standard, rigorous economic impact assess
model — developed specifically to measure the irhpac
parks — to measure the current annual economicdtrgiahe
Park on Haines Junction, the Kluane region, andrtiieon.
We follow the standard approach and measure theoetic
impact associated with the spending by the par&amital,
operations and maintenance, along with the spernditite
area by park visitors.

An economic impact assessment is a standard ecortoaii
designed to measure the total effect of an injaeadiofunds

into a local or regional economy. The assessmemsitapshot,
measuring the impact of that injection for a singgar. It
cannot measure costs and benefits over time noit paovide
measures to judge whether an equivalent expendifure
government funds on something else would have gésubr
more or less benefit.

Economic impacts are usually classified as diiadirect, or
induced. The scale of indirect and induced impackeavily
dependent on the size and diversity of the locahemy. If
more goods and services are available locallygthends to be
less leakage out of the local economy and indaadtinduced

Direct impacts

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

Indirect impacts

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

Induced impact:

The increase in employment, local
incomes, local GDP, and tax receipts
from the spending and re-spending o
all labour income generated by the
original expenditure.

—

impacts will be greater. In very small economietalteconomic impacts are often considerably smalle
than the original expenditures because much obtiggnal expenditure flows out of the community
immediately. Communities such as Haines Junctiobeeause of their size and proximity to Whitehorse
— have significant leakage for two reasons. Fhsytare too small to support many of the basic good
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and service requirements of their residents. Secawveh when the goods and services are available
locally, they cannot compete with the multiple biggeeof a “trip to town”.

The calculation of all impacts requires the usenattipliers. The multipliers used to calculate dirand
indirect impacts for this project come from StétistCanada’s 1999 Inter-provincial Open Input-Otitpu
model. Induced impacts were not calculated, ass8tat Canada no longer includes these values.

Economic impact analysis is not a precise econamadysis tool. However, it is a very useful anaigti
technigue to help describe the importance of difieeconomic activities and to illustrate the
relationships between various sectors of the ecgnémthe case of parks and protected areas, ivadit
economic impact analysis examines the impact afidipg from two sources — the park or protected
area itself and attributable spending by visitorthe park.

There are two major sources that provide the iigeaf funds associated with Kluane NPR into the
Kluane region and the Yukon as a whole. Thesemarding by Parks Canada through its payroll along
with purchases of goods and services from locgblsens, and the spending of visitors to the Kluane
region that can be attributed to the presenceeoPrk.

In this economic impact analysis of Kluane NPR nsjieg by Parks Canada is examined first. This is
followed by an examination of the spending by visitassociated with Kluane National Park and
Reserve. The third section of this background pdpscribes the economic impacts derived from these
spending sources. A fourth section is devotedv@vang economic impact studies that have been done
on other national parks.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development 2 Research Northwest
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2 Parks Canada expenditures

Table 1 is a summary of Kluane National Park anseRee’s employment and expenditures over the past
five fiscal years. The other expenditures categeiudes both capital spending and the purchase of
goods and services. Most of the wages and sakti@msn in Table 1 are paid in the Kluane regionhwit
positions associated with KNPR that are based iitéNbrse making up the remainder. The other
expenditures category includes all other spendésgaated with the park and is not confined to the
Kluane region or to the Yukon.

Table 1 Summary of KNPR’s employment and expenditugs,
by fiscal year, 1999/2000 to 2003/04

Employment Wages & Other Total

Fiscal year (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 data
Note: Person-years of employment were not readily availale tor2001/02 but Parks’ staff suggest there
was little change over the five year period.

There is a clear pattern of increased spendingames/and salaries over the five-year period evaugtn
the total person-years of employment have remaiekedively stable. Other expenditures tend to betmu
more variable, however, as different years seedifft capital projects undertaken, for example.

2.1 Invoice analysis

We undertook a detailed inventory of the expendi&wf KNPR on site at the park headquarters. The
inventory involved a complete description of eagpense paid by the park over the 2002-03 fiscal.yea
The purpose of the inventory was to document pegciwhat the park spent its funds on, how much was
spent on each item and where those funds were. gegathering this information a better
understanding of the spending pattern of the pa& documented and a better understanding of the
economic impact associated with this spending cbaldhade.

Specifically, two spreadsheets were created: onegderations and maintenance spending and one for
infrastructure or capital costs. Within each spsbaet, six different geographic areas were usedhich
to categorize each expense:

- Haines Junction
+ Kluane Region
« Yukon Territory
- Rest of Canada
- USA, and

+ Rest of World.

In addition, expenses were categorized into experedi used by the economic impact model for parks
and protected areas. This included a total of péediture types: 7 for O & M costs; 9 for capitabts;
and 1 for wages and salaries.

Luigi Zanasi Economist
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In preparing the spreadsheets and categorizingxpenditures by expenditure type, we found thatatiot
expenditure categories in the model were used.uergty it was difficult to determine into which
category an expenditure should fit, without tradragk to the original purchaser. Nevertheless,yever
invoice paid by the park was examined and categdnizith both an expenditure category and a

geographic zone.

Table 2 below presents a summary of the invoicéyaisaby commodity group and geographic area.

Table 2 Kluane National Park and Reserve invoice alysis

Geographic area of expenditure
Haines Rest of
Expenditure categori| Junction [Kluane regiol  Yukon Canada USA Total
O&M
Utilities| $129,216.7 $19,059.8 $1,632.7.
Printing/publication $1,074.8 $234.8:
Professional servic $592.4( $6,412.00| $20,356.8 | $76,687.4
Other business servi| $58,774.6 $2,120.2 $3,549.01
Trave $803.8¢| $86,831.1 | $23,712.4 $2,300.6.
Other expenditur{ $23,075.8 $1,012.2'| $95,981.6 | $35,777.2 | $14,256.4
Tota] $211,659.58 $8,228.18 $225,424/69 $141,598.63 $16,557$603,463.19
Capital
Repairs and renovatiq — $1,152.3, $35,100.7 $28.6¢
Other engineerir $19,854.5
constructiol
Othe| $3,778.3 $74,963.7 $1,141.0
Tota]  $4,930.70 $0.00 $129,919.09 $1,169(75 $0.00 $136,019.54
GRAND TOTAL | $216,590.2 $8,228.1i | $355,343.7 | $142,763.3 | $16,557.1 | $739,482.7

Source: KNPR data.

