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Executive Summary
This action research project is about working with Indigenous partners, governments, research
scientists, and tourism industry professionals to reposition a key adventure tourism and research site in
Northern Labrador. The project investigates the potential for improving public-private collaboration
around the development and management of the Inuit owned Torngat Mountains Base Camp and
Research Station (TMBCRS), located on Nunatsiavut lands, just outside the boundaries of Torngat
Mountains National Park. Although recognized worldwide as an exceptional adventure tourism draw,
TMBCRS has experienced ongoing financial challenges since it began operations in 2006.
This project is designed to bring together the various key decision-makers and stakeholders who
collectively have an interest in the Base Camp and Research Station becoming a sustainable, world-class
tourist attraction and platform for cutting-edge scientific research. Our chief collaborators on this
project include TMBCRS’ lead public partners, the Nunatsiavut Government (NG) and Parks Canada.
They have chosen to participate in this research as part of their ongoing efforts to develop TMBCRS into
a successful adventure tourism and research draw that preserves Nunatsiavut’s unique ecological and
cultural heritage.
Part 1 of the report sets the stage for our business analysis of TMBCRS in Part 2. In the beginning
sections of Part 1, we introduce TMBCRS’ key features as a case study site, including its natural
surroundings, and environmental conditions; its remote location and physical infrastructure; as well as
its historical setting and cultural context. Throughout Part 1 we also situate TMBCRS within a broader
literature review of Indigenous-managed tourism ventures in Arctic and remote regions.
After establishing this crucial background context, we then transition to a discussion of relevant business
concepts from the literature on partnerships and the special case of public-private partnerships (P3s)
and so-called “protected-area P3s” to support ecotourism. In these closing sections of Part 1 we
examine the roles that various kinds of partnerships have played in remote sustainable tourism
operations in and around parks and other protected areas. Our examination of partnerships in Part 1
then concludes with a comparative case study analysis of partnership-based tourism initiatives in
Northern Canada and Australia that have experienced similar opportunities and challenges as TMBCRS.
An important objective of this project is to have all of TMBCRS’ critical and diverse players come
together to share their views, discuss business model solutions, and deliberate a common course of
action. The results of this engagement work are presented in Part 2 of the report.
In Part 2 we present the results of our primary research and stakeholder engagement work through an
in-depth analysis of TMBCRS’ evolving business requirements, challenges, and potential. Our business
analysis encompasses three intersecting components, including:

4





Directions to undertake a financial assessment of Base Camp operations;
Directions to undertake a market segmentation analysis of TMBCRS; and
Directions for TMBCRS’ lead partners and key stakeholders to establish a joint strategic planning
process and clear governance framework.

The emphasis throughout this exercise is on paving the way for an appropriate business model that
harnesses the strengths of TMBCRS’ various public and private partners to deliver a world-class and
sustainable tourist destination and research station.
The findings of our business analysis offer concrete and actionable recommendations grounded in an
assessment of the Base Camp’s actual business requirements, challenges, and development potential.
These recommendations provide foundational elements for the work that TMBCRS’ partners need to
undertake. Addressing the strategic activities they present will be crucial to help TMBCRS become a
sustainable tourism venture. The persistent issues they address are relevant, regardless of which
partnership approaches and business models TMBCRS’ partners eventually decide to pursue.
Our key recommendations include the following strategic activities:
1. Develop a project charter and terms of reference for the Torngat Mountain Base Camp and
Research Station;
2. Develop an operations manual for TMBCRS line managers and staff;
3. Understand cost/revenue-drivers and develop a common accounting system and capital asset
inventory for TMBCRS;
4. Develop a common marketing strategy for tourists and research scientists coming to TMBCRS;
5. Develop a stakeholder outreach strategy for Nunatsiavut beneficiaries; and
6. Develop a long-term infrastructure development and capital financing strategy.
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Part 1: Context Setting
Introduction
In its 2014 Global Report on Adventure Tourism, the United Nations World Tourism Organization
(UNWTO) concluded that: “Tourism is one of the most rapidly growing sectors in the world, and
adventure tourism is one of its fastest growing categories. Increasingly, countries in all stages of
economic development are prioritizing adventure tourism for market growth, because they recognize its
ecological, cultural, and economic value. Adventure tourists are willing to pay a premium for exciting
and authentic experiences.”1 This insight from the UNWTO clearly points to the growth potential of
remote and unique tourism experiences such as TMBCRS.
What is Adventure Tourism?
The Adventure Travel Trade Association (ATTA) defines adventure tourism as a trip that
includes at least two of the following three elements: physical activity, natural
environment, and cultural immersion. Though the ATTA definition of adventure tourism
only requires two of these components, trips incorporating all three tend to create the
fullest adventure travel experience for tourists – for example, a trip to TMBCRS and
Torngat Mountains National Park that involved hiking (physical activity) along national
park trails (natural environment) and genuine interaction with local residents and/or
Indigenous peoples (cultural immersion).
According to the UNWTO, the ideal adventure tourism venture is resilient, attracts high
value customers, supports local economies, and encourages sustainable practices.
Source: United Nations World Tourism Organization, "Global Report on Adventure Tourism"., p.
12-13.

