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Mormally, therc are a diversity of interests which exist viith

]

vespect to any deveispment proposal. There may he different

neyoeptions of what are the relevant ben nefits and costs. There may

aiso pe diffcrences in the incidance of the benefits and costs of the
propossl.  Proposcls which relate to the maintenance or development of
the recreational fisheries of the Northwest Territories provide a good

swemle of the diversity of interests which might exist. These
vigwpaints might encompass:

1. the ongler - for the individual angler, the objective is an
exnerience which provides at least as much utility or satisfaction
=5 could ba obtained with equal expenditures cf time and money
eisewhere, Presumably, the angier has in fact arranged nis
consumption chuices in a manner which provides wim with the highest
jevel of satisfaction possibie. |

2. the service sector - for privete sector investors, the uvbjective is

to maximize monetary profit given the constraints set by the

physicel endg socio-economic setting and the invaster's Timited

2. the Government of tne Northwest Terrvitories (GHWT) - for the GNWT,

tnere are an array of possible objectives on all public poiicy
mabtar:vwhich result from potential tradeoffs in efficiency in
rescurce ellocation 1o eauity in income distribution. However, for
rocreational fisheries issues it might not be an oversimplification

{o suguact that regionat amployment end income impacts are



pa. ramount. Presumably, the satisfactions of res i den t anglers are
also a high priority.

4. the Government of Canada - publ i c policy analysis of the federal

government is also concerned wi th a range of ohj ecti ves which

result fromposs i b 1 e tradeoffs between efficiency and equity from a

national viewpoint. Nevertheless, i t might not be an

oversi mpl i Fi cati on to suggest that recreational fishing fromthe

national viewpoint should be considered pri mari “iy i n 1 i ght of i ts

abi 1 i1 ty to create net economic benefits to Canadian society.

No doubt, there is a degree of comdl ementari tyamongtihe

objecti ves cf these four interest groups. In a wel i functi oni ng.markat
the interaction of deinand and supply wi 11 resui t i nz bal ance baing

reached between the va 1 uati ons of an gler's benef i ts of d i ffercin

[fe)

amounts of recreation opportunity and the supply ¢os is of provic i iy

that opportunity. This process wi 11 also generate empl oyment and

(15

incomes i n the region, which, under certain ci rcumstan ces wi 1&isub
considered benefits from a national viewpoint. It should also be
evident that conflicts i n objectives may wel 1 exist. Increased
consumer expenditure to achieve the same 1 evel of satisfaction is "0t
an outcome which woul d be 1 ooked upon favourably by anglers. Yet these
expendi tures wou 1 d i ncre as e gross revenues andli kel y net i ncometothe
service sector. UYere th, government sector to advoca te publ i ¢

pol i ci es which emphasized regional income di stri buti orl at the expense
of economic efficiency, there might be a real ! ocati on between

comrrrerci al and recreational uses. In bri ¢, whi 1 e we can agree that
the various interest groups have common interests there are also

numerous areas of confl i ct.



NATIONAL ECONCHMIC PERSPECTIVE

1 will not elaborate further upon the objectives of the
englersandthe service sector. These groups are wel 1 organized and
quiteableof Lohbyingtheirrespectiveca es. Nor does i t behove me
to el aborate upon the GNWT objectives or thei r propri ety. As an
economist wi thin a federal government agency charged wi th the
management of the fisheries of the Northwest Territories, 1 can
el aborate upon some of the current and future econcini ¢ issues i n the
recreational fi she ry.

First, let me outl i ne what I perce i ve the i nteres ts of tiie
Department of Fisheries and Oceans to be. The Departaent OF Fi sheri es
and Oceans is res pens i bl e for the management of the fisheries rescurces
of the No rthwes t Territories. As stewards cf the resource, thers are a
number of economi ¢ i ssues wni chshoul d be examined. These issues mi ght
reasonably be expected to become more s i gni f i cant over time. The
department should be i n a position where i t{ can eval uate the
contribution of fisheries-based acti vi ty i n the NorthwestTerritories
tothe regi onal and Canadian economies. The department shoul d
uncle rstand the rel at-i onshi p between current and i ncremental resource
management expenditures and the contribution of the fisheries t2 the
Canadian econcry. There should be an econcmi c rationate foricource
al 1 oc ation decis i ons between V€CYEE i onal | commerci al and demzs ti ¢
fi sheri es and between fi sheri es-based activity and competing uses.

NATIONAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS

The focus of my discussion wi 11 be the concept and

measurement cf the net national benefits generated by the recreational

fishery. The "accountipgstance“or "perspecti ve” of lily di scussion



wi 11 be the Canadian economy &s a whol e. Relevant benefits and costs
are those which accrue to Cansda. Thus, net benefits which are
generated to ron-resi dents are external to the framework of my
discussion. Similarly,benefits and costs which are relevant from a
Tocal or regional viewpoint may be considered transfers in a national *
perspective.

PRIMARY BENEFITS AND COSTS

Primary benefits of recreational development are determined
by the interaction of two forces, the demand for the recreation
opportunity and the supply costs of that opportunity. By demand for
therightto fish , the economist refers to the relationship between the
price charged and the quantity sought, the amount that people would be

willing to pay for a day’s access to “the fishery, over and above all

private expenditures on travel , equi pment, 1cdging and the 11 ke .
necessary to parti ci pate 1 n the fishery. Market demand, the horizontal
summation of all consumers in the market, can be looked upon as the
maximum valuation of different quantities of recreational opportunity.
Against these demands or benefits, It iIs necessary to examine the costs
of supply. This cost, in an economic sense, examines the minimum
compensation required by factor owners to, produce extra units of the
conmodi ty. In a recreational fisheries context where fisheries are
managecbythe public sector,supply describes the economic costs
incurred by pubi ic sector agencies in assessing and monitoring
biological populations, in controlling fishing effort and, in some
cases, in enhancing the availability of fish. Less obvious, but no
less relevant is that there may be an opportunity cost of the resource
itself. The cost ¢f mzking the resource available to the recreational
industry may entail foregoing a return to the resource in commercial or

domestic use.



Net national economic benefits from primary recreational
fishing activi t.y result where the prima ry benefi ts are greater than the
costs incurred,wheve thewiizingness ¢f i ndi vi duals to pay for the
right of access to ti c fishery is greater than the opportunities
foregone in al! loceting and meneying the fishery for recreational use.
In accordance with ¢ur persrective of nati onel net economic benefits ,
any s urplusesaccruing to non-residentsa Y exte rn @ 1 to our account i n g
framework. Interes £ 1 ri thesc pri maryben2afi ts to non-res i dents is
important, however, i n dete i n i ng apri¢irig strategy for non-res i dent

access to the fishery.

SECONDARY BEREFITS Adp CL5TS

The secondary vacrestional fishing industry encompasses two
groups, a service sector directly dependent on the provision of
recreational fishing opportunity, such as lodges, marinas, and
outfitters establ ishirents and secondly, an indirect service sector
whose bus i n ess act iv ity i ncreases but is not wholly dependent upon the
recreational fi shery, such as service stations, restaurants and hotels.
The economic evaluali on of” secondary industry benefits and costs is
problematic. From & national perspective, for al 1 econcai ¢
evaluations, i t is conventi onal ?y advocated that secendary effects

shouldhbet. }-eated viihcaution  -fthereisganeral Iy ful 1 empl oymsnt,

ot

reasoriabiemob 1 1 1 ty of “1 2beu r e nd capi ta 1 res ources, some s emb 1 an cac ¥
competi ti ve condi t.i ons, thenthegain to the nati on al economy from
this added activity is minimal . 1 T these conditions are met then any
secondary benefi ci a1 1 nmpactsasa consequence of the fishery bei ng

avel 1 abl e are s 1 reply_locsl or regi onal i n nature with offsetting

impacts elswhete, Fus, withreference t¢ res i dent. spending, the



nati onal perspective takes the approach that, apart frem the surp? us
gained i n the primary fishing activity, the angler coul d obtain eaual
s ati sf acti on by spending his {i m2 and monay on subs ti tu te economi ¢