Table 3 summarizes Table 2 and indicates that KEi#ds the majority of its budget within the Yukon
Territory. In the table, the dollar figures undack area of expenditure are separate from each aithe

(i.e. they are non-cumulative).

Table 3 KNPR spending by geographic area of spendin2002/2003

Area of spending $ spent % of spending
Haines Junction $216,590 29.3%
Kluane region $8,228 1.1%
Rest of Yukon $355,344 48.1%
Rest of Canada $142,763 19.3%
USA $16,557 2.2%
Rest of world $0 0%
Total $739,483 100%
Source: KNPR data.
Note: Does not include wages and salaries.
Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outsp
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No spending was recorded in the rest of the w@&ldnming the percentages spent within the threesarea
within the territory indicates a total of 78.5% 885162) of the total spending occurring within the
Yukon.

In the past, the total expenditures of Kluane Natid?ark and Reserve in each of the expenditure
categories would have been used to calculate edoriompacts within the Yukon. It would have been
assumed that all expenditures were made withimetiigory and that the vast majority of impacts ¥ebu
have been felt in the Yukon. Table 3 above cleadycates that this is not the case: only 78.5%llof
spending can be used to calculate impacts witkdnetritory, and 2.2% of spending — that occuriing
the USA - will have no impact in Canada, let altime Yukon.

The detailed expenditures presented in Table 2pawed with the wages and salaries paid (Table Igwe
used to estimate the economic impact associatédKlitane National Park spending. The economic
impacts of total spending by KNPR are presentefieiction 4 of this paper.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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3 Visitor expenditures

The estimation and calculation of visitor expendituthat are attributable to Kluane National Patk a
Reserve is difficult. There are several reasonshisr not least of which is the lack of an acomimetunt

of visitors. In addition, KNPR visitor expenditusarveys have not been conducted in years, making it
necessary to use and adapt other sources of daiaitmm spending to generate current estimatethifn
study, data from the 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit Surisysed, along with other relevant sources.

The starting point is the estimation of the numiifgark visitors. This is followed by the derivatiof
estimates of visitor spending.

3.1 Visitor numbers

Visitor numbers at almost all national parks aféiadilt to determine accurately. There are several
reasons for this difficulty:
* Most national parks can be accessed from manyrdiftdocations; few have a single gate or acces

S

point. Complicating this further is the fact mararis can be accessed by road, on foot, by water and

by air. The seemingly simple task of counting wisstis not easy in such open access systems.
* The terms ‘visitors’ and ‘visits’ mask many featsi@ trips to a national park. For example a visito

can be a person or a group and a visit can be @anshsiop or a several week expedition. To classify

each of these visits as the same masks a numiieaitafes. To get around this, the terms person-
visits and/or person-visit-days have been appbeattempt to reflect more accurately what
constitutes a visit or a visitor. The measure pengeit is the most commonly used measure of a
visitor — it signifies one person entering a parkdt least part of a day (no minimum or maximum
period) for park-related activities. Clearly, pathff, contractors and commercial visitors (cowjer
suppliers, etc.) are excluded from visitor coufitse term person-visit is usually translated inte th

more common term “visitor”. The point is, howevitrat questions of definition have a large impact

on the numbers generated.
* The number of visitors to a park relates to theayits of the park and area in which the park is
situated. Virtually all parks on or close to a nmdfmroughfare experience large visitor numbeng. (e.

approximately four million people visit Banff Natial Park which is on the Trans Canada Highway,

while another four million just pass through). Tdmverse is also true — Ellesmere Island National
Park has fewer than 100 visitors per year. Thel lefvactivity in the park is related to natural and
man-made features of the area. Although this falgshexplain possible levels of visits, it does not
help determine the number of visitors actually eiqeed.

For these reasons it is difficult to establishfitable visitor numbers to any park, and especiéliyane
National Park and Reserve, given its easy accesstlie Alaska and Haines Highways.

Several characteristics of tourism in Yukon help

situate Kluane’s position. In the Visitor Exit Segs | Tourism in the Kluane Regior

the most often mentioned activity by tourists te th| From the Visitor Exit Survey, we know that mosgt

territory is ‘visiting natural attractions.” In didion, Kluane visitors:

the vast majority of visitors travel by car, trumk e come by vehicle,
van. Of the nine tourism regions, only two are  rate natural attractions as the biggest draw,
visited by more than half of Yukon visitors — . Stay |0nger than in most other regions, and,

Whitehorse and Kluane. Of the visitors to Kluane
region, over 70% stopped in the area. Only in the
Whitehorse and Klondike tourism regions do

» spend substantially more in the region than
most other Yukon regions.

In

visitors stay longer than in the Kluane region.alot

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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visitor spending is also larger in these two regidfiowever, visitors stay longer in Kluane thandheer
seven tourism regions and total visitor spendinklirane region is substantially higher than in #hos
other regions. Total visitor spending in Kluaneioegn 1999 was estimated at $6.4 million.

In this study we have relied upon two main soufoeshe estimation of visitor numbers. Both sources
are key to reasonable estimates. The 1999 Yukato¥Exit Survey was one main source. The results
from this survey for the Kluane tourism region gd®d the base number for the level of tourism {@isi
numbers) in the area of the park. This number sifofis is used as the base since it is the mostmiur
and authoritative. To this base number variousutations are made that have been derived from a
report prepared for Parks Canada (at that time an agefritye Department of Canadian Heritage)
concerning visits and economic impacts of Canadarthern national parks. This report was based on
park visitor counts at each national park studigrch included Kluane NPR. This document provides
information on multiple same-day park visits ashaslvisitor origin. The proportion of area visgdrom
that study who visited Kluane was applied in theent study of Kluane since it was the most appater
and directly applicable source. For the reasotsdiabove, these visitor numbers are our best atsn
and have been calculated below. The number obvssdstimated in this study is within 10% of the
visitor numbers of a decade earlier.

The Kluane tourism region has experienced varyinglrers of visitors from year to year. In 1994 there
were 136,496 visitors to the region, while in 198&re were 128,725 visitors, a decline of 6%. Hoave
both these values are considerably larger thanudh@ber of visitors in 1987 which was 85,600 vistor

Unfortunately, there are no accurate counts oforisiumbers to Kluane NPR for current years. Howeve
as noted above the 1995 repavas used to provide some guidance on visitor nusrioe this study. The
1995 study indicated that in 1992 there were 85\68ifors to the Kluane region who made a stoghen t
region. In addition, park counts in 1992 indicagetbtal of 84,700 park visits at all public accsiss.