The mountains of Northern Labrador provide a spectacular showcase of Canada’s Northern ecological
heritage. Majestic fjords, glacier fed lakes, towering peaks, abundant fish and wildlife, and flowering
tundra meadows create a deep and lasting impression on visitors. The area is also home to the Inuit of
Nunatsiavut and has been for thousands of years. Their cultural heritage and place-based traditions,
combined with an intimate knowledge of the land, provide a context for exploring and understanding
the region that can only come from having been part of the land for millennia.

1
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The TMBCRS is a gateway to Torngat Mountains National Park. From the Inuktitut word Torngait,
meaning “place of spirits”, the spectacular wilderness of the national park comprises 9,700 km2 of the
Northern Labrador Mountains natural region. The park extends from Saglek Fjord in the south, to the
northern tip of Labrador; and from the provincial boundary with Québec in the west, to the icebergchoked waters of the Labrador Sea in the east. The mountain peaks along the border with Quebec are
the highest in mainland Canada east of the Rockies, and are dotted with remnant glaciers. Polar bears
hunt seals along the coast, and both the Torngat Mountains and George River caribou herds cross paths
as they migrate to and from their calving grounds. Today, Inuit continue to use this area for hunting,
fishing, and harvesting, and to maintain their cultural heritage and traditional ecological knowledge. In
this rich natural and cultural historical environment, TMBCRS also provides a base of operations for
visiting researchers. Indeed, the Base Camp originated as a research station for scientists undertaking
seasonal fieldwork in the park; and in present times, visiting tourists often have opportunities to learn
about the latest scientific research being undertaken there from the current roster of researchers on
location.
The 2014 UNWTO Global Report on Adventure Tourism found that “for many of the world´s billions of
tourists - those seeking to roam further afield in search of unique experiences - adventure travel has
become a cornerstone of the tourism experience [….] As we shift towards a more globalized world,
consumers are increasingly seeking authentic experiences. The expansion of adventure tourism creates
immense opportunities for development, particularly in remote communities where adventure travel
fuels the local economy, as well as generates income and employment.”2
The incredible natural beauty of Torngat Mountains National Park combined with the rich ecological,
cultural and historic insights of the original inhabitants of the region create a substantial opportunity to
showcase the area to visitors from around the world. The challenge comes in developing a sustainable
approach that minimizes adverse impacts on the local environment and heritage sites, while optimizing
positive tourism experiences, cross-cultural encounters, business value, and regional socio-economic
outcomes.
While its potential is promising, the challenges of developing the Torngat Mountains area for tourism
are numerous. Difficult access, limited critical infrastructure, and very high costs of doing business
combined with a short (7 to 8 week) conventional tourism season, means that capitalizing on the
richness of the region requires careful planning and risk management, along with infrastructural
supports that are difficult to put in place.