acti vi ty, recreation or otherwise. These substitute activities may or
may not coincide with the existing regional di stri buti on of impacts ,
but from a national v« ewpoi nt they are cons i dered to be of fsettin g i n
the 1 r econorni c effect Implicit i1 n this approach is the assumption
that the next best alternative activity occurs wi thin the national
boun dary. The treatment of non-resident experditure data is not

strai ght forward at al 1. on the one hand, there are analysts who

woul d treat al 1 seccndary effects , whether res i dent or non- res i dent
spenc i ng, i nthe s ame fashion. Secondary PENETI 1S ar2 ociion ¢o eoual
secondary costs. Al ternati vely, some analysts woul d incorporate the
nen- res i dentexpenditure data, subject to scme further analysic,
directly into a valuation of the fishery. In this approach, it is
first necessary to determi ne what,: perti on of the expendi tures can be
attributed to the recreational fishery. |If the fisherman comes to the
regi on for the sole purpose of fishing, then al 1 the expenditures are
attributed to the fishery. I7 it is determined that the trip is a
multi-purposevis i twhi ch would take place i n the abs ence of the
fishing opportuni ty, then none of the expenditures are .i nci uded. Once
the portion of expenditures whi ch’ can be attributed to .t'r.1e fi shery are
estimated, the anal_ysﬁ's then proceeds to estimate net econorni c benefi ts
by netting out the costs of servi cwg angl ers. Whi 1 e the approach may
serve as a pragmatic compromis e to the val uat i on problem , i t is clearly

the acti vi ty being valued and do they 1 ie within or external to the



national economy? If within the national economy, shouid we not adopt
the same approach as for the treatment of resident spending and
suggest these secondary effects will cancel out. 1T these

oppe rtunities were external to the nati onal econ omy. a case may exis t
for the i ncl us i on of net secondary benefits as being rel event ecencmi c
heref i ts,  However, once we have i ncl uded these benefits should we not
proceed to determine thenetsecondary effects, i f any, of al 1
competing uses 1 £ we seek consistency i n our val ue measure. That is,
the debate might become one of comparing primary and secondary benefits
of recreational fishing with commercial fishing, with competing
indusirialuses, and s oon. At this stage, | do not think we should
categori cal 1y accept or reject the i mportance ¢f non-res i dent spending
to a valuation of the recreational fishery. Sone conceptual and

empi ri cal hurdl es remain to be crossed before we adopt one POST ti on O
the other.

AHALYTICAL TECHNIQUES

- | would now 1 i ke to move to a discussion OF some of the
arial yti cal techniques, “tools of the trade”, which have been used to
measure the benefits of outdoor recreation activity.

Perhaps I run the risk of confusing you even further, but i
woul d 1 i ke to stari wi th 2 digression on one approach which is not
cons i dered to he of much use as & rne asure of val ue. | have al ready

hinted thatthe gross expenditure approach to valuation is not wi deiy

accepted. The idea underlying th's approach is that the value of
recreation is believed to be at 1 east equal to expenditures - incurred
for transportation, food and lodging, and equipment in order to engage

i n the activity. The problem is, whi 1 # these measures may be useful



in measuring the regional impact of the activity PrOV - ding the locat’ on
of the expenditures can be traced, the expenditures do not directly
indicate the value of an additional recreation opportunity to the
consumer. They are not a measure of willingness to pay. They are riot
very us ¢ ful i n val uati on of theresource. This is not a radical view
whi ch 1 am presenting. For example, cons i der the fol 1 owi ng comment i n

1961 on the relevance of an expenditure survey conducted by the United
States Fish and Wi 1 dl i fe Service:

“Absolutely nothing. These expenditures were for food,
lodging, travel, clothes, guns, rods and similar items.
These values account for the . . . dollars (spent), and
there is nothing left over as. 2 return to the
recreational use of the land.