Park staff indicated that approximately 15% of &éheisits represent visits to more than one sitehad

the actual number of visitors was 15% less — 71\88%ors. This study also indicated that 3% ofteis
were persons from the territory. The number of resident visitors was estimated to be 69,835. This
visitor number was broken down by those who weseuisitors and those who stayed overnight. The
number of overnight visitors was calculated frormpground use figures. It was found that 96.5% of
visitors were on day visits while the remaining%.%ere on overnight visits.

Since the results reported in the 1995 study wased on visitor counts and in the absence of better
information, we will use the ratios generated by 1995 report to estimate Kluane NPR’s visitor
numbers, in conjunction with the more current Yulao Kluane region tourism data.

The 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit Survey found that 1285 Aisitors came to the Kluane region. Of these,
92,516 visitors stopped in the region; the remar86,279 did not stop. While some of the non-stogpi
visitors to Kluane region will have enjoyed theioaal park by virtue of its boundary location alahg
Alaska Highway, these people are not included ds yaitors. If adjustments are made to the 92,516
visitors who stopped in the region, as indicateth1995 study, then the estimated numbers dbvssi
are as shown in Table 4 below.

! P.G. Whiting and Associates and Strategic ReseardhAnalysis, Visit Profile and Economic Impacat8ment: Northern
2National Parks (Reserves) and Historic Sites, 199#mary Report, Department of Canadian Heritage, M&5.
Ibid.
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Table 4 Summary of estimated visitor numbers, KNPR

Number of visitors

Visitors who stop

Actual visitors (number stopping reduced by 15%nfaitiple entries)
Yukon visitors (estimate based on 1995 study ratios

Total non-resident visitors

92,516
77,812
2,334

75,478

Source: Based on 1999 Visitor Exit Survey and Whitinglet1995

3.1.1 Front-country and back-country visitors

There are many different ways in which to claspifiyk visitors. One of the ways in which KNPR gagher
visitor numbers is through counts of people vigjtihe visitor reception centres at Haines Jundciush
Sheep Mountain, as well as those using the KatHle&a Campground and registrants for interior park
use. Table 5 below provides a summary of thesestitatfor the period 1999 — 2002.

Table 5 Summary of KNPR visitor counts, 1999 to 2QD

1999 2000 2001 2002 Average
Front-country 59,416 55,578 53,885 53,063 55,486
Back-country 3,152 2,977 2,864 2,869 2,966
Total 62,568 58,555 56,749 55,932 58,452

Source: KNPR visitor count data
Note: Day hikers are included in the back-country vigitamnts.

There are many practical issues related to the pgriresented in Table 5. First, there is likelpdo
double or triple counting of the same visitors. Egample, a person coming into the Haines Junction
VRC to register for an interior trip may be coungedong visitors to the VRC as well as a back-cquntr
user. Similarly, if the same visitor also visitée tSheep Mountain VRC, that visitor would be codnte
for the third time. Over counting may thereforeabgroblem. However, reliance on counting the number
of visitors to information/reception centres magoaseriously under count park visitors. Repeatorisj

for example, frequently do not use the VRC and nathegr visitors do not take the time to visit thed.
Finally, the actual mechanics of counting, e.@n#ig visitor books, may lead to undercounts.

There is another reason for gathering this datagkier, especially for back-country visitors. Interi
visitors, when they register, must provide an estéof the number of days they expect to remathen
park. For the years indicated in Table 5, the ayeraumber of days varied between 3.4 and 3.6 days.
This means, for instance, that in 1999, the 3,&gistrants spent 10,675 person-days in the interior
Front-country visitors typically spend a day orsl@s the park. Even campers at the Kathleen Lake
campground usually spend only one night in the gaoynd — e.g. in 2001 there were 3,207 campers
and a total of 3,857 visitor nights recorded.

The relevance of these distinctions between typesibors can be important for economic impact
analysis. Clearly, the back-country users are spgnduch more time in the park than front-country
users, but their numbers are quite small relabvila¢ front-country majority. It has been argueat the
average back-country visitor spends more on thsirto the park than the average front-countryters
Conversely, it has also been argued that thesedmaghtry users come well prepared and actuallygpen
littte money in the region of the park. Where oa #pectrum the average back-country visitor to Kéua
NPR falls has yet to be established, and for thpgaes of this study of economic impacts, the misiton
between front- and back-country has not been dpedidurther.
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3.1.2 Origin of visitors

Table 6 below estimates the numbers of KNPR visibwoken out by major place of origin. The
estimates are based on the percentage of Kluai@regitors from each area as shown in the 1999
Visitor Exit Survey applied to the total estimafer,478 non-Yukon visitors arrived at in TableBbae.

Table 6 Estimated number of KNPR visitor by place borigin

Canada USA Overseas
Percentage (from VES) 10% 74% 16%
Number (applying % to 75,478 non-Yukon visitorg) 485 55,854 12,076

Source: 1999 Yukon VES and Table 4

3.2 Visitor spending

Information on visitor spending within the Kluaregion is available from the 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit
Survey. The survey indicated that spending pet toshe region was down in 1999 compared to 1994.
However, the average per party and total spendiriga region per trip by major origin is as shown i
Table 7 below.

Table 7 Visitor spending in the Kluane region by oigin of visitor

Origin of visitor Average spending per-party  Total spending in Kluane
per-trip in Kluane region region
Canada $144 $720,611
USA $72 $3,075,639
Overseas $222 $2,567,307

Source: 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit Survey

In order to match our visitor numbers data withelkpenditure data, we need to know how much each
visitor spent on average per day while in the Keueggion. In addition, to use the full capabilifytloe
economic impact model, we need as detailed a bosakaf those expenditures as possible.

The 1999 Visitor Exit Survey gives an overall agaapending figure of $40.00 per-person per-night i
the Kluane region. However, given the very largéedences in spending depending on place of major
origin as shown in Table 7 above, we need to estittiee average per-person, per-night spending by
place of major origin. Two factors were used tawethe estimates of spending per person per tight
place of major origin: the average number of pessuer party (2.2 persorisind the average length of
stay in the Kluane region (1.12 nights)pplying these factors to the expenditure datavalmoduces
our estimates of visitor spending by origin showTable 8 below.