2

Ibid., p. 6.
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Over the past 10 years, the TMBCRS in Nunatsiavut, has served as a gateway to the surrounding Torngat
Mountains National Park, and has met with generally positive reviews in terms of visitors’ experiences
and levels of satisfaction. Continuous improvements in facilities and cultural programming have been
repeatedly noted and appreciated. However, from a financial perspective, persistent challenges must be
overcome before the Base Camp can achieve break-even or turn a profit.
Typical long-range tourism planning horizons can be 15 to 20 years in the making.3 In its 10th year,
TMBCRS is at a critical turning point for partners in their commitment to its guiding vision. From the
beginning, TMBCRS’ partners have been willing to accept financial losses, particularly given the
remoteness of the site, the need for capacity building and learning, and the surrounding region’s unique
environmental conditions and cultural significance to the people of Nunatsiavut. The next stage for this
venture is to establish its sustainability.
The Base Camp and national park present a significant opportunity for Labrador Inuit in a number of
ways. The Base Camp itself provides a staging ground for Nunatsiavummiut to access traditional lands
for hunting and harvesting; just as it serves as a gateway to accessing the broader socio-economic
opportunity of a developing tourism destination. Together, the Base Camp and park provide a stage for
Inuit to showcase their culture to the world. The natural surroundings of the area also create a living
laboratory for researchers to come and learn about a unique ecosystem with the added benefit of
learning through the lens of Inuit traditional ecological knowledge. In addition, this special environment
presents an invaluable opportunity for Inuit youth to learn about Nunatsiavut’s unique ecology and
cultural heritage (kANGIDLUASUk Student Program), while also being exposed to opportunities in
tourism, scientific research, and parks management.
In this context of numerous social benefits, the Base Camp’s primary business partner since 2009, the
Nunatsiavut Group of Companies (NGC), which managed Base Camp operations, was willing to accept
annual losses. However, with the close of TMBCRS’ 2016 season, NGC notified NG and Parks Canada
that, unless the business model changes (along with a new management agreement), it would withdraw
from managing Base Camp operations beyond 2016. At the time of this writing (March 2017) there is
presently no Base Camp operator.
NGC’s decision to withdraw from Base Camp operations has convinced NG and Parks Canada, TMBCRS’
principal public partners, to rethink its business model and explore options for alternative partnerships.
Their present challenge provides a significant opportunity for research to explore alternative business

3
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models and partnership arrangements for the Base Camp and Research Station, including the suitability
of P3s for developing Indigenous managed adventure tourism facilities and services.

Research objective and partners
The objective of this research is to determine the arrangements needed to establish a sustainable
business model for the provision of remote adventure tourism and research facilities on Nunatsiavut
lands near Torngat Mountains National Park. To fulfill this objective, The Conference Board of Canada
worked directly with decision-makers from NG, and Parks Canada, as well as other present and former
partners such as NGC, to conceptualize a business model and action plan for managing and operating
the TMBCRS.
Aside from Parks Canada, the federal government has also contributed to TMBCRS and tourism in the
Nunatsiavut region, through other departments and agencies. Key contributors include the Atlantic
Canada Opportunities Agency (ACOA), Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada, and Canadian Heritage.
These stakeholders were active participants in the research workshops we developed for this project.
In addition, a range of other stakeholders, partners, and potential collaborators and industry experts,
including The Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, Destination Labrador, tour operators, and
tourism financing experts, shared their insights with us throughout the process of researching and
developing the components of a new business model for TMBCRS.
Key to the success of this project – and a goal that has not been accomplished thus far – is to have all of
TMBCRS’ critical and diverse players come together to deliberate business model solutions and
determine a common course of action. (The results of this work are presented in Part 2 of the report).
The Inuit of Nunatsiavut are the main players driving this process and our research inquiry, bringing
years of history and understanding of the local landscape to the table. Providing an effective and
sustainable framework to facilitate the sharing of their rich traditions and culture with the outside world
has been a key objective of Torngat Mountains National Park and TMBCRS from the start. But
Nunatsiavummiut cannot achieve this objective fully without the collaboration of appropriate partners
from the tourism and hospitality sector and supporting industries. In addition, Nunatsiavut’s long-term
vision for tourism development will not come to be realized if the broader network of public and private
stakeholders in Labrador’s tourism sector fails to come together with TMBCRS’ proponents to define a
shared master plan for going forward together.
Establishing and maintaining a new business model to achieve effective collaboration and sustainability
requires the proper alignment of several key subsectors, strategic partners, and stakeholder groups.
They include:
The Nunatsiavut Government (NG). The NG represents the Inuit of the Nunatsiavut region and
manages the Labrador Inuit’s land claim and self-government agreement on behalf of their beneficiaries
– since 2005. The NG has a strong mandate to protect and promote Inuit culture in the region.
9