Certainly the particular” groups serving the
recreationists are benefiting from these expenditures,
and data on expenditures may well be highly useful in
gaining the support of such groups in lobbying for
higher budgets for recreation. But from a broader
public standpoint, all that is achieving is a transfer
of expenditures from one group to another: there is
little if any net gain to society from this level of
effects . The social case for publi C support of
recreation must rest on the value to the users, not

the increased profits of certain recreational service
i ndustri es. ” (Zivnuska, 1961)

professional opinion, over the years, has not waivered. For example>
in 1970 the following analogy was drawn:

“Prior to the development of market simulation
techniques, one of the most common method of
recreatioria]l evaluation was based on equating the
gross expenditures users madetovisitarecreational
site with the benefits generated by that
recreational resource. It is true that the costs
associated with reaching a recreational area are an
important variable affecting the decision whether or
not to visi t the area. Yet, regardless -of the level
of travel and other associated expenditures, access
to the site itself is usually enjoyed free even
though most recreati onists would be wi 11 ing to pay
some positive price rather than be excluded from the
S ite. IT the site were eliminated, these



recreationists wouid suifer a loss in their levei of
welfare or wL'1—gcing as a result of being forced to
uhe v second choices. 1t is this welfare loss that
asures the velue of the site to the recreationists.
2 .cck expenditlre ap*“ﬂ:(r 15 anaiogous to
ea .»nq Lhe tue of @ filet mignon dinnger in an
sive restourant by "cn“wnq at the cost of
]11rg frow your residence to the restaurant,
a5 the correct measure of value 3s whet you are
ing to pay for the dinner when yu_ cet there.

Poss cvn('~iiure enpreach is still used

or of qw te value

y. Unforturnately,
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Principal criticisms of the gross expendituvre approach:
. the values derived may be useful in mezsuring the impact of &

on regional expenditures (providing the location of

D

recreation oits
these expenditures can be identified). However, they do not
directly indicate the valuve of an zdditional recreation opportunity
to the consumer, they ave not a measure of willingness to pay.

. many expenditures trested as recreational expenditures are.normal
expenditures made in different circumstances i.e. those for food and
lodging. lioreover, most recreaticnal expenditures are for the
provision of services ancillary to the actual use of the site.

. the approach does not produce 3 measure of value which is consistent
with other value measures. It has little to offer public expenditure
decisions, which routinely invelve tradeoffs among a number of
resources or uses.

. itis a measure of gros s expenditures, whereas a measure of net

benefit isdesi red.

Variations of the gross expendi ture method i ncl ude the net

exponditure method which seels the difference betwean gross

expend i tu res and the costs of i n pu ts used 1inproviding the food,
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gasoline,eauipmentand supplies purchased. However, the basic
limitations remain.

A more sophisticated, though no less flawed, approach tG
valuationthrough the use 0f expenditure data is the technique of input-
output analysis. This method traces the relationships between the
flows of input into a particular industry from all other industries &nd
households and likewise the flow of outputs from one industry to other
industries and demand sectors.

Expenditure data., even i f we consider i t to be & gross
indicator, mustbccons “i dered to be a poor i ndi cater ¢f the values to
Canadiansociety of the recreational fishery. Forexample, consi der
these three cases where expendi ture data may lead to very poor public
policy choices:

Exauple_1

If fish stocks were reduced then, al 1 other things being
equal , comnerci al. fishermen woul d incur higher costs of fi sh ng. The
profi tabi ? 1 ty of the commercial industry would have declined
Logical 1y, we would conclude that some adjustments in the fishing
industry should be considered - the i nclustry should contract i n size
with human, capital and natural resources moving to more pY‘OdUC‘L'i ve
opportuni ties. Fromthegross expencii ture point of view, however,
takingthesame ¢ uanti ty of f3§ sh at higher costs generates more inputs
interms of employment and gear to harvest the f i sh. Therefore, more
human, capital and natural resources should be al located to commerci al
fish i ng, perhaps drawing upon resources currently al 1 ocated to
recreati ona use. Clearly, if this approach were advocated by the

commerc i al ndus try as a guide to resource al 1 ocati on, the recreation
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1 obby would be quick toc point out its flaws. In contract, how can the
recreation 1 obby 1 egi timately argue from the basis of gross expendi ture

data that more and more resources should be al locatedtorecreational
use ?
Exampie 2

Another exampl e would be an increase i n costs incurredby
recreational Fi shermen, whethe r £ uelan d travel cos ts, or cos ts of
charter yess els and T1 shi ng gear. I f these costs increase, so woul d
the induced impacts from an increase i1 n recreational fishing. 1 t does
not seem sensible, however, to suggest that a rise i n these costs inaxe
recreators “better off”.