Table 8 Estimated spending per-visitor, per-night
by major origin, Kluane region

Origin of visitor Average spending per-person, pighh
Canada $58.44
USA $29.22
Overseas $90.10

Source: Derived from 1999 VES data and Whiting et al, 1995

3 From the 1999 Visitor Exit Survey
4 From Whiting et al., 1995 (the VES does not previttar data on the average length of stay).

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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When the average spending per-person, per-nighesahown in Table 8 are applied to the number of
visitors from each place of major origin, an ovkeaakerage of $42.00 per-person, per-night is olethin

This matches very closely the Visitor Exit Survefiggire of $40.00 and therefore suggests that these
estimates are reasonably accurate.

The daily expenditures per person in the Kluan@éregan be broken down into several expenditure
categories by applying other results from the 198Ron Visitor Exit Survey. Based on the percentage

of spending in various categories, the estimatedildd visitor spending by major origin is that shmin
Table 9 below.

Table 9 Kluane region visitor spending per-personper-day
by category and origin of visitor

Visitor origin

Spending category Canada USA Overseas
Transportation $23.96 $11.69 $28.83
Accommodation $12.27 $8.77 $27.03
Groceries/alcohol $4.09 $2.05 $18.02
Restaurants $10.52 $4.38 $4.51
Recreation/entertainment $4.09 $0.58 $9.91
Other spending $3.51 $1.75 $1.80
Total $58.44 $29.22 $90.10

Source: Derived from 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit Survey data.

3.2.1 Total visitor spending

Combining the results presented in Table 9 withefténated number of visitors to Kluane NPR shown

in Table 6 creates an estimate of the total spgnoymnon-resident visitors to the park. The estawdt
total spending is shown in Table 10 below.

Table 10 Total Kluane region visitor spending by ceegory and visitor origin

Visitor origin
Spending category Canad: USA Oversea Total

Transportation $180,850 $652,933 $348,151 $1,181,934
Accommodation $92,614 $489,840 $326,414 $908,868
Groceries/alcohol $30,871 $114,501 $217,610 $362,982
Restaurants $79,405 $244,641 $54,463 $378,509
Recreation/entertainment $30,871 $32,395 $119,6173 $392,
Other spending $26,493 $97,745 $21,737 $145,975
Total $441,104 $1,632,055 $1,088,044 $3,161,207

The total of $3.16 million in non-resident visitgpending represents the vast majority of visit@nsiing
attributable to Kluane NPR. It represents the spandy the estimated 75,478 non-resident visitohe
spending by the 2,334 Yukon visitors will also ¢eesan economic impact that can be included in the
analysis of economic impacts associated with thile. pais more difficult to estimate the spending
patterns of Yukon-based visitors, since most Yukemeake little additional expenditure over and abov
regular spending for a visit to the park.

In estimating the expenditures of Yukon residesitois to Kluane NPR, it has arbitrarily been assdm
that they will spend approximately half of the age amount of all visitors ($40.00) as determingd b
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the 1999 Yukon Visitor Exit Survey. If this $20 ual per-person per-day is distributed over the
commodity categories used by the model in a masingtar to other Canadian visitors, then the total
expenditure values as shown in Table 11 below enemted.

Table 11 Total visitor spending by category and vitor origin

Visitor origin
Spending category Canad: USA Oversea Yukor Total
Transportation $180,850 $652,933 $348,151 $19,139 $10261
Accommodation $92,614 $489,840 $326,414 $9,803 $918,671
Groceries/alcohol $30,871 $114,501 $217,610 $3,267 $366,
Restaurants $79,405 $244,641 $54,463 $8,403 $386,912
Recreation & $30,871 $32,395 $119,673 $3,267 $186,206
entertainment
Other spending $26,493 $97,74% $21,737 $2,801 $148,776
Total $441,104 $1,632,055 $1,088,048 $46,680 $3,207,887

The total estimated visitor spending associatet Witiane NPR is therefore $3,207,887 as summarized
in Table 11. These are the visitor expendituresdhaused to estimate the economic impacts asedcia
with visitor spending. The economic impacts of #pending are shown in Section 4 of this paper.

The spending data that has been used in this &wibrived directly from the 1999 Yukon Visitor Exi
Survey, a territorially administered (Yukon Bure#HlStatistics) data collection instrument. Theveyr
covered all types of travel — by private vehicleat) bus, and air — and all types of trips: pleasur
business and personal. The survey is comprehenbiverms of the spending data, respondents are
asked to indicate their spending only within theitery; they do not include the amount spent on
package tours bought elsewhere or airfares pagivblsre —only the money spent within the territorit
is important then to recognize that the spendiggrés we are using in this study do not include
payments made outside Yukon — just funds spentinvitte territory are included in the analysis.
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4 Economic impacts

In the past, the total expenditures of Kluane icheaf the expenditure categories would have beed us

to calculate economic impacts within the Yukorwttuld have been assumed that all expenditures were
made within the territory and that the vast mayooit impacts would have been felt in the Yukon. [Ea®
above clearly indicates that this is not the casly 78.5% of all spending can be used to calculate
impacts within the territory, and 2.2% of spendinthat occurring in the USA - will have no impaat i
Canada, let alone the Yukon.

4.1 Background

The Economic Impact Model for Parks and Protectezh8, a product of the Department of Canadian
Heritage and the Canadian Tourism Commission, aigthally produced by Parks Canada, was used to
calculate impacts. This model has just been updatitdthe latest impact multipliers based on Statés
Canada data for the Yukon Territory for the comrtiedicontained in the model using 1999 values. The
model therefore reflects the current Yukon econamy its relationships/linkages with other partshef
Canadian economy.

Several approaches were used to calculate the impdrst, the model was run using the expenditure
data for each geographic area in the territory regely. In this analysis, only those expenditures
determined to have been made within the territ@iah were used to estimate economic impacts.
Secondly, the cumulative spending within each gaoigic area in the Yukon was run through the model.
In this analysis, the spending occurring in Haidwsction, for example, was included in the spenéting
the Kluane region. Finally, the spending occuriimghe rest of Canada was run through the modebusi
British Columbia as the proxy proviric@he results of each of these approaches areibegdrelow.

The spending identified to have occurred in the W&& excluded from the analysis

The economic impact model produces estimates e€tdand indirect impacts. Direct impacts referht® t
increased income to businesses and individualdtirgsérom an increase in demand for goods and
services in the impact area associated with alsitdrect impacts result from the increased proidncby
businesses located in the impact area that supgymediate products to industries directly invdie
site related activities.

