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Kluane National Park and Reserve Economic Impact Study

Background Paper #3
Community Economic Comparison Analysis

1 Introduction

This background paper is the fourth of six prepdoedhe Kluane Economic Impact Study. In additian,
summary report was prepared outlining the findiobthe six background papers. The six papers are:

Baseline Economic Profile

Economic Impact Analysis

Economic History of the Kluane Region

Community Economic Comparison Analysis (this one)
Economic Benefits Framework

Community Interviews

OO WN B

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

It is impossible to establiggxactlyhow the Haines Junction and Kluane regional ecae®mould have
developed without the establishment of Kluane Netid®’ark and Reserve. However, it is possible to
examine how Haines Junction has evolved relativeher Yukon communities with similar
characteristics and to determine whether the poesefthe park has had any significant influencehen
economic prosperity of that community.

The Economic Impact Background Repshows that KNPR operations inject considerableayand
provide employment in the community. As well, atpor of the tourism spending in the region can be
attributed to the park. This paper takes a diffeagaproach — a comparative historical methodoldigg':
development of the Haines Junction economy oves tsicompared to that of other Yukon communities.
(While we would have preferred to compare the Kiueggion with other Yukon regions, a lack of data
makes that impossible).

Haines Junction appears, according to almost ee@ygiomic indicator, to be more prosperous than
comparable Yukon communities — average incomesigieer and unemployment is lower — and the
statistical evidence suggests the community grewergaickly following park establishment than
comparable communities. This relative success doemean the local economy is booming, because it
is not. Unemployment remains high, the real estagket is in a slump and the population dropped
between 1996 and 2001. The question then becomémt'was the role of KNPR, if any, in creating this
relative prosperity?" We attempt to answer the tioesn this paper.

The first challenge in this paper is to differetgiaetween what has occurred and what was likehate
occurred without park establishment. To do thisdeeeloped a community comparison base-case model
based on a composite of five other Yukon commusiibeallow an assessment of how different the
economy of Haines Junction might have looked tafithe Kluane National Park and Reserve had not
been created.

However, before attributing the relative prospetitythe KNPR, we must consider and evaluate other
factors that may have resulted in this higher pedgp These other factors are identified basethen
economic history of the region, interviews with commity members, and feedback at the community

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



Kluane National Park and Reserve Economic I mpact Study
Community Comparison Analysis Background Report March 9, 2005

meetings. Each of these factors is analysed in fra basic idea is that if the same thing occuimed
other communities, then the factor is unlikely twé made Haines Junction different. If the factor i
unique to Haines Junction, then a closer lookdsiired.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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2 Yukon community comparisons methodology

The hypothesis made in this paper is that, withloeitK NPR, Haines Junction would have developed in a
way similar to the other smaller Yukon communiti€kerefore, our approach to this problem is to use
the average of five selected Yukon communities +efoss, Carmacks, Mayo, Teslin, and Ross River —
as a prototypical Yukon community or a "proxy" fayw Haines Junction would most likely have fared
without the creation of KNPR. That average of fbe@nmunities serves as a "control group”. Thus our
task is to examine and explain the differences betwhe development of that "prototypical" Yukon
community and that of Haines Junction. The basgstjan to be answered is what role the Kluane
National Park and Reserve played in those diffezenc

The idea of using a "control" group to examineatiéhces is, in various guises, a basic tool used in
almost all social and physical sciences. In thitipaar case, if there were no major differencesuzen
Haines Junction and the "average" community, wédcstate with confidence that the KNPR did not
have a major effect on the economic developmettimtommunity. However, the fact that Haines
Junction has developed faster and is more prospeham the "average" community does not
automatically allow us to attribute the different@she KNPR. Other factors that could accountfbor
a portion of the differential economic developmenist be identified and analysed.

The five communities in the "control" group werdested because, although no one of them is an exact
mirror of Haines Junction, all share some of itslaites. Most importantly, their population is flisn to
Haines Junction. Teslin is a similar distance f\hitehorse and is located on the Alaska Highway,
thereby receiving the same flow of rubber-tire itmur. Carmacks is also a similar distance from
Whitehorse, on a major tourist route, and is lodatea highway junction. Carcross is close to
Whitehorse, on the route to a small Alaskan pard, laas spectacular mountainous scenery. Ross River
was selected because it has been at the centre ofdst active mining district in the Yukon sinbe t
1960s — both for exploration and operating minesird so represents the mining possibilities possibly
foreclosed for Haines Junction by KNPR’s creatidiayo has also been at the centre of mining activity
— both placer and hardrock — for many decades. @ekmalso has, at different times, also been a
service centre for mining exploration and for the Mansen mine.

Other Yukon communities are excluded from this carigon. The other three Kluane region
communities (Destruction Bay, Burwash Landing amd&r Creek) are part of the region, considerably
smaller, and their relative under-development is ttuother factors. It should be noted, howevert, th
given their lack of growth, the KNPR seems to hiazd very little or no impact on their recent
development. Whitehorse, being the capital and meamomic centre for the Yukon, is simply not
comparable to Haines Junction. Dawson City and @vatske are also not comparable, as their
population is much larger and was already muclelairgthe 1960s. Old Crow is unique in having no
road access while Faro was created as a mining ito@®69. Other Yukon communities are much
smaller highway outposts (e.g. Stewart Crossingwaift River) with hardly any permanent populatian o
First Nation presence. Finally, Pelly Crossingas only smaller, but like Old Crow, is a predomitign
First Nation community.

Each Yukon community in the control group has &dént set of characteristics, but many have a
number in common. Among the community characteddtiat can be considered to have an effect on the
economic development of the community are the Vahg:

*  Proximity to Whitehorse

* Spectacular mountain scenery

* Presence of mine nearby

* Presence of lake

* Crossroad

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
Inukshuk Planning & Development 3 Research Northwest
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e On major highway
* Long history of settlement
» First Nation administrative centre

Table 1 below compares these characteristics forddalunction and other communities.