Example 3

Another example woul d be a decrease in fish density” avai 1 able
to recreati onal fi shermen. Expendi tures in a region are 2 function of
user-days rather than fish caught per se. Cons equen tly, & decrease in
fish density woul d have no apparent. impact and no i nd yced i mpact s on
the regional or national economy.

Having digressed on one approach which is not accepted as
providing much insight to the issue at hand, let me briefly describe
two streams of thought on the valuation of outdoor rccreati cn.

1. the simul ati on of & market mzchani sm.
¥he ye nomina 10 r zero pri ces are dete rmi red th rou ch an
admi n is trati ve management s cheme, a relatively wel i function i i?g
market is not considered to be operating. Two methods have been
developed which seek to estimate the demand for recreatjon
~opportunities i n the absence of a marketmechan sm. Both

approaches are based on the concept of the wi 11 ngness to pay for
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the ri cjht of access. The Ffirst approach, referred to as the travel-
cost method, generates esti mates of demand and value from observed
gconomic. behavi our s uch asparticipationorvisitat 1 on rates. The
second approa ch, thegirect survey methed, seeks to el i Ci t a

meas ure 0f wi 110 n gnessto pay from therespondentsbased on a range
of hypothetical ci rcums tan ces. In spite of the limitations of

these two approaches to val uati Gn, the techniques have achieved

some measure Of acceptance by the economics profess i On.

the creati on of a market mech an i sm

There are cri t1 ¢i sms that economic eval uations have overly

erphas i zcd the non =-m2 rk et nature of outdoor re creati on. Tradi t i onal
pri ¢ing pcl ici es are accepted without reference to the economic
consequences of these po? i ci es. Chal ? engers to this convention,

wh i ? e cross in g both red mhyrsemer £ p o1 1 CY and measurement G ues t i OnS ,
have argued that resource commi tments to recreation should be based *
on direct use of the price syétém. Price is a powerful management

tool , which can contri bute to the efficient conduct of government

prograns. Khi 1e there are technical conditions where a zero pol i Cy
haseconomicrati onal e, greater scope for pricing recreational
resources is advocated. blotsurprisingly, such 2 fundamental

Ci-i ti ci sm ofconventi cnal approaches generates heated debate.
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PROPOSAL

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans requires the capacity
to examine economic issues in the freshwater fisheries. There is & need
to understand ithe factors which influence the demandforandsuppiy of
recreational fisheries opportunities. Both the opportunity &nd the iioet
toaddress these i Ssues exist i n the Horthwest Territories. Support &nd
commitment For the program should be sought from the Government of the
Morthwest Terr i tori es.

The program can proceed i n three separate though interrelated
phases. Initial ly, 1 t is proposed that a profi 1 e of the nature , si ze
and dimensions of the pri nary and secondary recreational fisheries b2
conducted . Thi s profin e can be devel oped th rough ( a ) the 1980 naticna 2
survey of anglers aind (b)the profi 1 e of the secondary fishing i ndus try
dis Cussed asacooperativeGNWT, DF0O and Travel Industry Association of
the Northwest Territories (TM-NWT ). This phase should improve the
uncle t-s tanding of the industry. Insofar as thiswork wi i 1 I n“ turn rai se
more detai 1 ed concerns and wi 11 be useful i n regi onal i fipact analysis,