Induced impacts result from those who gained inctroma site related activities re-spending their

income into the economy of the impacted area tchmage goods and services. However, these induced
impacts are not estimated by the model. StatiStarsada has ceased to run the closed version of the
Inter-provincial Input-Output model where incomesngrated in the production process are fed back to
the household sector and are re-spent on goodsesmides, including leakages (savings and imports)
until the model converges to an equilibrium valBttistics Canada now runs an open model which does
not include the impacts associated with househmdthding. As a result, the model used to calculate
Kluane NPR’s economic impacts cannot estimate iedumpacts.

Economic impacts can be measured in many diffevegs. The economic impact model used in this
analysis measured impacts in four ways: gross dicr®duct (GDP), labour income, employment, and
tax revenue. Brief definitions of each of these suees follow:

® Note: if sufficient detail was available on theesging in the rest of Canada, the data could haea bun through the model for
each province and territory where an expenditure mvade. Since this detailed data was not availablessumed but
reasonable approach was adopted.

® The $16,557 spent directly in the USA will haveimpact on the American economy. But the amourthefexpenditure is not
great and the associated economic impacts wouldenekpected to be significant.
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Gross Domestic Producthis measure includes labour income (as defirdoy and the income
of incorporated businesses (profits), net of taated subsidies on production. It actually represtr@set
value of production (or value added) within the Wakrom the spending identified.

Labour Incomethis measure includes worker's wages (amountaifes and salaries paid to
individuals), supplementary labour income and tbeimcome of unincorporated businesses.

Employmentemployment is measured in Full-time EquivaleR8E). One FTE equals one year
of work for one person.

Tax Revenuehis measure is derived from the tax on prod(induding GST, PST,
manufacturers sales tax, harmonized sales tax,eanarg taxes and excise taxes) and the tax on
production (made up of property taxes, licencesgaraits). It does not include income tax.

Another feature of the economic impact model ugedHis analysis is that these impact measures are
used to calculate impacts both within the territang outside the territory. The model also had il
factors to account for inflation. Results are répadby the model in terms of direct, indirect aothk
impacts. All impacts are converted to the base 26860, i.e. impacts are reported in constant yeae?2
dollars. Since the impacts are calculated on tiseslzd the economy of the whole territory, when
examining the impacts for smaller areas (Hainestiomand Kluane region), only direct impacts v
reported. This gives a higher reliability of impastimate.

4.2 Individual Yukon area impacts

Table 12 below summarizes the results of the ecanonpact analysis for the three areas of the Yukon
used in the analysis for the spending by the Palk ®lote that impacts felt within and outside the
Yukon Territory are included in the results. Albe tExpenditure’ line is for reference only; it indtes
the total expenditure from which the impacts hagerbgenerated.

Table 12 presents results for each area separ&tey. though Haines Junction lies within the Kluane
Region and the Kluane region falls within Yukore tiesults presented above are non-cumulative and
reflect the impacts associated with spending ogugiin that geographic area only. The Haines Joncti
area has the largest GDP impact due to the salamidsn the area; while the Kluane region hadehst
impact due to the low level of spending in the oagbutside Haines Junction. Spending in the ‘Rest o
Yukon’ produces a significant impact on the resthef territory, although in reality most of thesgiacts
are felt by Whitehorse. Out of territory impacte &aiirly significant: they are equal or greatentllaose
felt in each of the areas considered.

Table 12 Economic impact of Kluane NPR spending bgeographic area (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon**
Haines Kluane Rest of Haines Kluane Rest of

Impacts Junction* region* Yukon** Junction region Yukon
Expenditure $1,502,612 $8,228 $355,34¢ Not applicable
GDP $1,349,000 $2,000 $114,000 $49,000 $3,500 $117,000
Labour income $1,303,000 $1,700 $87,000 $29,000 $2,600 $76,000
Employment (persop- o g 0.1 2.4 0.8 0.1 2.3
years)
Tax revenue $6,300 $100 $7,980 $2,940 $170 $7,370

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exizEges, not income tax.
* Direct impacts only reported
** Direct and indirect impacts reported.
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The calculation of visitor spending was based da tfaat was derived from the 1999 Yukon VisitortExi
Survey for the Kluane Region as a whole. In esiimgathe economic impacts associated with visitor
spending, it has been assumed that 75% of the sgeadcurred in Haines Junction and the remaining
25% of the spending occurred within other areab®fregion. Based on this assumption, Table 13
provides a summary of the economic impacts frortarispending in each of the three areas.

Table 13 Economic impacts of Kluane NPR visitor speling
by geographic area (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon*
Haines Kluane Rest of Haines Kluane Rest of

Impacts Junction* region* Yukon Junction region Yukon
Expenditure $2,405,915  $801,972 - Not applicable
GDP $330,000  $110,000 - $940,000 $313,000 -
Labour income $266,000 $89,000 - $583,000 $194,000 -
Employment (person- ) i
years) 8.6 2.9 18.2 6.1
Tax revenue $32,500 $11,000 - $77,000 $26,000 -

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

The attributable spending of visitors used to dakeueconomic impact is substantial — over $3.2ionil
in 1999. The majority of this spending attributatiehe park was assumed to occur in the Haines
Junction area, where there are the most visitodg@and services. The structure of the Yukon’s eagno
— its reliance on goods and services from otheasare is indicated in the relatively low economic
impacts within each of the areas, and the relatikiglh economic impacts experienced outside the
territory. Although only direct impacts are reparfer Haines Junction and the Kluane region, these
impacts will reflect the vast majority of impactogduced and retained within these two areas frcaiovi
spending.

It should be noted that the expenditure withinKih&ane region represents the total spending byorisi
to Kluane NPR. It is possible and conceivable #p&nding in other areas of the Yukon can be atitbu
to Kluane — either by visitors on their way to Kheaor after their visit to Kluane. However, withauty
park visitor surveys to substantiate the externhisfspending, it is more reasonable to assume this
spending is minimal and to attribute 100% of easitar-day spending within the Kluane region to the
park. This may under-represent total visitor spegdo an indeterminate but believed small extent.