Table 1 Comparison of characteristics of Haines Justion with 5 Yukon communities

Jljr?icrt]i?n Carcross Carmacks RossRiver  Tedlin Mayo
Population 2001 (Census) 531 201 431 337 267 366
Population 1961 (Census) 199 175 218 132 231 342
Proximity to Whitehorse 158 km 74 km 175 km 360 km 188 k 407 km
Spectacular mountain scenery X X
Presence of mine nearby X X
Presence of lake X X
Crossroad X X X
On Alaska highway X X
Long history X X X
Firitehl{a:gon administrative X X X X X X

2.1 Indicator comparison methodology

A number of economic indicators for an “averagetifaized Yukon community were identified.
Averages were computed for each of these indicatodscompared to similar figures for Haines Jumctio
This average is based on data for the five "cohtminmunities: Carcross, Carmacks, Mayo, Ross River
and Teslin. The only consistent data availabl&éatcommunity level is from the Census conducted by
Statistics Canada every five years.

The Census does not report economic data for contiegiwith a population of less than 200. The 200-
person cut-off creates problems for the comparathadysis. Although all the communities compared
have a population above the threshold, the preseie®eserve or First Nation settlement has redutt
Statistics Canada splitting some communities iwio reporting units, with one or both having feweart
200 people. Thus economic data has not been pablighn a number of communities at different times.
This is true for Carcross in all censuses, Teslines1991, Carmacks in 1991 and 1986, etc. Wefitrere
requested a special run from Statistics Canadatbaided most of the necessary data on the
communities. Some data has been suppressed forGenseis years by Statistics Canada to protect
confidentiality, notably on personal incomes.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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3 Historical evolution of indicators

3.1 Population

Haines Junction’s population has grown faster thtaer Yukon communities since 1971. Table 2 below
compares the population of Haines Junction withaterage of the five “control” communities.

Table 2 Population growth, Haines Junction
& 5-community average, 1956-2001

5-community average Haines Junction Yukon
5-year growth 5-year growtlb-year growth

Population rate Population rate rate
2001 320 -71% 531 -71% -7%
1996 346 8% 574 20% 11%
1991 320 -2% 477 40% 18%
1986 328 12% 340 -71% 2%
1981 294 -11% 366 100%* 6%
1976 n/a n/a 268 46% 19%
1971 331 11% 183 -6% 28%
1966 297 35% 195 -2% -2%
1961 220 11% 199 75% 20%
1956 197 6% 114 n/a 34%

Sourc*e: Statistics Canada, Census
Note: 1976 data is not complete, so 1981 growth rateesept the 10-year growth rate from 1971 to 1981

Haines Junction's population increased more thanffidd since 1956, while the other communities
increased by 50%. The year 1956 is the earliestfdatwhich complete population figures are avddab
from all communities. The 1976 Census was a limitee and population data is not available for all
communities.

Looking at the historic pattern, Haines Junctigapulation was stagnant in the 1960s prior to the
formation of Kluane National Park and Reserve waitlight population decline, while the other
communities grew relatively fast. In the 1970sncaling with the formation of Kluane National Park
and Reserve, the pattern was reversed. Hainesanisqtopulation doubled from 183 to 366 while that
of other communities was in decline. Note that 1@éfisus data is not available for all communities,
the growth from 1971 to 1981 can nevertheless lueileded.

Haines Junction did not fare as well in the 1988spopulation declined while that of other commiias
increased in the early 1980s. However, it recaptiost ground by 1991. In the first part of the @99
Haines Junction continued to grow, but the popaitasitarted declining after 1996. Haines Junction's
population decline between 1996 and 2001, at 7%,akmost identical to that of the Yukon as a whole
and of the average for the other five communities.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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3.2 Employment

Table 3 below presents the available published ¢otgloyment data in each community. In 1971,
Haines Junction had the lowest level of employneéithe six communities studied. By 1981,
employment was higher in Haines Junction than énatiher communities. According to the census,
employment continued to grow in Haines Junctionl @@01. From 1996 to 2001, employment was
stagnant or declining in all communities except blajhe 15-job increase seemingly experienced by
Haines Junction could be due to rounding errorsoafd represent a real increase. There is no way of
knowing as the random rounding method used bysfitatiCanada to preserve confidentiality prevents
any circumvention. In any case, employment didgmtiown in Haines Junction while it did in three of
the other five communities.

Table 3 Employment by community, 1971-2001

Community 1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001
Carcross 85 75 85 90 100 75
Carmacks 100 95 120 160 215 165
Haines Junction 70 190 170 235 285 300
Mayo 140 155 145 130 155 185
Ross River 115 135 125 120 150 120
Teslin 75 140 125 135 115 115
-communi

gv‘;‘?age“ v 103.0 120.0 120.0 127.0 147.0 132.0

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses

Table 4 presents available unemployment rateshfodifferent communities. Normally, unemployment
rates are calculated by dividing the number of yplegred by the labour force. Unemployed are those
who are actively looking for a job, while the lalbdarce is composed of those who are working aed th
unemployed. Thus, if an individual is not activedpking for a job, they do not get counted as being
unemployed. Nevertheless, unemployment rates ayehwgh in rural communities, as the following tabl
shows. Haines Junction has consistently had a lowemployment rate than the average of the other
communities. However, some communities, notably &ayd Carmacks, did better than Haines Junction
in the 1990s.

