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pa. ramount. Presumably, the satisfactions of res i den t anglers are

also a high priority.

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

goverf}m?nt is also concerned wi tk a range of o!)j ecti ve~ whi ch

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

,. .

. .

national viewpoint. Nevertheless, i t might not be ~.n

Ollersi  rnpl i fi cati on to suggest that recreational fishing frUM the

national viewpoint should be considered pr’i mari “iy i n 1 i ght of t ts

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

[{. doubt, there is a degree of CCRP? W3nh!”i ~y among ~i”l~

objecti VeS cf these four interest grOUpS. lrl a Wel ‘i func”ti  oni ng .L-iirket

the interaction of deinand and supply wi 11 rcsul t i rI d ba? ance b?i ng

reached between the va 1 uati ons of an gl ers !Knef i t.s of d i ff’e rci n g

amounts of recreation opportunity and the supply co: is of provi d i ii~j

that opportunity. This process wi 11 also generate empl oyi~~nt and

incomes i n the region, which, under certain ci rcums Lcin ces wi 1 &ls u be

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 not

an outcome which WOU1 d be 1 ooked upon favourdbly  by anglers. Yet tilese

expendi tures wou 1 d i ncre as e gross revenues arid 1 i kel y net i nconw t..G ths

service sector. \,lere the government  sector to advocu. te P~bl i c

pol i c-i es which emphasized regional income di stri buti orI at the experrre

of economic efficiency, there might be a real 1 ocati on between

comrrrerci al and recreational uses. In bri C-;, whi 1 e we can agree t!:at

the various interest groups have common interects  there are also

numerous areas of confl i ct.
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NATIOIJAL ECONCMIC P-ERSF’ECTIVE.—..—— .

1 will not elaborate further upon the objectives of the

2nglers  drId the service sector. These groups are wel 1 organized and

q u i te ab 1 e of 1 oh byi n g the i r rcs pe c t i ve c a.~ es. Nor does i t bshove me

to el aborate upon the CN’A”T objectives or tl?e~ r ProPri e~Y. ~~s ~n

economist wi thin a federal government agkncy charged wi th the

management of the fisheries of the Northwest Territories, 1 can

el aborate upoti some of the current and future ecor:omi  c issues i n t!?e

recreational fi Sl-Ie ry.

First, let me ~utl i ne what I perce i ve the i n-kres ts of t~ i~-?

Department of Fisheries and Oceans to be. The IkpRrtuwnt Of F: ~!;~~-i ~~

and Oceans is res pens i bl e for the managemell-t  of the fisheries resc!urces

of the No rthws t Territories. k stewards cf the resource, there ?.re a

number of eco:~omi c ‘i SSL!eS Wili ch sk(jul d be examined. These issues mi ~llt

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 u~te the

contribution of fisheries-based acti vi ty i n the Noi+h!est  Te rri tori es

to the regi ona.1 and Canadian economies. The department Sl~OUl d

uncle rstand the rel at-i onshi p between current and i ncrenwntal  resowxe

nianagement expenditures and the contribution of the fisheries t~ the

Canadian econmy. There should be a.n ecorw?i c rati :I;lai e for I-
C SOUWC

al 1 oc ati  oil d:cis i ons between recres. ti onal , commrci al and dcm:s ti c

fi s!leri es and between fi sheri es-based activity and competing uses.

NATIONAL ECONONIC BEfiiEFITS

The focus of my discussion wi 11 be the concept and

measurement cf the net national benefits generated by the recreational

fishery. The “a~co~nti  ~g s t~nc~” or “pe%pccti  ve” of lily di SCIJSS i On
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wi 11 be the Canadian economy as a wI1o1 e. Relevant benefits and costs

are those which accrue to Can6.da. Thus, net benefits which are

generated to non-resi  dents are external to the framework of my

discuss i or!. Simi 1 arly, bencfi  ts and costs which are relevant from a

local or regional viewpoint may beconsid~red  transfers in a national ‘

perspective.