Table 14 below summarizes the combined impacts #amane NPR and visitor spending generated
within each geographic area individually. Hainesclion enjoys a substantially and relatively larger
GDP and Labour Income impact due to the salarigstpgark staff. Without these salaries being paid
locally, there would be greater economic impactside the territory from park and visitor spendihgn
occurs within the territory. Salaries, therefomng an important contributor to local area economy.
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Table 14 Total economic impacts of Kluane NPR by ggraphic area (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon*
Haines Kluane Rest of Haines Kluane Rest of

Impacts Junction* region* Yukon** Junction region Yukon
Expenditure $3,908,527  $810,200  $355,344 Not applicable
GDP $1,679,000 $112,000 $114,000 $988,000 $317,000 Q7,0
Labour income $1,569,000 $90,000 $87,000 $612,000 $007,0 $76,000
Employment (person-
years) 38.5 3.0 2.4 19.0 6.2 2.3
Tax revenue $39,000 $11,000 $7,980  $80,000 $26,000 $7,370

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

4.3 Cumulative Yukon Area Impacts

Instead of treating each geographic impact areparate or discrete areas, but adding impacteas t
geographic area included in the analysis is exphnmemulative economic impacts can be calculated.
Table 15 presents a summary of these cumulativadtepelated to Kluane NPR’s expenditures only.

Table 15 Cumulative economic impact of Kluane NPRpending (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon*’

Haines Kluane Yukon** Haines Kluane Yukon
Impacts Junction* region* Junction region
Expenditure $1,502,612 $1,510,840 $1,866,184 Not agiplec
GDP $1,349,000 $1,351,000 $2,006,000  $48,600 $52,000 069
Labour income $1,303,000 $1,305,000 $1,721,000  $28,90032,080 $108,000
Employment (person-
years) 29.9 30.0 43.9 0.8 1.0 3.3
Tax revenue $6,340 $6,440 $14,400 $2,950 $3,100 $10,500

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

Table 15 shows that the impacts in Haines Junétion the majority within the territory, as indicdte
from the previous section. A very high percentafe impact is related to labour income, i.e. \weages
and salaries paid by Kluane NPR. Another intergstasult is that the taxes generated from all the
spending in Yukon is only $4,000 more than the $akés spending generates outside the territory.

Table 16 below presents the cumulative visitor pgnimpacts.
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Table 16 Cumulative economic impact of Kluane NPRisgitor spending (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon*
Haines Kluane Haines Kluane

Impacts Junction* region* Yukon** Junction region Yukon
Expenditure $2,405,915 $3,207,887 $3,207,887 Not agiplic
GDP $330,000 $440,000 $591,000 $940,000 $1,253,000 $0@33
Labour income | $266,000 $355,000 $448,000 $583,000 $007,0 $777,000
Employment
(person-years) 8.6 115 13.6 18.2 24.3 24.3
Tax revenue $32,500 $43,300 $43,300 $77,400 $103,200 (103

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

Table 16 shows that substantial visitor spendimglpces relatively small impacts on the local anéofu
economies. Visitor spending is approximately 4nges larger than spending by the park, but the itnpac
of this spending is substantially less. Furthes,ldrgest impacts from visitor spending in the Yilaoe

felt outside the territory — in all impact measures

Table 17 summarizes the total impacts generatddnétach geographic area on a cumulative basis.

Table 17 Total cumulative economic impacts of Kluaa NPR (constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon*!
Haines Kluane Haines Kluane

Impacts Junction* Region* Yukon** Junction Region Yukon
Expenditure $3,908,527 $4,718,727 $5,074,071 Not agipliéc
GDP $1,679,000 $1,791,000 $2,597,000  $988,400 $1,305,#10422,500
Labour Income| $1,569,000 $1,660,000 $2,168,000  $612,006809,000 $885,000
Employment
(person-years) 38.5 41.5 57.5 19.0 25.3 27.6
Tax Revenue $38,800 $49,700 $57,700 $80,000 $106,000 ,®1A3

* Direct impacts only reported
** Direct and Indirect impacts reported

The economic impacts reported in Table 17 showttiteeconomy of the territory benefits from the
spending of Parks Canada on development and opesaif the park, as well as the spending of park
visitors. Territorial GDP is increased by $2.5 ioifl, labour income is enhanced by $2.2 million amdr

57 years of employment are generated from thisdipgnin addition, territorial governments gain ove
$57,000 in tax revenue from this spending. Thegmots are somewhat smaller within the smaller areas
of Haines Junction and the Kluane region. TheystHesignificant impacts to these economies.

Table 17 also shows that the spending occurringuikon attributable to Kluane NPR has a significant
impact in areas outside the territory. In the gafdax revenue, these impacts are greater in angae
the Yukon — almost twice those in the territory.

4.3.1 Regional GDP impacts

Table 18 below shows how large a role the GDP ingpalcKNPR — as shown in Table 17 above —
play in relation to the size of the local, regiqraaid territorial economies.
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Table 18 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 $2,597,000
GDP of area economy $24,035,000 $31,357,000 $1,1240000
KNPR-related GDP as % of area GOP 7.0% 57% 0.2%

As might be expected, the park has its greatestteffpon the local Haines Junction economy anteas t
area of economic activity is broadened, the pagki@nomic significance is reduced.

Although the KNPR'’s contribution of 5.7% to 7.0%r&gional and local GDP may appear small, it is
actually quite significant. In the context of theRon’s economy, the construction sector, the rétadle

sector, and the health care sector each contrédpgeximately 6% or 7% to the territory’s GDP. Not

overwhelmingly large, but significant.

4.4 Impacts of spending Outside

As indicated in Table 3, a total of $142,764 of &ie NPR’s 2002-03 budget was spent Outside. Using
the impact multipliers for British Columbia as @senable substitute for the “Rest of Canada,” @sef
impacts have been calculated for this spendingsdimapacts are presented in Table 19 below.

Table 19 Economic impacts of Kluane NPR spending tgide the Yukon (constant 2000 dollars)

Within BC Other Provinces/Territorie
Impacts Infrastructure O & M Total Infrastructure O & M Total
Expenditure $1,170 $141,594  $142,764 (Not Applicable)
GDP $700 $77,000 $77,700 $130 $24,700 $24,830
Labour income $560 $58,500 $59,060 $80 $16,200 $16,280
ggfs'gﬁ";ggtr B 0 1.8 1.8 0 0.5 0.5
Tax revenue $59 $4,090 $4,140 $7 $1,400 $1,407

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exiziges, not income tax.
* British Columbia has been used to estimate ingpact

Table 19 shows that the economic impacts of KIMBR's spending outside the territory are not
substantial. The estimated impacts amount to $D8/0GDP, $59,000 in labour income and just under 2
FTEs of employment. Tax impacts amount to just &4000.
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5 Other national park comparisons — economic impact S

We examined the economic impacts of several otstabéshed national in order to help develop an
understanding of the relative performance and faamice of Kluane NPR’s economic impacts. The
established national parks selected for companismne Pukaskwa National Park, Grasslands National
Park, Wood Buffalo National Park, Klondike Natiotdiktoric Sites and Nahanni National Park. The
northern parks represent various features thairimesvays are comparable to Kluane and the southern
parks provide an indication of impacts in areas&tdo larger population centres, but still locadethe
distance from them. Very brief descriptions of thparks and the summary results of economic impact
studies are presented here.