i t shoul d be 1 ooked upon as serving niore than descriptive and general
i nfotniati on needs. The second phase of the program shoul d proceed to
apply existing economic techniques i n the areas of demand analysis,
supplyenalysis,and the vo1e of pri ¢ingraechan i sms for rec reati orl @1
resources. Gi ven the reservations with current techniques, more
thought shoil d be given to testing the various approaches to valuation
and search i ng out new meas urement techniques , i T nced be. Presumably,
the profi 1 e and analysis phases of the program wi 11 bring the
department to the point where i t can enter "Phase 111" and provide

economi ¢ assessment and rationale for resource al 1 ocati ondecisions.
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This capaci ty, i  success ful 1y developed, should erharice the
departments abi 1 i ty to respond not only to the N. W.T. i ssues but to

al 1 f res hwa ter f isheries issues wi th recreational i mpli cations. At this
stage> whileCOONizent ot yho averal 1.d irectior of the program, we

res t i ct ours el ves to the p res entati on of tw0 projects whi ch might

cens L1 tute “Phase 1 of the program.

Phase I - Econowi c P rofi 1 e of the Recreational Fishery of the Northwest
Terri tories

Purpose : To provi de a Aol 7 od gos ori pti on of the nature, S i ze and
dimensions of the primary and secondary recreational fisheries
of the Northwest Terri tories.

To conduct a regi onal impact analysis of the recreaticnal
fi sheri es ¢f the Northwest Terri tories;

To identi fy economic issues and concerns which require mere
detai 1 &d analysis.

Pro j ects:

1. National Survey ¢f Anal &S

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans, i n cooperati cn
with the provi nrces and the terri tori al governments, conducted a
nati onal survey of anglers in 1975. It is intended that simi 1 ar
surveys be conducted at 5 year intervals. Preliminary plans for
the 1980 survey are now avai 1 abl e. The S uUrvey woul d provide {a)
profi 1 e of the distribution of fishi ng activity, (b) 3profile of
expenditures on recreational fishingand (¢ ) a soci o- €CON omi ¢
profile of recreational anglers. The prel iminary design and
purpose of tha nati onal survey s houl d be revi ewed by retji ona 1 DFO
staff and the GN4T to ensure that the survey wi 11 adequate 1y meet

the needs of the respective agenci es.
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The national survey is i n the design stage. The 1 atest
detai 1s on the survey wi 11 be provided agency representatives as
soon as poss i ble. Origilialiy, itwasintende d that the suvvey be
adminis teredto as amp1eof licensedanglers withthefirstmaia
out i n January, 1981. Reguirements for federal /terri tori al
parti ci paticninthis survey require th at the p re 11 i nary draft of
the survey be revi eved zs to its acceptabil i ty by theendof
Noverb e r.  Licences must be cons:)??. dztedbyyear end to enabl e
drawi ng a sampl e.  Sampl i ng techni ques, sample s i ze, and
determi nati on of the sample wi 11 he addressed as early i n 1981 as
pssible. Three mai @ -ouls have been preposed. Tests of respornse
biases wi 11 b2 conducted. The data wi 11 be coded and screensd for
rel i abili ty i n the regional DFO offi ce. Data analysis willbe
conducted by the headquarters staff of DFD. The analysis stage
wi 11 span a peri od of s eve ralmon ths. A draft reportwi 11 then be
prepared for the review of participating agenci es. Exclusive of
the resource cemmi tments of DFO headquarters to the conduct of the
national survey, it is anticipated that DFO Western Region wi 1 ?
expend .$5,000 0 &M and 0. 5 MYR i n the conduct of the s urvay. No
addi ti on al f uncl i ng is sought from GNT. GNWT cooperation is sought
inal Iphases of the survey, however, andespaciallyin the
con sol i dati on 0f 1icences there may be someimpiici t costs €Cthe
GNWT .

Profi 1 e of the Secondary Fi shi ng I ndustry

A cooperative endeavour between DFO, GHNKT and- T IA-NUT is
currently being discuss ed. The objectives of this study are to

provi de:
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(a) adescriptionof “the presentsize, capacity and utilization
of the secondary fishing industry in the N.W.T.