PRII!ARY BENEFITS AND COSTS— —

Primary benefits of recreational developmerrt are determined

by the interaction of two forces, the demand for the recreation

opportunity and the supply costs of that opportunity. By demand for

the r“~gil~  to fis]l , the economist refers to the relationship betiveen the

price charged ~ild. 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 , equ! pment, 1 odgifig and the 1 i kc .

necessary to parti ci pate i 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 is 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

cocmdi ty. Iri a recreational fisheries context where fisheries are

managed  by the pu!Ilic  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 cf making the resource available to the recreational

industry may entail foregoing a return to the resource in commercial clr
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iiet nationdl economic benefits from priiliai”y recreational

fishing activi t.y rc:>!.]lt  whsre the prima ry b?nefi ts are greater than the

costs “i ncu wed, whe r: the wi 1 ? i r!griess cf i ndi ti duals to pay for the

right of access to t;; c fishsry is greater th:an the opportunities

foregone in a: locdtirlg end m?n~[;irlg  the fishery for recreational use.

In accordance with o:ur persp~ctive of nati cfidl net economic benefits ,

a n y  s  urpl uses acc ru-; n g to nOi-:- rcs i dents a re exte rn a 1 to OIJ r account i n g

framework. Irlteres t i rI thesr ;Jr~ ::”;~ry  bei~efi ts to non-res i dents is

important, however, i n dete ~iili n ~ ng d pri ci rig strategy for non-res i dent

two

outfitters establ “i ~l-i;;?n  U and secondly, an indirect service sectcr

whose bus i n ess act i v i ~y i nc t-eases but is not i’~hol Iy dependent upon the

recreational fi she;y, such as service stations, restaurants and hotels.

The economic eval  Lki’L’~ on of” secondary industry benefits and costs is

problematic. From a national perspective, for al 1 ecpnomi c— . — .

evaluations, i t is convcnti  onal ?y advocated thet seconckry  effects

s h o u 1 d b e t. }-e ated \:; ~.h C ~ LIt ”~ o ri . ? f ~he re is :sneml ly ful 1 mpl oym:nt,

reas  Orid)”i  e IT:oh i 1 i ty of “1 25CU r 6 ;-id Capi t a 1 r~s ources,  some s emb 1 an C? c f

competi ti ve condi t.i ~i-!s ~ then t.!-Ie gain to +-he flati on al economy trorn

this added activity is minimal . I f these conditions are met then any

secondary benefi ci a 1 i fiipacts  as a consequence of the fishery bei n~

av[ri 1 abl e are s i reply 1 OC6,1 or regi cnal i n n;t.ure with offsetting——.— —

impacts els whet-e, 7“ i- ~, cI ;1 -J , wi t.h refe~)cnce  tc res i dent. spending, the
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nati orra.1 perspective takes the approach that, apart f)+om the surp? us

gained i n the primary fishing activity, the angler COU1 d obtain eaual- —

s ati sf act-i on by spending his ti we and money on subs ti tu te eccnomi c

acti vi ty, recreation or otherwise. These substitute activities may or

may not coincide with

but  f r om a  rrati anal v“

the i r econorni c effect

the existing regional cii stri buti on of impacts ,

ewpoi nt they are cOns i dered to be of fsett”i  n g i n

Implicit i n this approach is the assumption

that. tile next bes’c alternative activity occurs wi thin the national

boun d.ary. The treatment of non-resident expericiiture  data is not

strai ght forward at al 1. on the one hand, t.t~ere are analysts who

WOU1 d treat al 1 sec:cndary effects ~ whether res i den t or non- res i d<nt

sp~>lld  i n g, i n the s me fashion. SecoTld.atajf  b~nefi i,~ ai”~ es.$ilr:led to equal

secondary costs. },7 ternati vely, some analysts ~oul d incorporate the

ncn- res i dent expenditure data, subject to

directly into a valuation of the fishery.