Table 4 Unemployment rate by community, 1971-2001

Community 1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001
Carcross 10.5% 21.1% 19.0% 31.0% 27.6% 23.8%
Carmacks 0.0% 10.1% 31.4% 13.5% 15.7% 26.7%
Haines Junction 0.0%  11.6% 7.9% 16.1% 17.6% 10.6%

Mayo 12.5% 20.5% 17.1% 13.3% 11.4% 9.5%
Ross River 7.7% 15.6% 31.4% 25.0% 23.7% 36.8%
Teslin 12.9% 15.2% 7.1% 22.2% 19.4% 14.8%
g;ce?;"grg“”'ty 8.0% 13.5% 20.2% 19.5% 19.4% 20.4%

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses

The Outspan Group Inc.
Research Northwest
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Because the unemployment rate only counts peopteandn actively looking for work and omits people
who have given up looking, another indicator —engployment rate — is often used. The employment
rate is the percentage of people over the age wititbare employed. Table 5 shows that, since 1971,
Haines Junction has consistently employed a lgrgeion of its potential labour force than other
communities, except for Mayo in the early and n8@ads.

Table 5 Employment rate by community, 1981-2001

Community 1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001
Carcross 58.6% 53.6% 56.7% 50.0% 48.8% 44.1%
Carmacks 47.6% 57.6% 43.6% 65.3% 64.2% 55.0%
Haines Junction 66.7% 71.7% 72.3% 67.1% 66.7% 70.6%
Mayo 60.9% 50.0% 51.0% 77.1% 67.4% 66.7%
Ross River 53.5% 58.7% 47.2% 48.9% 60.0% 47.1%
Teslin 38.5% 63.0% 60.4% 59.6% 50.0% 59.0%
5-community

0 0 0 0 0 0
average 52.3% 59.3% 54.2% 61.7% 61.6% 57.9%

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses

3.3 Incomes

As with employment data, incomes in Haines Jundiwom to be higher than comparable Yukon
communities. Table 6 presents average individugdleypment income from 1971 to 1991.

In 1971, Haines Junction had a below-average incByd.981 average employment income in Haines
Junction was above the average for comparable cartiesiand by 1986 Haines Junction's average
employment earnings became substantially higher ¢laanings in the other communities. From 1986 to
2001 — except for 1996 when Mayo's average incore slightly higher — Haines Junction had the
highest income of all the communities examined.

Table 6 Average employment income or earnings, byoommmunity, 1971-2001

Community 1971 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001
Carcross $17,335 $20,241

Carmacks $5,314 $14,492 $12,192 $16,983 $20,662 $22,073
Haines Junction $4,824 $13,043 $18,580 $19,921 $24,163 5,829
Mayo $5,613 $12,488 $17,366 $24,439 $24,273
Ross River $4,147 $13,416 $12,130 $17,670 $20,022 $19,997
Teslin $4,095 $9,625 $13,393 $16,781 $20,512 $25,434
6-community

average $5,106 $12,367 $14,343 $18,868 $21,940 $23,629

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses
Note: Blank cells due to data suppressed by Stati€anada to protect confidentiality.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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3.4 Industrial structure

The industries in which people work and the nundigreople in each occupation provide an insigtd int
the way community economies work. However, thidificult to track over time as the definition of
industry and occupations have evolved. This probteaggravated in published data, as different
industries are grouped together depending on wdiadsification system is used. Table 7 presents
employment by industry data for Haines Junction tiedother five communities since 1971.

Table 7 Employment by industry, 6 Communities, 1972001

Haines comn?unity

Industry Junction | average | Carcross Carmacks Mayo RossRiver Tedin
1971
Eﬂ&%%ﬁ?sw 10 18 20 20 15 25 0
csetnd | a0 | 2| 0 0 o 0 o
ya’t‘”siﬁgg' Communi 15 18 20 10 15 35 20
Retall & Wholesale 10 8 10 10 15 10 0
Public Administration 10 15 0 40 15 10 15
Other Services 10 29 15 25 50 30 30
E‘;ﬁg'l gggquesr:{y 85 105 95 120 130 120 65
1981
Eﬂ&%‘;}’rﬁ;‘r’]‘ftry 10 19 0 20 35 10 5
Constuction 5‘ 30 11 10 10 15 10 5
yﬁ‘ft‘”sifigg' Communi 25 20 20 15 30 20 20
Retall & Wholesale 25 14 10 10 20 25 15
Public Administration 75 43 30 20 45 45 75
Other Services 45 37 25 30 55 40 40
E‘r?rfz'l ggﬂ]“esg{y 210 146 95 105 200 150 160
1986
Eg”;g%gﬂ‘t‘s”y 0 16 10 30 25 25 10
constuction g‘ 15 10 20 15 0 25 10
pransport, Communij - 39 20 30 15 35 20 15
Retall & Wholesale 15 9 0 10 20 0 15
Public Administration 80 66 50 70 70 75 55
Other Services 50 30 25 25 20 20 35
E‘rﬁg'l c');‘:n“esrf{y 210 146 95 105 200 150 160

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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5
Haines |community

Industry Junction | average | Carcross Carmacks Mayo RossRiver Tedin
1991

Eﬂ&%%ﬁ?sw 20 10 0 10 20 10 10
constuction 5‘ 40 19 20 10 10 20 20
ya’t‘”siﬁgg' Communi 20 12 20 10 20 10 0
Retall & Wholesale 25 12 10 35 10 10 10
Public Administration| 130 81 65 90 70 80 90
Other Services 55 28 20 40 0 15 35
E‘;ﬁg'l gggquesr:{y 290 166 145 195 130 145 165
1996

E;‘{;I%%’;‘r’]‘{'s”y 10 16 0 20 30 25 0
Constuction 5‘ 35 17 10 20 10 25 20
yﬁ‘ft‘”sifigg' Communi 10 16 25 15 20 25 10
Retall & Wholesale 25 9 10 20 10 0 0
Public Administration 160 95 90 120 80 85 85
Other Services 125 25 20 80 35 30 40
E?ng'l ggﬂ]“esr:{y 340 186 145 255 175 190 155
2001