Effectively running the TMBCRS represents an important mechanism to advance that element of the
NG’s mandate.
Parks Canada. The TMBCRS is situated in Nunatsiavut, just outside the boundary of Torngat Mountains
National Park. People are drawn to the area because of the international reputation Parks Canada has
established for protecting and promoting some of the most spectacular natural ecosystems on the
planet. Due to the fact that the national park, established in 2005, will be there in perpetuity, the
opportunity to harness the tourism potential of the area will not disappear. Parks Canada is an anchor
tenant at the Base Camp, stationing several employees on site for the entire operating season as well as
for several weeks before the season begins. Parks staff operated the Base Camp during its early phases
from 2006 to 2009.
Nunatsiavut Group of Companies (NGC). NGC is the business arm of the Nunatsiavut Government.
Reporting to the Labrador Inuit Capital Strategy Trust, NGC’s mission is to create wealth in trust for
Nunatsiavut beneficiaries by owning profitable, sustainable businesses. NGC’s business lines include
marine transportation, air transportation, commercial real estate, construction, remote camp
operations, logistics, and heavy civil. Its various subsidiaries have provided direct infrastructure and
logistical support to TMBCRS since 2009; and NGC managed Base Camp operations between 2009 and
2016.
Other Federal Actors. Several other federal actors, such as the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency
(ACOA), Canadian Heritage, and Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), have contributed
funding for tourism development in Nunatsiavut. ACOA, for example, has provided funding for TMBCRS
infrastructure; and contributed funds, alongside Parks Canada, Canadian Heritage, and INAC, for the
Illusuak Cultural Centre in Nain.
The Government of Newfoundland and Labrador. The provincial government plays a large role in the
promotion of tourism throughout the province. The provincial government also has a significant role in
ensuring the well-being of the residents of Labrador and supporting a regional tourism strategy for
Labrador that includes TMBCRS and the national park. A sustainable Base Camp model will assist in the
province accomplishing both these roles.
Research Scientists. TMBCRS began as a research station for scientists conducting seasonal field
research in and around Torngat Mountains National Park since 2005-2006. As the Base Camp evolved to
host a greater diversity and number of visitors, the Base Camp’s research community has become a part
of the showcase to tourists, providing informative lectures, guided tours, and background materials
through in kind contributions.
Tour Operators and Outfitters. Like other business ventures, the effective management of remote
tourism experiences involves a series of carefully planned and executed services. It also requires an
10

intimate knowledge of the expectations and needs of tourists and the market segments they represent.
Building on the expertise of those in the adventure tourism business, including operators and outfitters
familiar with TMBCRS, will be critical to enhance the Base Camp’s chances of success. With the insights
of veteran tour operators and outfitters, TMBCRS can build on smart practices and lessons learned from
comparable remote tourism ventures.
Tourism Associations, Destination Management Organizations, and Tourism Marketing Experts. The
literature on successful tourism repeatedly points to the need for an effective and sustained marketing
strategy in order to increase a destination’s chances of attracting the right clientele. As the 2014
UNWTO Global Adventure Tourism Report confirms, the clientele for one-of-a-kind remote tourism is
generally affluent, sensitive to environmental concerns, and appreciative of authentic cultural
experiences4. For this project, the participation of Newfoundland and Labrador’s DMO, Destination
Labrador provided valuable insights. In addition, with its launch in 2014, the Aboriginal Tourism
Association of Canada (ATAC) is well positioned to provide knowledge and insights into the workings of
Indigenous tourism initiatives from other parts of the country and internationally. Research drawn
ATAC, as well as advice provided by its executive, was particularly helpful for understanding aspects of
tourism marketing.
Finance Experts. Alternative financing and risk management arrangements, such as P3s, can involve
diverse sources of private equity and interests, requiring careful management and attention. Having
experts at the table who understand remote Indigenous tourism and northern economic regions, and
have connections to the world of private equity and capital markets will be critical. The Conference
Board of Canada engaged several experts in the field, both domestically and internationally.
In working in partnership with the aforementioned groups and drawing upon their collective knowledge
and expertise, this project set out to:
1. Undertake research on business models of existing remote tourism operations, with a specific
focus on collaborations between public and private sectors, including models based on publicprivate partnerships and protected-area P3s (Part 1);
2. Establish a multi-stakeholder working group and hold intensive workshops to i) better
understand the strengths and weaknesses of the current TMBCRS business model and ii) initiate
a strategic planning process with TMBCRS’ lead public and private partners, focusing on key
strategic activities to help them move forward (Part 2);
3. Assess the current and historic business performance of the TMBCRS including an analysis of the
prevailing business model, historic costs and drivers, and market segments (Part 2);