first necessary to d~t~rmi ne what,: y.orti on.

some further analysis,

In this approach, it is

of the expen(ii tures can be

attributed to the recreational fishery. If the fisherman comes to the

reg~ on for the sole purpose of fishing, then al 1 the expenditures are

attributed to the fishery. If it is determined that the trip is a

mul tj - pui-pos e vis i t whi ch would take place i n the ah ence of the

ff shi !Ig oppcrt~~ni t~, then none of the expenditures are .i nci uded. OIlc.e
. .

the portion of expenditures i{hi ch: can be attri Mted to the fi s.hery are

estimated, the analys:;s then proceeds to estimate Ret econorni c benefi ts‘,. . .,
by netting out the costs of semi di”r?g ang! ers. Whi 1 e the approacl~ may

serve as a pragmatic comprom.is e to the val uat i on problem ~ i t is clearly

not wi thout its 1 i mi tati ons. what are the subs ti tute acti Vi ti eS fOr

the a.cti vi ty being valued and do they 1 ie within or external to the
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national economy? If within the national economy, should we not adopt

the same approach as for the treatment of resident spending and

si;g~est thiese ~econdary  effects will carlcel out. If these

o ppc rt u n i ti ~s were external to the nati onal econ ONY, a case m.a.Y e~is t

for the i i-)cl us i on of net secondary benefits as being rel event eccnmi c

bel-,ef i ts , }Imwver, once we have i ncl udeci these benefits should we not

proceed to determine th2  net secondary effects, i f any, of al 1

competing uses i f we seek consistency i n our val ue measure. That is,

the c!eba.te  might become one of comparing primary and secondary benefits

of recreati  Oilal fishing with commercial fishing, with competing

i n d us tr.i a 1 uses, and s o cm. At t.h-is stage, I do not think we should

c=tegori cal 7 y accept or reject the i rnportance of non-res  i der:t spending

to a valuation of the recreational fishery. Some conceptual and

empi ri cal hurc!l es remain to be crossed before ~Afe ~d~Pt one Pos: ti W ~r

the other.

- I WCIU1 d now 1 i ke to move to a discussion

arial yti cal techniques, “tools of the trade”, which

of some of the

have been used to

measure the benefits of outdoor recreation activity.

Perilaps I run the risk of confusing you even further, but i

WOU”I d 1 i ke to start wi tii a. digression orl one approach which is not

cons i dered to he of much use as a

hinted that the gross expenditure

accepted. The idea underlying th.

rne as Ure of val Ue. I have al ready

approach to valuation is not wi deiy

s approach is that the value of

recreation is believed to be at 1 east equal to expenditures - incurred

for transpoi-tation,  food and lodging, and equipment in order to engage

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

wry us E ful i n ~,al uati on of the r(?SCJUrCe. This is not a radical view

whi ci~ I am presenting. For example, cons i der the fol 1 owi ng comment i n

1961 cm the relevance of an expenditure survey conducted by the United

States Fish and Mi 1 dl i fe Service:

“Absolutely nothing. These expenditures were for food,
lodging, trai’el, clothes, guns, rods and similar items.
These val~les  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
recreationist.s  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 achievirlg  is a transfer
of expenditures from one group to another: there is
little if any net gain to society from this level of
effects . l“he social case for pu!Ili 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 thedevelopnent of market simulation ~
techniques, o;le of th~ most common method of
recreatiorial  evaluation  was based on equating the
gross expenditures users made to visit a recreational
site with the benefits gener~tea  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 i te. If tl-:e site were eliminated, these

..+



. j t js a measure Of gro~. s expenri.i  tures, whereas a measure of

b e n e f i t  js desi r e d .

Variations of the gross expendi tur~ method i ncl ud; the net

expend i tu res and the costs of i n pu is used i n provj d; ng the foods
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gasoline, equipment  and supplies purchased. However, the basic

limitations remain.