Eg”;g%gﬂ‘t‘s”y 10 12 0 10 25 10 10
constuction g‘ 40 26 10 20 35 30 30
gransport, Communij 1 13 15 15 30 0 0
Retall & Wholesale 35 7 10 10 10 10 10
Public Administration 135 80 45 110 90 105 75
Other Services 95 20 10 50 30 10 10
E‘rﬁg'l c');‘:n“esrf{y 325 164 90 225 220 180 135

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971,1981,1986, 1995, 82001 Census

It is interesting to note that Haines Junction’ployment in primary industry, construction and #rad
remained about the same since 1981. Employmentthneas mainly in “Public administration” and to a
lesser extent in “Other services”. For the purpaddhis analysis, public administration includex anly
direct government employment, but also employmeitealth and Education. The largest employer in
“Other services” is the food and accommodation sty followed by the services to business. Even
Mayo, which suffered a decline in overall employmeaw its public administration labour force altos
double.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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Figure 1 below clearly illustrates the growth inmayment in Haines Junction and the nature of that
employment. Again it should be emphasized thatevilther Services” has grown modestly and “Public
Administration” has grown substantially, other isthy sectors have remained flat.

Figure 1 Haines Junction employment by industry, 181 - 2001

Haines Junction Employment
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Figure 2 below shows how, in contrast with Hain@sclion, the average Yukon community has seen
much less growth in employment overall.

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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Figure 2 Five community average employment by indusy, 1971 - 2001
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Although the actual number of government jobs ghbri in Haines Junction than in any of the other
communities, their relative importance is not oufiree. In 1996, about 47% of jobs in Haines Juortti

are in “Public Administration” compared to 50% retother communities. Where Haines Junction differs
considerably is the number of jobs in the food aocbmmodation industry (i.e. “Other Services”) atnd,

a lesser extent, in retail trade. Notably, Hainegcflon has a smaller percentage of jobs in primary
industries and in “Transportation, Communicationd dtilities”.

Table 8 Percentage distribution of employment,
Haines Junction & 5-community average, 2001

Industry Haines 5 community
Junction average
Primary industry employment 3% 8%
Construction & Manufacturing 10% 9%
Transport, Communications & Utilities 3% 10%
Retail and Wholesale Trade 7% 4%
Public Administration 47% 50%
Food and accommodation 15% 8%
Other Services 15% 10%
Total Industry Employment 100% 100%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 Census

Luigi Zanasi Economist The Outspan Group Inc.
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3.4.1 Government employment

The following figure compares the growth in puldi@ministration employment in Haines Junction td tha
in the five other communities. Growth in governmentployment rose steady in the 5 communities from
1971 to 1996, with a decline in the last half &f #990s. The number of public administration jolas w
much more volatile in Haines Junction than in ottmnmunities. In particular, there was a massive
growth in the 1970s, which coincided with the cimabf KNPR as well as the associated expansion of
public services outlined in the Economic Historgkground paper. In the early 1980s, government
employment was relatively flat in Haines Junctibuat rose considerably in the other communities. On
the other hand, there was considerably more grawttaines Junction in the late 1980s. In the 198@s,
percentage growth and decline in public adminigtrgjobs was about the same in Haines Junction as i
the other communities.

Figure 3 Public Administration jobs, Haines Junction & 5-community average, 1971-2001
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Note that the decline from 1996 to 2001 could Iseasistical artifact as the industry classificatgystem
changed. If it had only occurred in Haines Junctiboould have been explained by a reduction @& th
number of Parks Canada staff working in Haines tiomcFor example, under the North American
Industry Classification system, government workerairports might now be counted in the
transportation industry rather than in governmentises. But the pattern was Yukon wide.

The question is then how much of that growth ineggament employment in Haines Junction was due to
the creation of the national park, and what wastdugher factors such as the increasing respditigibi
taken on by First Nation and municipal governmentthe transfer of Yukon government employees to
Haines Junction.

3.4.2 Tourism

The tourism industry appears to be relatively momgortant in the Kluane region than the regions to
which the other communities belong. In fact, thed€ie region, of which Haines Junction is a part,
receives more tourists and benefits from more souspending than any other Yukon region except for
Whitehorse and Dawson City. Table 9 below presenissm visitations and expenditures for the vasiou
regions of the Yukon for the three Visitor Exit getlys done since 1987. Expenditures by region 8719
are not available. Of the regions containing tixecemmunities examined in this paper, Kluane hafaby
the largest number of visitors stopping and théaddg level of visitor spending. The Kluane regias h
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more than double the numbers and more than dolbleisitor expenditures of any of the other five
regions. No breakdown is available on expenditurd$aines Junction vs. the other Kluane communities

Table 9 Visitors & visitor expenditures, Yukon tourism regions, 1987, 1994 & 1999

1989 1994 1999

Visitors Visitors Visitors

stopping stopping Spending | stopping Spending
Campbell 36,620 13,821 $2,119,662 30,835 $1,576,850
Carcross/Southern Lak 59,506 44,061 $3,987,053 52,533 $3,808,236
Klondike 57,377 58,020 $8,714,447 78,280 $13,768,159
Kluane 85,647 100,496 $7,348,376 92,516 $6,363,557
North Yukon 7,130 4,455 $252,434 7,336 $581,124
Silver Trail 24,727 7,290 $667,086 14,022 $1,803,394
Teslin n/a 46,209 $2,005,233 45,730 $1,767,453
Watson Lake 67,964 70,608 $8,564,495 63,520 $4,553,635
Whitehorse 149,442 131,273 $13,081,517 144,575 $28,3585,6

193,700 $46,740,299 $62,678,042

Source: Yukon Department of TourisKisitor Exit Surveys1989, 1994 & 1999.

It is difficult to detect patterns in the tourisndustry from the Census data as tourism is notiderex

an industry on its own, but rather is consideredaaket to which a number of industries cater. Ve t
major industry groups that depend on the tourisirketare the "Accommodation and Food Service" —
including hotels and restaurants — and to a lesgeint "Retail Trade" — including service stations,
grocery stores, and other types of stores. Sepdasdeon Food and Accommodation Services is only
available starting in 1986.