(b) analysis of the financial and economic performance of the
secondary industry.

(c) regional impact anzlysis to examine employment and ‘inceme
impacts to theN.W.T. in relation to total employment arid
expenditure patterns of the secondary fishing industry.

(d) perceptions of lodge ocwners with respect to resource
management and allocation issues.

The information necessary for this study will require
that a survey be designed then administered to members of TIA-HWT.
While GFO and GNWT would cooperate in the design end preparation of
the questionnaire, TIA-NKT should administer the survey inorderto
generate support for the project. Given the current size of the
industry and the likelihood that establ ishments vary in the scale
and nature of operations, the survey should be based on an
enumeration of establishments rather than a sample. A series of
alternatives exist in the analysis of the survey. DFO would be in
a position to collate, edit and aggregate the survey data and
perform the necessary accounting and economic analysis. |f this
approach is of concern to the TIA-NWT membership, a private
consultant could be hired to conduct the preliminary analysis and
aggregation of data. Strict guidelines yould have to be agreed
upon before this latter approach were endorsed by DFO.

The analysis to be conducted should be clearly stated
before the study proceeds. A tentative outline of the project

outputs follows:
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(a) Description of the size, capacity and utilization of” the

S_ECEV“E Yy recreational fishing industry.

GNWT and “~ IA-NIT filessnd res ul tscf the survey s hoeuld enab ? ¢

documentati on OfF:

1.

10.

11.

nuber of lodges by geographic area and/or type of access

in 1980;

[%2)

trend in the number of lodges operating by geographic aree
and/or type ¢f sccess in recent years, 5 year trend or
Tonger;

nurber of lodges by size of estab1ishment in 1980, where

-

efined by either licensed daily guest capacity or

O

size is
nunber of sccommodation units;

trend i n the number of Jodges by size of es tabiis hmentin
recont years, 5 year trend, or longer;

number of lodgesbylevel of servi ces offered;

operating season of the 1 cd, ge industry i n nun-her of days;

1 edge capacity i n terms of the number of guest days

capacity and 1 ength 0T season;

occupancy rate over the 1980 season;

trends i n occupancy rates i n recent years, 5 year trend or
1 chgey
profi 2e of ¢l i entel e in 1980 by res i dency of client:

N.W.T . res den ce, other Canadians, non-resident Amer  cans,
other foreign cl i ents;

Average length of stay of clientele in 1980 by. number of

days .
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Indus tyy Perfarmance
The survey should be designed to enable accounting

and financial analysis of the performance of the secondary
industry including selected operating statistics for 1960
operations. This area will be problematic. The types of
organized industry wide data that have proven useful to public
and private sector management in other industries are, by and
1 arge, just not avaiiable. ThisStudy T3 ntended to

e-1 iminatethis gap -inour understanding of the fi shery. The

fol 1 awi ng data at-2 gssenti al to the conduct of the stucy:

1. decumzntati on of the price s tructureof1edge operaticns
in 1980 by typz of service and by geographic area;

2. trends in the price structure of lodge operations over
tim2, Kyear trend or 1 onger;

3.documentation of 1880 operations in & uni form accounting
framewotk. This wou} d include gross income by “type Of
revenue and expenses.by major cost categori €S i ncl udi NS
cost of goods s 01 d, maintenance andrepairs, depreciation,
wages (explicit and impl i ci t) » T nterest » advertising and
mi scel 1 anecus expenses;

£

documentation of capitel investments in buildings and

£

equipment inciuding details on initial (replacerent?)

costs cf. land, bui 1 dirgs, boats, wharves, airstrips,

equipment, motorsand”skidoos, cars and trucks ;

5. cash flow analysis to determi ne the return on investments

and the present value of the i mdustry.