A more sophisticated, though no less flawed, approach tG

~aluation tllrOL~gh t h e  u s e  Of e x p e n d i t u r e  d a t a  is t h e  technique of input-

out~ut a n a l y s i s . This m e t h o d  t r a c e s  t h e  relationships b e t w e e n  the

fl~i!~s of input into a particular industiay  from all other it]dustt-ies znd

househo~ds and likewise the flow of outputs from one industry to ot!:er

i’ni]usti-ies  and demand sectors.

Expenditure data., even i  f  we consider  i  t  to  be a g r o s s

indi c.ator, must be cons ‘i dered to be a poor i ndi cater of the values to

CN-iEcj i d)] SOCj et~~ of the r e c r e a t i o n a l  f-i shery. For exampi e, cOilSi der
.

these three cases where expendi t.ure data may lead to very poor public

,. p o l i c y  c h o i c e s :

Example 1.—.— -—.—

If fish stocks were reduced then, al 1 other things

equal , commerci al. fishermen WOU1 d incur higher costs of fi str.

profi tabi ? i ty of the commercial industry would have declined

being

Logical ly, we would conclude that some adjustments in the fishing

i n d u s t r y  s h o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  - the i  nc!ustry should contract  i  n size

with human, capital and natural resources moving to more producti ve

opportuni  t i e s . From th~ gross e x p e n c i i  ture p o i n t  o f  v i e w ,  h o w e v e r ,

.Luki  n g t}le same q uanti ty. of f i Sh at higher costs generates more inputs

i n terms of ewpl oyment  and gear to harvest the f i sh. T h e r e f o r e ,  m o r e

h u m a n ,  c a p i t a l  a n d  n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  s h o u l d  b e  a l  l o c a t e d  t o  cclmmerci  al

fish i ng, perhaps drawing upon resources currently al  1  ocateci to

recreati ona

COfi-iU2~-C i a 1

use. Clearly, if this approach were advocated by the

ndus  try as  a  guide to  resource al  1  ocati  on, t h e  r e c r e a t i o n
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1 obby would be quick to point out its flaws. In cuntr~st, how ~an the

recreation 1 obby 1 egi tirnately argue from the basis of gross expendi ture

data th~:~ ~j~re and m[;re resources should be al 10catcd tO H2C1’~a’Cj CJll~l

use ?

Exatq3”i e 2. . . .

Anather. exa.mpl e WOU-I d be an increase i n costs j ncurred !“)J(

recreatl fJi’i5.l fi shem-ien , wheth: r f ue 1 cm d travel cos tss or cm ts of

chdrt,cr vcss e:s and ~-i shi ng gear. I f these costs increase, so V(OUI d

the induced impacts from an increase i n recreational fishing. I t does

not seem sensible, however, to suggest that a rise i n these costs ifitik~

recreators “better off”.

Example 3

Another example WOU1 d be a decrease in tish density’ ava~ 1 abl e

to recreati  ona? fi skernen.

user-days rather than fish

fish density wcul d have no

Expend! tures in a region are a. function of

caught per se. Cons equal tl y, a decrease in

apparent. impact drid no i nd ucecl i mpact. s oi~

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 r~creati cn.

1. the S-; im.I”i ati on of a market machani sm.

\!he ~-~ ~~~i ~a 1 CI r zero pri ces are dete rmi PW! t!? t-Oti S?1 ail

acim”i n is trati ve management s theme, a relatively wel ? function i i? g

market is not considered to be operating. Two met!lods have been

developed which seek to estimate the demand for

. o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  the absence of  a  market- mechan

approaches are based on the concept of the wi 11”

recreat j on

sm. Both

ngness to pay for
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the ri cjht of access. The first approach, referred to as the travel-

cost nwthod, generates csti mates of demand and value from observed

cconcmi c. be!i?vi our s UC!] 5.s parti ci pati on or vis i tat ”i on rates. The

second  a pprod ch, the di r~ct sut-l~ey metjhocl, seeks to el i Ci t a

Imas  ure of wi 11 i n gness to pay  f rom the re< pondents  based o n  a  r a n g e

of tiypothet i cal ci rcums t;n ‘ces. In spite of the limitations of

these two approaches “Lo v?l uati Gn, the techniques have achieved

some measure Of acceptance by the economics profess i On.