5.1 Pukaskwa National Park

5.1.1 Situation

Pukaskwa is located in Ontario on the east shotalké Superior. The park was officially dedicatad i
1978 and opened to visitors in 1983. It is Ontarlargest national park, covering 1,878 square
kilometres. The park features the rugged coastiieake Superior as well as inland wilderness
experiences. Most visitor activity, however, iseoited to the lake. This is accomplished in twoedédht
ways: a “frontcountry” and a “backcountry.” Theifitcountry area provides camping facilities andeoth
common facilities and services found in nationakpaThe backcountry area is used primarily by tgke
canoeists, kayakers, and other boaters througties sg primitive campsites and a system of trails.

Pukaskwa is west of the Trans-Canada Highway,tardie of approximately 20 kilometres. The closest
settlement is the town of Marathon; there are nsecimajor population centres. Thunder Bay is sévera
hundred kilometres to the west and Sault Ste. Marseveral hundred kilometres to the southeasteOt
small communities in the area have a high propomioFirst Nations residents. There are several
significant provincial parks in the area of Pukaakwotably, Lake Superior Provincial Park, Obatanga
Provincial Park, and a series of smaller provinpaks which are used by travellers of the Transada
Highway.

5.1.2 Economic effects

A study prepared in the early 1990’s by Environntéahada, Parks (now Parks Canada) estimated the
economic impacts associated with the establishwfeRtikaskwa National Park on the local area. The
analysis used the Tiebout model to make these astimvhich covered the period of park opening (1983
to 1990. The analysis found that over the eight/é&) period of the study, the park produced a
cumulative impact of $10 million in labour incomeda387 person-years of employment. Averaging the
total values over the period indicated that aveeg®ial labour income was $1.2 million and
employment was 48 FTEs. The study concluded tleaPtrk’s contributions would be on-going and
should be considered an important contributor éogibonomies of the surrounding communities.

5.2 Grasslands National Park

5.2.1 Situation

Grasslands is located in the south of Saskatchevaadering on the United States. It is comprisetivaf
parcels of prairie with a total area of 907 squdi@metres. Current land holdings amount to oveYostf
the proposed total lands for the park. The park egablished in 1988 through an agreement between t
provincial and federal governments. The closestroanity of size is Swift Current, 125 kilometres
away. There are smaller local communities; theedbbeing Val Marie, which houses a park infornratio
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centre. Depending on which part of the park onisyifom Val Marie it is either a ten minute drive
twenty minute drive. Main landscape features aadgrigrand ‘badland’ formations.

Grasslands has an undeveloped character but geseatiety of recreational opportunities: day gki
horseback riding, overnight backpacking, no-trammging, nature viewing and photography. Road
access is limited to existing roadways and thermispportunity for mechanized off-road activities.

5.2.2 Economic effects

A study prepared prior to creation of Grasslandgadal Park described a series of expected impacts
from the establishment of the national park. Thislg looked at different periods after park
establishment and predicted various impacts — potlitive and negative. Table 20 summarizes these
impacts for the local area and the province of Saslewan.

Table 20 Economic impacts associated with the est@éhment of
Grasslands National Park, 1974

Total positive Total negative Net
impacts impacts impacts

Year 5
Local area $1,451,300 $115,700 $1,335,600
Rest of Province $6,734,000 - $6,734,000
Year 10
Local area $2,186,300 $243,400 $1,942,900
Rest of Province $10,200,100 - $10,200,100
Year 20
Local area $600,100 $472,900 $128,200
Rest of Province $395,500 - $395,500

The negative impacts considered by this study aethe reduction in the local spending of displace
ranchers (groceries, etc.), the loss of ranch legsispending, and municipal revenue lost from the
reduction in local sales, as well as the displac#gratranchers. The positive impacts included i th
study were the spending of tourists, federal coetitn expenditures, federal operations and maantea
expenditures and provincial expenditures on opanatand maintenance. As the table indicates the
analysis produced a net positive impact not ontylly but to the province as a whole.

5.3 Wood Buffalo

5.3.1 Situation

Wood Buffalo National Park was created in 1922ruigxt the last remaining herds of wood bison in
northern Canada. Plains bison were shipped todHelpetween 1925 and 1928. These bison promptly
moved south into the Peace-Athabasca delta arem dr¥26 the park boundary was expanded to include
this area. The park, which straddles the NWT-Albdarder, protects one of the largest free-roaming
self-regulating bison herds in the world.

The park is one of the largest in the world andidingest in Canada, covering 44,807 square kilagsetr
The park headquarters are located in Fort SmithTNWith a sub-office at Fort Chipewyan, Alberta.eTh
communities around the park are mostly made upref Rations people — Cree, Chipewyan, Metis - as
well as non-Aboriginal people.
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Today, the park supports and protects many uniqta and cultural resources, from diverse
ecosystems and rare species to the traditionaditaesi of Aboriginal residents. The park has fewilities
but supports camping, day-use activities, canoeiilglife viewing, fishing, hiking, boating and wier
activities. There is an all-season road to acdespark from Fort Smith, 60 kilometres to the nplbit
other access is limited.

5.3.2 Economic effects

A study published in 1995 to update earlier workloe economic impact of northern national parks and
historic sites included Wood Buffalo National Parkong the parks examined. The report indicated that
the level of visits was much higher in the earl@Q@ompared to recent years: around 7,000 compared
around 1,000 more recently. The study found thatage daily expenditures by park visitors was $81.1
in 1992 dollars. It also found that there were %,80n-resident visitors for whom total spending
amounted to $349,000.

This study also reported that Parks Canada speradimginted to nearly $4.65 million to operate and
maintain the park. Thirty-seven percent of the id§1.67 million) was spent on firefighting which
employed 30 persons (20.5 FTE). The staff payoslbperations was $2.04 million which covered 36
full time and 21 seasonal staff. In 1992-93 40 peop native ancestry were employed by the park.