The following table presents the available Censumbers on employment in Food and Accommodation
Services and retail trade. However, the employmantbers in those industries are small, and coupled
with the random rounding used by Statistics Canagmotect confidentiality, it is difficult to findny

but the largest patterns. It is interesting to nb& employment in food and accommodation services
declined in the control group communities whileitreased in Haines Junction. Presumably this
indicates growth in the tourism industry in Haidesction not paralleled elsewhere.

Table 10 Employment in “Food and Accommodation Seriges” and “Retail
Trade”, Haines Junction and 5-community average, 1B1-2001

Food and Accommodation
Services Retail Trade
5 Community 5 Community
Haines Junction average Haines Junction  average
1971 10 8
1981 25 14
1986 30 21 15 9
1991 45 15 25 12
1996 45 14 25 9
2001 40 6 35 7

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses
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4 Analysis

Although Haines Junction currently suffers from saene kind of problems as other Yukon communities,
it is relatively more prosperous according to alhaksindicators and has been since the creation of
Kluane National Park and Reserve. The questionnibedls to be answered then is how much of that
relative prosperity is attributable to the preseoicthe national park and how much is due to other
factors.

Given the available economic indicators, the spligrowth experienced by Haines Junction in the097
coincided with KNPR'’s creation. By 1981, after stag from the low end in terms of economic
indicators, Haines Junction had pulled ahead obther communities. No similar growth occurredhie t
other Yukon communities, not even Ross River, whiels relatively close to Faro where a major mine
started operating in the 1970s.

A number of other possible explanations have begiigoward by the Steering Committee, the Village o
Haines Junction Council, by community members@mtlalic meeting and at the KNPR Management
Board open house in October 2004. The factorsciatd explain Haines Junction's relative prosperity
include:

* Infrastructure construction
* Pipeline work in late 70s (Mile 1111 test section)
» Construction of Shakwak Project
e Socio-demographic factors
* Movement of First Nation people away from tradisbnommunities
» Better infrastructure making the community moreaative
» Social factors - pull-factors for immigration
» Growth of government (other than Parks Canada)
» Growth of First Nation government
» Growth of other government employment (municipakegritorial)
» Factors affecting tourism other than KNPR, inclggdin
» Alaska resident travel from panhandle
* Natural attractiveness

4.1 Infrastructure construction

Two major infrastructure projects were built in tHaines Junction area: the Alaska Highway gas
pipeline test section in the late 1970s and thensirtuction of the Haines Highway and the Northskia
Highway.

4.1.1 Pipeline test section - Late 1970s

The pipeline test section built in the late 1970sld be an explanation of the large population ghow
Haines Junction experienced in the 1970s. Howelisrhypothesis is not supported by the data. Pipel
construction did have some effect, but it was decidy the expansion in the number of public
administration workers. By 1981, the work had beempleted and the Census shows about 30
construction workers living in Haines Junction.€S&ble 7 above), growing from about 10 in 1971. If
the pipeline construction were important in expilagnthe demographic and economic expansion of
Haines Junction in the 1970s, a larger number n$traction workers would have been expected. While
the pipeline construction was undoubtedly importarihe late 1970s, it appears that its effect imadtly
dissipated by 1981. By 1986, the number of constmavorkers had declined to about 10, the same
number found in the 1971 Census.
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4.1.2 Shakwak Project

The start of the Shakwak project with the recortsiom of the Haines Road in the 1970s and its
continuation since has been identified as a fabimircould have led to a spurt in growth, but thailable
data does not support this hypothesis.

As with the pipeline test section constructiorthé# Shakwak project had a major impact on Haines
Junction economy, an increase in the number oflpeapployed in road construction would have been
expected. Although there was an increase in cartgtruemployment between 1971 and 1981 (about 15
more people), that is not enough to explain moaa thfraction of the growth of the community ove t
decade.

Given the relatively small number of people emptbyreconstruction since 1981 in Haines Junction, it
does not appear that the Shakwak project has haja ongoing impact on the local economy. Table 11
compared construction employment in Haines Jun@iahthe other five communities. While
employment in the construction industry is higheHiaines Junction than in the other communities, it
about the same relative to the population.

Table 11 Construction employment, Haines Junctionrad 5 Communities, 1971-2001

5
Haines [communities
Junction | average Carcross  Carmacks Teslin Mayo Ross River
1971 10 2 0 0 0 0 0
1981 25 8 10 0 10 10 0
1996 15 8 10 15 10 0 15
1991 40 17 20 10 20 10 20
1996 30 15 10 20 20 0 25
2001 30 22 10 20 20 35 30

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses
Note: Random rounding by Statistics Canada can resulténoawhen there are actually small numbers of people
employed.

4.2 Socio-demographic factors

Community feedback on the draft report indicateat #ocial factors and community amenities should be
taken into account when examining the economic graf Haines Junction. The creation of Kluane
National Park and Reserve in the early 1970s wesnapanied by the construction of considerable
community infrastructure, including a water and segystem and a school, including high school ggade
It is apparent that this infrastructure and theises it provided served to attract people to Haine
Junction above and beyond the direct economic itrguaat jobs created by KNPR. Similar sorts of
infrastructure improvements occurred later in ttheeofive communities.

4.2.1 Movement of First Nation people away from traditional communities

Anecdotal evidence shows that there was a stronggment of First Nation people away from traditional
communities (e.g. Champagne, Aishihik, Klukshudaice advantage of the services available in Haines
Junction, especially schooling for children. Thasies data does not permit an accurate tracingaof th
movement, as it is notorious that the number ofigbwl people was seriously undercounted in past
Censuses. As well, the definitions and questiokedishanged from Census to Census, making it
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impossible to directly compare the numbers fronfediint Censuses. It is only beginning with the 1996
Census that fairly accurate counts of aboriginalebecame available. Even then, a number of First
Nations boycotted the 1996 Census. Neverthelesguailable data for the six communities is presgnt
here in Table 12. No community level data is avdddor 1986 and the 1981 data was obtained from a
Yukon Bureau of Statistics publication that inclddgecial runs on that Census. That data did not
include all communities; only Haines Junction, Cacks, Teslin and Mayo were represented, and the
data from Carmacks appears to be unreliable.