2, the creati cm of a market mech an i sm

Thers arc cri ti C: sns that economic eval tiations  have overly

er;ph?.s i zcd the non -Jma t-k et nature of outdoor re creati on. Tr~di t i onal

pri Ciilg pol _ic-i es are accepted without reference to the economic

consequences of these PO? i ci es. Chal ? ertgers to this con~’ention,

~)- t ~ [)1 i cy and measurement G !.!es t. i OnS ~wh i ? e cross i n g both r~i c;hfur-scnlci 1 ,

have argued that resource coinmi trrents to recreation should be based “

on direct use of tne price systkm. Price is a powerful management

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

programs. ~!hi le there are technical conditions where a zero PCI1 i C.y

ilas economi  c reti onal e, greater scope for pricing recreational

resources, i s  a d v o c a t e d . blot surprisingly, s:lch a fundamental

Ci-i t; ci sm c;f conventi onal approaches generates iwat-ed debate.
.

.

.

.

‘,. . .,.,

. .
.
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The Departmer?t of Fisheries and Oceans requires the capacity

to examine economic issues in the freshwater fis}-ieries.  l-her? is a need

to understand the factors which influence the deiriand for und suppiy of

r e c r e a t i o n a l  f i s h e r i e s  o p p o r t u n i t i e s . Both the opportunity and the i~~:~tj

to address these i ssu.es exist i n the !:orth;’:es t Territories. Support ?tld

ctimmi  ‘criient for the program should be sought from the Government of the

iiorthwe~t Ter)- i tori es.

The program can proceed i n three separate though interrelated

p!xises. Initial ly, i t is proposed that a profi 1 e of the nature ~ si ze

and dimensions of ti]e pri m;ry and secondary recreational fisheries lx

conducted . Thi ~ ~r~fi I e can be deve? cped ‘:!? rough ( a ) the 1980 nati C.~i-ifi ?

s u r v e y  o f  a n g l e r s ai?d ( b ) the profi  1 e of the secondary fishing i ndus try

dis C u s s e d  aS a CoOperati ve G!J\’~, DFO and Travel Industry Association of

the Northwest Territories (TM-NWT ). This phase should improve the

uncle t-s tandi ng of the industry. Insofar as this work wi i 1 i n“ turn rai ~c

more detai 1 ecl concerns and wi 11 be useful i n recji onal i tilpact analysis,

i t SI1OU1 d be 1 ooked upon as serving niore than descriptive and general

i nfotniati on needs. The second phase of the program shout d proceed to

apply existing economic techniques i n the areas of demand analysis,

s u pp 1 y ana 1 ys is S and the :-o 1 e of pri ci ng cischan i srr!s for ret reati orI 3 ~

resources. Gi vim ths reservations wi tl? current techniques, more

thought shcwl d be given to testing the various approaches to valuation

and search i ng out new meas tirement techniques ~ i f riced be. Presumably,

the profi 1 e and analysis phases of the program wi 11 bring the

depfirtment  to the point where i t can enter “phase 111“ and provide

econorni c assessment ~nd rationale for resource al 1 ocati on decisions.
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This cc.paci tj~, i f success ful ly developed, should enhzrice  the

departments abi 1 i ty to respond not only to the N. W.T. i SSUeS bUt to

al 1 f res hwd ter f is heri es issues wi th recreational i mpl i cations. A t  t.his

~ ‘LI?. g c > ~,lh j 1 ~ COgn i Z ant of the ove ral 1 d i rect i on of the program, we

res ~ ri ct ours el ‘:25 to the p res wtati on of t.~!o projects \/hi ch might

ccns ti tute “Phase 1“ of the program.