The economic impact associated with the spendintdéyark and visitor expenditures were estimased a
follows:

GDP to NWT $2,927,000
Labour Income $2,686,000
Employment 70 FTE

5.4 Klondike National Historic Sites

5.4.1 Situation

The Klondike National Historic Sites, located invB#n, Yukon, present a composite of artefacts and
sites which commemorate the history of the Klondda@drush and its impact on the Canadian economy.
Dawson City was established as the commercial earfitthe goldrush. Many of the downtown buildings
have been restored to recreate the atmosphere bbthm years 1898 and 1899. some of the histdés si
also recreate the social and cultural history efgariod. For example, visitors can attend readiriglse
poetry of Robert Service in the poet’s own cabihilethe Palace Grand Theatre offers a ninetidg-sty
music hall show.

The Klondike National Historic Sites attract visgdrom around the world. The sites represent dne o
several features that visitors to the north visiaglanned stop-over. As expected, attendanagh$/h
seasonal, with May to September being the primegeaf visits. Surveys conducted some years ago
(1987) produced estimates of visitor spending eelab the sites which amounted to approximately $7
million. A 1995 published study found that Parks@da spent a total of $2.9 million in 1992 on these
sites.

5.4.2 Economic effects

The economic impact associated with the spendintpdyark and visitor expenditures were estimased a
follows:

GDP to Yukon $4,805,000
Labour Income $3,722,000
Employment 199 FTE
Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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5.5 Nahanni National Park

5.5.1 Situation

Located in the Mackenzie Mountains Natural Regibthe Northwest Territories, Nahanni National Park
is a superb 4,756 square kilometre wildernesswahese outstanding features earned it recognitidhes
first officially designated World Heritage Site. &tong narrow park is characterized by strikingly
different landscapes, notably the valley of thetBdNahanni River, known as one of the world’s fines
wild rivers. There are no roads to the park; acteby air or water only.

In the upper reaches of the South Nahanni Riverritler flows through rugged, tundra-capped
mountains supporting habitat for Dall sheep, mauargheep and caribou. Here too are found someeof th
several hotsprings that dot the park. Th&C2@ater of the Rabbitkettle Hotsprings radiatesvauntls to

form impressive terraces of tufa rising almost 3nes above the Rabbitkettle River. Further
downstream the South Nahanni plunges 91 metres\Gkginia Falls and flows on for several kilometres
in a turmoil of rapids, standing waves and whirligoo

Nahanni contains more than 40 species of animatkjding grizzly and black bear, wolf, woodland
caribou and beaver. There are more than 120 spefciesls, including golden eagle and trumpeterrswa
and at least 13 species of fish, including grayéing Dolly Varden.

Since its establishment as a national park regar872, Nahanni has experienced little in the why
traditional visitor facility developments. Otherthat Virginia Falls there are no formal overnight
facilities and no campgrounds. The Nahanni Riveh@apark provides superb opportunities for water-
based recreation which can be pursued on an indil/iohsis or under the guidance of a river outfitte

Visitor numbers are relatively stable at aroundQ,2isits per year. Total visitor spending in 1982-
was estimated at $1.4 million. Parks Canada spgnidithis fiscal year was just under a million dod at
$915,000.

5.5.2 Economic effect

The economic impact associated with the spendintpdéyark and visitor expenditures were estimased a
follows:

GDP to NWT $1,078,000

Labour Income $852,000

Employment 39 FTE
5.6 Summary

Many other national parks could have been compaittdKluane National Park and Reserve. However,
as is obvious from the description of each parlsgméed above, no two parks are the same; eackshas i
own features specific to it. As a result, the corigmas are not really legitimate. Each park wilh#sit
characteristics which will make it unique and vhidlve a history which will reflect past influencesits
development and evolution.

What is important to recognize is that each patklats important linkages with the local economyl as
considered an important asset within the areashioiwthey are located. The same holds true for kdua
NPR: it is an important economic generator forregion.
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It should be noted that no information, studieseports were available on any of the parks used for
comparison that described the economic benefitsesfe parks. It is the quantification of these eoaic
benefits, as opposed to the strictly financial icipawhich are becoming increasingly important to
consider. Economic impact analysis has a limitex] agen though it is a widely accepted measure of
economic significance.
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6 Summary

Table 21 provides a cumulative roll-up of the falhge of economic impacts associated with attrlidata
spending from Kluane NPR. Effectively, this tabtembines the results presented in Table 17 and Table
19 in a non-duplicative manner.

Table 21 Summary of economic impacts associated WikKluane NPR
(constant 2000 dollars)

Within Yukon Outside Yukon**

Impacts Haines Junction* Kluane region* Yukon**
Expenditure $3,908,527 $4,718,727 $5,074,071 $142,764*
GDP $1,679,000 $1,791,000 $2,597,000 $1,525,000
Labour income $1,569,000 $1,660,000 $2,168,000 $960,500
Employment
(person-years) 38.5 41.5 57.5 29.9
Tax revenue $38,800 $49,700 $57,700 $119,200

Note: Tax revenue includes only property and exizEiges, not income tax.

* Direct impacts only reported

** Direct and Indirect impacts reported.

*** Amount actually spent outside Yukon; impactpeeted include impacts from spending in Yukon a#i agoutside
Yukon.

Table 21 is a composite of all spending and impddie key comparisons are between the impacts
reported for ‘Yukon’ and ‘Outside Yukon.” The taldhows that while economic impacts outside Yukon,
as measured by GDP, labour income and employmenabamut half those in Yukon, tax revenues are
significantly larger. In sum, the economic impaassociated with Kluane NPR are significant for both
the Yukon Territory and for other parts of Canada.

Data availability is always an issue. By necessigytain assumptions must be made and these are

explained above. The estimate of visitor numbetsatual spending that can be attributed to the

presence of the Park is an example. To avoid thegehof bias, and overstatement of positive impacts

we have taken a prudent approach in choice of whiatlude in the overall impacts, choices thattem

decrease the final estimate of total economic ingdtese choices are:

* Impacts for Haines Junction and the Kluane regrerfer direct impacts, with no estimate of indirect
impacts,

» There is no estimate of induced impacts includethéntotal impacts in all areas, and

» There are no estimates for non-monetary values €eajogical services, existence, option, and
bequest values) included in the economic impadiyaisa (See th&conomic Benefits Framework
Background Papeior a brief summary of some of the societal ang@eal economic benefits of
KNPR).
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