Table 12 First Nation population, number and percetage of total population, Kluane region,
Haines Junction, 5-community average and Yukon, 1972001

Kluane Haines |5 community
region Junction average Yukon
Population
1971 ("Native Indian')) 195 10 139 2,580
1981 ("Native Indian’ n/a 100 n/a 4,045
1991 ("Single response Aboriginal origir 275 110 133 3,780
1996 (Aboriginal populatiol 420 225 233 6,175
2001 (Aboriginal identity 385 215 220 6,540
% of community population
1971 25% 6% 41% 14%
1981 n/a 27% n/a 22%
1991 29% 23% 44% 14%
199¢ 40% 39% 67% 20%
2001 41% 41% 69% 23%

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971, 1991, 1996, & 2001 G=nsus
1981 data: Yukon Bureau of Statisti¥ajkon Statistical Profilel9877?

Although the numbers prior to 1996 are not accusaime patterns can nevertheless be gleanedniissee
that there was a large increase in the First Natpmpulation in Haines Junction from 1971 to 1981.
While the count of "Native Indian" people increasemin 2,580 to 4,045 in the Yukon, increasing by
56%, it appears to have increased by a factor @i D0%) in Haines Junction going from 10 to 186.
the Census data shows that there seemed to béeveRirst Nations people in Haines Junction praor t
the formation of KNPR, but that population increthgeeatly in the 1970s. It appears that maybe about
half of the population growth experienced by Haidesction in the 1970s could be attributed to First
Nations people. Mayo and Teslin also showed areass in the First Nation population, but it wasamsot
dramatic as in Haines Junction, going from 70 t@ itOMayo and from 160 to 210 in Teslin.

The Census data also shows that the movement hgletcontinued until 1991. While the number of
counted aboriginal people declined in the Yukom¥r,045 in 1981 to 3,780 in 1991, it increased
slightly in Haines Junction. If the 1991 numbers an undercount, and they probably are since they
include only people who stated they had an excilgiaboriginal origin, then the slight increase in
Haines Junction probably indicates a much largarinerease.

We have obtained population and other data on wkatall the "South Kluane" area, which includes the
traditional communities of Champagne, Aishihik, k3twu, as well as Canyon City where the Alaska
Highway crosses the Aishihik River. The data alsovgs a definite movement away from the traditional
communities between 1971 and 1981 and probabl®86.1The 1986 data is not presented as the Census
enumeration area boundaries changed and the Ceatsus/e received showed a population of only 40 in
the south Kluane area. In any case, even if wenasshat the decline in population in the South Kia
region moved entirely to Haines Junction, this amtplains a small part of the population growtlhie
1970s. This data, by itself, does not explain d@the population growth in the 1980s and 1990s.
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Table 13 Haines Junction and South
Kluane population, 1971-2001

Haines Junction South Kluane

1971 170 210
1981 370 135
1991 475 185
1996 575 190
2001 530 165

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses

4.2.2 Attraction to immigrants

Haines Junction is clearly more attractive to immaigs than the other Yukon communities. Table 14
shows that Haines Junction and the Kluane regioe bansistently had a much higher proportion of
immigrants than other communities, and sometimgkdrithan the Yukon proportion. The main
countries of origin in recent censuses have beetf the United Kingdom, Germany and Switzerland.
US immigrants are the largest group, about dout@entimber of those from any of the other three
countries. The Census data shows a decline imrhgrant population in the late 1980s and early0599
in Haines Junction. The increasing proportion amigrants since 1996 (11% to 14%) represents a net
increase in the number of people born outside Careattl helped mitigate the population decline the
community felt in those years. However, whether RNPB a factor in their decision to settle in Haines
Junction or the Kluane region could only be ansdéneough a special survey.

Table 14 Percentage of population born outside Camia, 1971-2005

Kluane Region |Haines Junction| 5 communities| Yukon Territory
1971 15% 12% 9% 14%
1981 13% 12% 7% 13%
1986 11% 15% 5% 11%
1991 11% 9% 4% 11%
1996 11% 9% 5% 10%
2001 14% 15% 5% 11%

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses

4.3 Growth of other government employment

Avalilable statistics do not, unfortunately, alloigtthguishing public sector employment betweenfithe
levels of government. The only detailed data wesHasen able to obtain was from the Village of Haine
Junction.

The most convincing evidence of the effect of KNBEhe growth in public administration employment
in the 1970s. While public administration employmegrew considerably in all communities during the
1970s, almost tripling, the growth in Haines Jumttivas seven-fold. While there was probably some
growth in First Nation employment in that decade,lvave not been able to obtain data to confirm it.
Municipal government came to Haines Junction onl$984, as it did in Carmacks, Teslin and Mayo.
Ross River and Carcross do not have municipal eygpkas they are unincorporated.

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



Kluane National Park and Reserve Economic I mpact Study
Community Comparison Analysis Background Report March 9, 2005

Table 15 Employment growth in Public Administration, Haines Junction and
5-community average, 1971-2001

Haines Junction J 5 communities average
Employment  Per centgrowth  Employment  Per cent growth

1971 10 15

1981 75 650% 43 187%
1986 80 7% 66 53%
1991 130 63% 81 23%
1996 160 23% 95 17%
2001 135 -16% 80 -16%

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971-2001 Censuses

By 1981, Haines Junction's population was largen tthe other communities, as was the amount of
employment in public administration. Between 198d 4996, Haines Junction’s population continued to
grow faster than the other communities but the ¢gnaate in public administration employment closely
matched the 5 community average over the perioteder, Haines Junction also profited from growth

in other services industries, notably in food aodoamodation services. Although Haines Junction has
roughly the same proportion of government workergdpulation as other communities, the total number
of jobs is greater. The post-1981 growth in publticinistration coincided with the creation of the
municipal government, the expansion of the resjiliteés of First Nation governments and the transf

of the Aviation and Marine Branch to the commungy,it probably due mainly to other government
expansion rather than KNPR.