I?hdse I : Economt c P rofi 1 e of the Recreational Fishery of the Northwest—..—
Terri tories

Purpose : To provl cl: a detai ~ ~d des ~l-i Pti on of the nature, S i Ze and

dimensions of the primary and secondary recreational fisheries

of the Nort!west  Terri tories.

T o  c o n d u c t  a  reyi o n a l  i m p a c t  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  recres-li crIa.1 .

fi s“heri  ez of the Northwest Terri tories;

To ic!enti fy economic issues and concerns which require mere

detai 1 ed a n a l y s i s .

Pro j ects:

1. N a t i o n a l  S u r v e y  of Anal eI-S

The Department  of  F isher ies and Oceans,  i  n  cooperati cn

with the provi Rces and the terri tori al governments, conducted a

nati Onal sur.~ey 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. ?-h: s uY~ey WUU1 d pro’,~i  de ( a )

profi 1 e Gf the distribution of fish”i !lCJ activity, (b) 3 profile

e x p e n d i t u r e s  o n  r e c r e a t i o n a l fis hi rig and ( c ) a soci o- eccm omi c

prof i le  of  recreational  a n g l e r s . The prel iminarj’ design and

purpose of ‘ ~~h * nati onal survey s houl d be revi ewed by retji ona 1 DFO

staff and the GN’AT to ensure that the survey wi 11 adequate ”iy meet

the needs of the respective agerlci es.
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The national survey is i n the design stage. T!ie 1 aiest

detai 1s on the survey wi 11 be provided agency representatives as

soon a$ poss i !31 (e. Ori g“i l-i a 1 Iy, i t wds i ntende d that t h e  s u rvey b e

admi n is te red to a s amp 1 e of 1 i cens  e i an g 1 e rs w i th tl-Ie f i rs t ma i 1

out i n January, 1981. Prqui  rement.s for federal /terri tori ?.1

parti ci pati cn i n this survey requ”i  re th u.t the p r-e 1 i mi nary draft of

the svl-vey be revi e~,~ed a,~ to its acccpttibi i ty by tkie  ei?d Of

Noverilh  e r. Licences must be cons:)??. d~it~d by year end to enabl e

draili ng a salrpl e. Samp-l i ng t,echnfl ques, sample s i ze, and

determi riati on of the sample wi 11 be ~d~l.e~sed 2S e~rjy i n 19~1 ‘s

pGs s i b-l e . Th;n(?2 ~;a~ i ‘[JU”~$ ha\’e he~’n ?}acposed. Test$ of resp~~lse

biases wi 11 bs conducted. The data wi 11 be coded and screelied for

rel i abi 1 i ty i n the regional DFO o?fi ce. Data analysis WI 11 be

cot:ducted by tl+ie headquarte~+s staff of MO. Th~ zna?j,sis st2gc

wi 11 span a peri od of s eve ral mon th~. A draft report \vi 11 then be

p r e p a r e d  f o r  t!ie r e v i e w  of p a r t i c i p a t i n g  agerici  es. EXC1 us i ve of

the resource cormni tments of DFO headquarters  to the conduct of the

n a t i o n a l  s u r v e y , i t is anticipated that DFO Western Region wi 1 ?

expend .$5,000 0 & H and O. 5 WI? i n the conduct of the s urv~y. No

addi ti on al f uncl i ng is sought f)-~ifi GW!T. GNWT cooperation is soucjht

i n Fil 1 pb d.S CL of t h e  s u r v e y ,  h o w e v e r ,  and  es Pi ~1 “~~’ i n t?~~

c o n  s o l  i  d a t i  o n  of 1 i cences there  may be some  i ITpl i ci t costs ‘ix the

MINT .