(¢)

Recional Impact Analysis

These are concerns not only with the total revenues
and expenditures i PNCUTT€dpy thein dus try, but al so wit+ the
regi onalincidence of these recei pts and expenses and the i V"
relatedemploymen t impacts. Adis tinctt on i n this s tudy *
s hould be d rawn D& tween expen ¢ 1 tures wh i ch remain wi thin the
N. . T, and those wmade outs i de the N. ¥. T. , commonly referred to
as 1 eakages | n the System  Ini ti &l expenditures eare 2 dol 1 ar
flow which may or may not be translated into incomes to 1 ocal
res i dents. Dependent upon the kind of commodity or service
nurchased, more oy 1€SSmu S tin turn be pa idout for the
stocks ormatarials used. Some may accrug as profi t and otr e r
payments to non-resi dents. The extent %0 which this occurs i n
theii. W. T. is unknown, but 1S understood to be an area of
concern to the GNWT. A simi 1 ar argument is presented with
respect to the employment impacts whiche ri se from
recreational fishing expenditures i n the N. ¥ .T. This conce ™
leads to the fol 1 owing areas of focus:

1. what is the distribution of costs of the secondary fishing
industry between N. ¥. T. expenditures and expendituresin
gllotherregi ons;

2. whatis the 1 ocalincome component of expendituresmade i n
the N .M. T. ? That is, what are the wages, salari es,
profits and rents remai ning in the N .} _T. as a

consequence of N. W. T. expenditures?
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Attitudos of t e spcbndarv 1muctry VItL respect LO recouwcv

for ind qsthv exggnswon

A survey of this nature provides a means for Jodge
owners to ventilate concerns with respect o resource

management and development issue

wn

This aspect of the survey’,
while not strictiy necessary, has *Le potential to clarify
industry attitudes towards public policy matters. A "free

form" response to current issues would be useful. Possible

192}

areas of discussion:

1. the relationship betwesn vescurce availability and

we

business viabitity

- what is the relationship between availability of fish
and their ability to attrect clientele?

- is there a ﬂlﬂ1mum catch per day reaquired to attract
clientele on a sustained basis?

- is there greater significance to the size of the catch
than to the numbers of fish avai | able?
are there annual producti on requirements necessary to
maintai n current Teveisof operati on?
are there any controls on the catch per angler day

v

other thanexistinghzglimits?

what are theperceptionstcwards the current al 1 ocati on
of resources for renrez ticnal use?

Is there a surplus

or shortfall-»
2. the relationship between the pri ces charged for 1 1icence
fees and business vol ume and profi tabi 1 i ty:

what wou 1 d be the effect on bus i1 ess volume 1 £ 1 1 cen ce
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feeswereeliminated? i fees were doubled? tripled?
quadrupled?

should the government introduce a price system for
recreational fisheries which refiects the economic

scarcity of the resources allocated to recrestion? .

3. the potential for expansion of the recreational fishery:

RELATED ISSUES

that is the nature of the market for recreational
Fishing in the N .W .T. ? Woul d the entry of a new lodge
pr the expansion of existing 1 edges result i n a greater
vacancy rate than is currently experienced.

is the producti ve capacity of the fisheries resource
cons trai ningth e poss 1 bi 1 i ty of expansion uf the 1 od ge

i ndus try?

what is the current balance between the proaucti on
potential of fisheries resources and current use patterns
between recreational , domesti ¢ and commercial fisheries?
what opportunities are there to expand the rec reati cnal
fishery?

what role should the public sector pl ay i n the

development of the recreational Tfishery?

howshouldcenflicts between resource users be resol veal?

There are several issues which remain to be discussed. These

i ncl ude:

(a) resource

requirements - The cost of the project cannot-be

adequately

projected until details @S to what will be done, who

wi 11 do i t and within what time frame are resolved. The allocation
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of cosis heiween each agency will have to be cetermined.

(b) coverage of the survey - The first approach should be to enumerate

all establishments. The possibility exists that establishments in
Total wil? not be willing and/or able to respond to the survey.

e taken 1o ensure that the process of
voluntary response to the survey provides a representative profi le
of the lodges by geographic area and by size and type of

es tabl i shmen t.

(c) confidentiality - the sensitive nature of much of the information

t.o be generated in this study leads to an obvious concern. How
will the information be used and who will have access to it?

Agreement on this matter i35 integral to the conduct of the study.