The creation and growth of municipal governmenss alccurred in three of the other five communities
(Carmacks, Mayo, and Teslin), as all four munidtped were created at the same time in 1984. Howeve
Haines Junction already having a larger populatioesumably required a larger number of municipal
employees. Until the incorporation of the Villageli984, the Local Improvement District had one
employee.

By 1986 there were four full-time and two seasanahicipal employees. The number had not changed
in 1991, but by 1996 the Village employed sevehtfaie people and three seasonal employees. The
number of seasonal employees increased to se\290ik

4.3.1 Growth of First Nation Government

Part of the growth in public administration emplagmhin rural communities is the result of First iNat
governments taking on more responsibilities androffy a greater array of services to their citizens
especially following the signing of land claims aself-government agreements. Increased spending by
First Nation governments has undoubtedly led tomenoc growth in rural communities.

But this development is not exclusive to Hainescfion. In fact, the Champagne and Aishihik First
Nations is the only Yukon First Nation that has artpnt administrative offices outside of its base
community (in Whitehorse). On the other hand, thar@pagne and Aishihik First Nations is also one of
the largest, if not the largest, First Nation ie thukon.

Table 16 below compares different measures of tipaifation of the 14 Yukon First Nations. The first
column is the number of people registered undelrtian Act for each First Nation (i.e. Status buus);
the second is the number of land claims benefesafThe two are quite different. A person registere
with a particular First Nation may well be a benigliy of another First Nation’s land claim. Alsmm

! Email communication, Colin Dean, Village of Hainksiction CAO.
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Status people may be beneficiaries of a land cl&imally, the third column presents the Aboriginal
population living in each First Nation's "home" amemity, who are not necessarily members of the Firs
Nation. These three sets of numbers provide aration of how many people each First Nation
Government is responsible for.

Table 16 Yukon First Nation population data

INAC
registered Land Claims
population | beneficiaries Aboriginal population in main
(2005) (1996) community (2001)
Carcross/Tagish First Nation 590 538 130 Carcross
Champagne and Aishihik FN 733 1,072 215 Haines Junction
First Nation of Nacho Nyak Dun 462 423 225 Mayo
Kluane First Nation 135 175 70 Burwash Landing
Kwanlin Dun First Nation 955 643 3,310 Whitehorse
Liard First Nation 1,015 848 385 Watson Lake
Little Salmon/Carmacks FN 564 538 295 Carmacks
Ross River Dena Council 447 362 270 Ross River
Selkirk First Nation 495 511 280 Pelly Crossing
Ta'an Kwach'an Council 225 325 3,310 Whitehorse
Teslin Tlingit Council 538 574 180 Teslin
Tr'ondék Hwech'in First Nation 663 765 335 Dawson City
Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation 502 644 260 Old Crow
White River First Nation 135 168 40 Beaver Creek

Sources: INAC: http://sdiprod2.inac.gc.ca/FNProfii@éProfiles_home.htm; Land Claims:
http://www.yukonheritage.com/leg_policy-science.h8tatistics Canada, 2001 Census
Note: The communities in bold typeface are theceixmunities compared in this paper.

The Champagne and Aishihik First Nation employsualeaghty people in Haines Junction and
Whitehorse. As one of the largest First Nationsl tne largest of the six communities consideree hier
probably also has a larger administrative staffithialler First Nations. While we have not beer abl
obtain historical information on First Nation emytoent in Haines Junction, other than the fact ithat
started from one part-time employee in the eanyestes, it is likely that it paralleled the growthother
communities. But given that CAFN is larger than dtleer First Nations, even if tliggowth rateof
employment is the same, thamberof people employed is bound to be larger.

4.4 Tourism

Haines Junction has a much larger tourism indubktip the other comparable communities.
Unfortunately, historical data for the differentnemunities going back to before the park format®nat
available. Several factors need to be consideriest, Ehe majority of tourism traffic has alwaysene
“pass through” traffic bound to and from Alaskaidgrthe summer months. The distance travelled and
stopping points were likely influenced more by r@aadditions rather than a particular desire to dpen
more time in the region. There is no question thatregion's natural attractiveness is an impoffttor
and natural drawing card but road reconstructicnide®en a mixed blessing. On the one hand, it makes
the region more accessible and improves the qualitiye driving experience but at the same timeskda
bound travellers can move through the region fagtéof the regional tourism studies completed
between 1974 and 2000 identified the need for #weldpment of icon attractions and noted the région
failure to capture a significant proportion of fhass through trafffc

2 Synergy West LtdKluane Region Stuglyor the Governments of Yukon, Canada, B.C. J@t1Burton, PaulKluane Region
Tourism Development PlalYukon Department of Tourism & Economic Developmdane 1983; DPA Group InKluane
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Directly comparing the tourism industry in Hainesidtion with the average of the other five
communities is not appropriate as two of them, Mayd Ross River, are off the "beaten track" and
consequently have a much smaller tourism induasylable 9 above shows. As well, Carmacks, being
situated on the Klondike Highway, receives less$ptirough” traffic than Haines Junction. Teslid an
Carcross are more appropriate comparisons.