2. Prclfi 1 e of the Secondau Fi shi ~~–I ndustry. — . — .

A cooperative enaedvour between DFO, GNWi and. T IA-NHT is

currently being discuss ed. The ob j e c t i ves  o f  th i s  s tudy  are  t o

provi de:
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( a )  a description of “ t h e  present size, capacity and utilization

of the seconda~y fishing industry in the N.W.T.

(b) analysis of the financial and economic performance of the

secondary ind~stry.

(c) regional impact an~lysis to examine employment and i!lCCiW

i m p a c t s  t o  the li.M.T. in relation to total employment arid

expenditure patterns of the secondary fishing industry.

(d) perceptions o,= lodge omers with respect to resource

management and allocation issues.

The information necessary for this study wil-l require

that a survey be designed then administered to members of TIA-W”T.

Mhile GFO and GIWT would cooperate in the design and preparation of

the questionnaire, TIA.N!,~T sholj~d administer the survey in order to

generate support fo~+ 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. If this

approach is of concern to the TIA-WT membership, a private

consultant could be hired to conduct the preliminary analysis and

aggregation of data. Strict guidelines ~ould have to be agreed

upon b~fore 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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c’

(a) Description of the size, capacity and utilization of’ the
— — . — .  - ——- —

secor;d?.  ry r e c r e a t i o n a l  fishil:g i n d u s t r y .— — — . — . .—  .——— —

GNidT and ‘~ IA-!\!!!”I files ~i-!d res u: ts CJf the survey s houl d enab ? c

ciocwwnta?i  on Of:

4. trend i n th 9 n u m b e r  o f  1 od g~s by s i Ze of es ta!>l is hmen t i n

,.ec~nt yea]”~, 5 year trend, 0!” longer;

5. n u m b e r  o f  1 udges  by 1 evel of servi c e s  o f f e r e d ;

6. operati rig season of the 1 cd, ge industry i n nun-her of days;

7. 1 edge capacity i n terms of the number of guest days

capacity and 1 ength

8. occupancy rate over

9. trends i n occupancy

1 C;nger ;

10. profi ? e  o f

/\~ .\,J,T .  r e s

of seascm;

tile 1980 season;

rates i n recei~t j’~ars, 5 year trend or

c1 i entel e i n 1980 by res i Mcy of client:

den ce, other Canadians, non-resident Amer. cans,

other foreign c1 i ents;

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

days .
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.

(i))

.

Ind:.:s i:.~’v Perfornancc—. .-— - - . — .

The survey should be designed to enable accounting

1 ar~c,, just not avai Iabl e.
~l.l ~s s ~udy i 2 i ntended to

e-l i MI na. t.e this gap -i n our understanding of the fi shery. The

fol 1 ~i~i ~g data at-2 essent-i al ‘co the conduct of the stutY:

1. docurwntati on of the pri ze s tructur? of 1 edge opera t i cns

I,irrle, !5 year trend or 1 onger;

~. d~cum~ntation Of 19S() o p e r a t i o n s  i n  a uni  f o r m  a c c o u n t i n g

frarwda t-k. T h i s  WOUJ d include gross income  by “type of
. -. .-

revenue and expenses b~’ major cost cat250r’i es i ncl udi ng

cost of goods s 01 d, maintenance and repai rs, deprecf ati on,

\+iages  (explicit and impl i ~i t) ~ ~ nterest * advertising and

mi SCel 1 aneous expenses;

costs cf. ”1 and, bui 1 di r!gs, kats, w h a r v e s ,  a i r s t r i p s ,

equipment, motors anti~” ski doos, cars and trucks ;

5. cas!l flow analysis  to  cktermi n e  t h e  r e t u r n  o n  i n v e s t m e n t s

.

,

, ai)d t h e  p r e s e n t  v a l u e  o f  t h e  i  ]itiustry.
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.

Rscional Impact Analysis--..—

Th2se are concerns not only with the tot~.1 revenues

and expenditures i ncurre. ci by the i n dus try, but al so wit+ ti]~

regi on~l incidence of  these recei pts and expenses and the i  r

rel atcci empl oymen t  impac ts . A d“is ti ncti on i n this s tuay ‘

S h OLJ ~ ~ be d t-~k,~n b: t~.~een expen ~ i tl~r~s lvh i ch rcmai n wi ‘ch i n t I?(?

P!. ‘d. T, and those made outs i de the N. M. T. ~ Cornrnonly refen-~d to

as 1 eakagcs i n the System. 1ni ti al expenditures ~re e dol 1 ar

flow which may or may not be translated into incomes to 1 ocal

res i dents. D::pendent  upon the kind of commodity or service

purc17asec!,  more  o ,v 1 ess mLi S t i n turn b e  p a  i d out fOr t h e

stocks Gr materi a-ls  u s e d .

payments to fion-resi dents.

the ii. !J. T. is utiknoivn, but

s~me my accru~a as profi t and Ot~-I ~ c

The extent to which this occurs i n

is understood to be an area of

c o n c e r n  t o  t h e  GNMT. A simi 1 ar argument is presented with

r e s p e c t  to the empl oyment i m p a c t s  whi  ch e ri  se from

recreational fishing expenditures i n the N. W .T. This conce m

leads to the fol 1 owing areas of focus:

1. what is the distribution of costs of the secondary fishing

industry between N. R. T. expenditures and expendi tures i n

al 1 ot.he  r regi o n s ;

2 . MI at is the 1 ocal i n come c o m p o n e n t  of expendi tures made i n

tile N .IJ. T.  ? That  is ,  what  are the w a g e s ,  Sal alai e s ,

profits and rents reinai ning in the N .M .T. as a

consequence of N. M. T. expendi  tures? .

.

I
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than to the numbers of fish avai I able?

are there annual producti OR r’equi reiwnts necessary to

ina”i ntai n Curiwnt 1 e~tels  of op~ rati on?

are there ?.ny ccntrols on the catch per angler day

other th~i_i  existing bag 1 ilqi ts ?

wh~t are t!i~ percepti oils tcxards the current al 1 ocati on

of ~eso~r~es for recrc?. ti Grial u s e ? I s  t h e r e  a  s u r p l u s

or  shortfal 1 ?

2. the relationship betwwn the pri ccs charged for 1 icence

fees and busin~ss VOI u:ne and profi tabi 1 i ty:

what wou 1 d be the effect on bus i n ess vol urns j f 1 j cen ce

—
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. .

.’r

4

fees ~ei-e e] imi nated? i f fees were doubled? tripled?

quadrupled?

(

REI-,L.TED ISSUES

Tklere

i ncl ude:

\

I

I

\

I

/hat is the nature of the market for recreational

Fishing in the N .l! .T. ? Moul d the entry of a new lodge

>r the expansion of existing 1 edges result i n a greater

vacancy rate than is currently experienced.

is the protucti  ve capacity of the fisheries resource

cons trai Hi 17 g tlI e POSs i bi 1 i ty of expansion of the 1 od ge

i nclus try?

#hat is the current balance between the proaucti on

potential of fisheries resources and current use patterns

between recreational , dolilesti c and commercial fisheries?

,~hat opportunities are there to expand the rec reati cnal

fishery?

,~hat role should the public sector PI ay i n the

development of the recreational fishery?

h~w Shoul tj c~nfl icts between resource users be resol veal?

are sevei+al issues which remain to be discussed. These

( a )  r e s o u r c e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  - T h e  c o s t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  c a n n o t - b e

adequately projected until details as to what will be done, who

wi 11 do i t and within what time frame are resolved. The allocation
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af costs b:tween each acjency will have to be deterinined.

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

all establishments. The poss~bility exists that establishments ~

total wil? not be willing and/or able to respond to the survey.- — —

Extrems Ctii”e shsuld be taken to ensure that the process of

voluntary resporise to the survey providds 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 nattire 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 is integral to the conduct of the study.