Spectacular mountain scenery is also present rezard@ss and in the Tombstone area. The Tombstone is
not close to any of our comparison communities, asdgart of the North Yukon region, sees very few
visitors. However, the lack of tourism developmien€arcross compared to Haines Junction is puzzling
One might point out the lack of visitor facilitieésthat region, but that is begging the questiofaasities
normally get developed in response to the demahe.tWo main differences are that Haines Junction is
along the Alaska Highway and the presence of Kludagonal Park and Reserve.

Almost all visitors whose destination is Alaskag#gough Haines Junction, although the traffi¢hon
Haines Highway border crossings is less than haé¢ on the Klondike Highway and the traffic at the
Beaver Creek border crossing is only slightly highan at FrasetTeslin is also on the Alaska
Highway, and Teslin has considerably fewer faeiitand visitors than Haines Junction. Part of the
reason for this is because the Alaska Highway sot¥thitehorse has less traffic than North of Haine
Junction? Nevertheless, that is not sufficient to explaie tfifference in the size of the tourism industry.

The Kluane region has the largest proportion ofeiiars who do not stop in the regidithis figure
clearly implies that the size of the Kluane regi®no deterrent to just passing through for thoke are
going directly to Alaska, especially with improvemt®in the Haines and Alaska highways. So the
guestion remains: why do a larger proportion oiters stop in Haines Junction than in other
communities such as Teslin and Carcross?

We do know from the 2000 Regional Tourism PBldrat approximately 36,000 travellers pass thratiagh
region without stopping and of those who do sta@iwieen 35% and 40% stop at either the Sheep
Mountain or Haines Junction visitor centres ora@hblt seems reasonable to assume that if thgyadto
the Haines Junction VRC, the likelihood that thely spend some money in the community is likely to
be higher. Similarly, the park itself is acknowledgo be a world-class attraction in all the reglon
tourism studies and has obvious brand-name regognithat alone generates a reason to visit. It is
difficult not to conclude that the main attractiornthe region, Kluane National Park, is an impottan
factor in explaining the large number of visitoraldhe amount of tourism spending in the region.

Region Tourism Development PJafukon Department of Tourism 1989; Inukshuk Plagng. Development;Kluane Region
Tourism Plan Tourism Yukon , December 2000.

3 See Yukon Highways and Public Wor€03 Yukon Traffic Count Summadyine 2004, Tables 24, 25, 41, & 42.
*Ibid., Tables 8 and 19.
® Yukon Department of Tourism999Visitor Exit SurveysRegional summarieg.10.

Department of Tourism 1989; Inukshuk Planning & BlepmentKluane Region Tourism Plaiourism Yukon , December
2000.
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5 Conclusions

Before concluding that KNPR has been responsibiléhirelative prosperity and generally higher
growth experienced by Haines Junction since 19ffEkrgotential factors need to be explored. The
factors that could have led to Haines Junctiongeggnce 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 tradisbnommunities
» Better infrastructure making the community moreaative
» Social factors - pull-factors for immigration
» Growth of government (other than Parks Canada)
» Growth of First Nation government
» Growth of other government employment (municipatiegritorial)
» Factors affecting tourism other than KNPR, inclgdin
» Alaska resident travel from panhandle
* Natural attractiveness

Infrastructure construction, including the pipeltest section and the Shakwak project, undoubtedly
provided some local employment. But Haines Jundiias had — and continues to have — about the
same proportion of its residents working in condian compared to the other communities. This
indicates that these projects were not likely aomggctor in the difference in growth experiencgd b
Haines Junction.

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

Both anecdotal and statistical evidence pointhi¢odepopulation of a number of traditional Firstibla
communities in the southern Kluane region (Champagishihik, Klukshu). Despite the deficiencies of
Census data, it appears that there was a relatarglg movement of First Nation people to Haines
Junction in the 1970s. No real conclusions canrbe/d from the data after that date because of
deficiencies in the data.

The main source of employment growth has beenvemgunent, which, at least for the First Nation and
municipal governments, is probably related to tbpyation the governments need to serve. Champagne
and Aishihik First Nations is one of the most paud, if not the largest First Nation in the Yukohile
Haines Junction has a larger population than theraommunities and the municipal government must
provide more services. As well, the influx of jatreated by the transfer of the Aviation and Marine
Branch to Haines Junction by the Yukon governmerihé early 1990s should not be ignored.

The tourism industry is more important in Hainesclion than in other communities, as evidenced by
employment in food and accommodation services atadl trade. Employment in those industries has
increased slightly in Haines Junction while it kleglined in other communities. Deciding whether the
park or the scenery is what attracts the visitewdifficult. But Carcross, which also has spectacul
scenery and has the advantage of being more dgleetssicruise ship passenger day-trips, has haetin
any tourism industry development to date. It appéaghly likely that Kluane National Park and Reger
has had a major impact on the growth of that ingustHaines Junction.
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Finally we need to consider the natural resourcm@aly. The communities that have depended heavily
on natural resource extraction (Carmacks, MayosRuger) have not fared as well as Haines Junction.
While those communities have experienced shoroderof prosperity associated with operating mines,
Haines Junction has consistently done better. Tiea@menon of the decline of the natural resource
economy is not unique to the Yukon. The naturabuese economy has been in decline all across wester
and northern North America. The only exceptionthtd are the areas dependent on oil and gas and,
recently, the diamond mining developments in thetiNeest Territories.

Over the last few years, Haines Junction — likerdst of the Yukon — has suffered from a decline in
population and in employment. Nevertheless, thdenge does indicate that Kluane National Park and
Reserve has had a considerable influence on theafeuent of the local economy and bears a large par
of the responsibility for the relatively greatengperity Haines Junction enjoys. This is not toydiat
other factors have not played a role in the econ@nd population growth experienced by the
community, but many of these other factors have léen 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 were algdad of the other communities and the community
has kept its lead since. The post 1981 economigtyris likely due to a large number of factors, @i
include: the continuing influence of KNPR, the gtbwf First Nation, municipal and territorial
governments, the development of community infrastme, and the various activities initiated by the
citizens.
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