4
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4. Deliver concrete recommendations and suggested action plans to help TMBCRS move forward
on developing a sustainable business model (Part 2);
5. Disseminate the research findings, including lessons learned via print and webinar formats.

Backgrounder and literature review
This section integrates a backgrounder on TMBCRS and Torngat Mountains National Park with a review
of literature relevant to understanding business model requirements and constraints typically associated
with Indigenous-owned adventure tourism operations. In particular, we review research and policy
literature with a focus on:




The characteristics of, primarily remote northern, Indigenous-owned tourism operations;
The characteristics of sustainable adventure tourism operations in remote and northern
national parks; and
Partnerships and business models that combine public-private risk sharing and co-investment,
including public-private partnerships.

The backgrounder draws upon source information provided by TMBCRS’ principal public and private
partners, as well as researchers involved in evaluating the Base Camp and Research Station’s
performance. The literature review draws upon domestic and international knowledge, primarily of
remote northern locations, and extracts factors that are particularly relevant to the context of TMBCRS
and Torngat Mountains National Park.
Studies of northern Indigenous-owned tourism operations
As described in Notzke’s 1999 review of Indigenous tourism development in the Western Arctic, the
operational environment of remote Indigenous tourism in Canada is typically structured by “mixed local
community economies and a co-management framework for lands and resources”5. As Notzke
characterizes circumstances6:
In the North, aboriginal tourism is a resource-based industry, traditionally in the form of big game
hunting, and in a more modern context, evolving into ecotourism and cultural or ethnic tourism.
The situation for TMBCRS appears to fit this mold relatively well. The Base Camp operates within the
context of the Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement, the Nunatsiavut Government’s treaty for lands

5
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and resources with the federal government and province of Newfoundland and Labrador. The
Torngat Mountains National Park Reserve was formally established when the legislation giving effect
to the Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement came into effect in December 2005. When signing the
land claims agreement, the Labrador Inuit Association and its counterparties also signed two other
documents that set the stage for the establishment of the park: i) the Memorandum of Agreement
for a National Park Reserve in the Torngat Mountains and ii) the Park Impacts and Benefits
Agreement (PIBA). It is worth considering how these two institutional frameworks set the tone for
tourism related activities in and around the park.
The Memorandum sets out the terms and conditions by which the Government of Newfoundland
and Labrador agreed to transfer to Canada the administration and control of lands set aside for the
park. The PIBA formalizes the ongoing relationship between Parks Canada and the Labrador Inuit. It
has three main objectives:
i) Protect for all time a representative natural area of Canadian significance in the
Torngat Mountains of Labrador for the benefit, education and enjoyment of the people
of Canada, so as to leave it unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations;
ii) promote the maintenance of ecological integrity in the national park through the
protection of natural resources and natural processes which will contribute to healthy
wildlife populations that are capable of sustaining Inuit domestic harvesting needs; and
iii) recognize and honour Inuit knowledge and the special historical and cultural
relationship between Inuit and the land as part of the living legacy of the national park.
As a forward looking agreement the PIBA seeks to ensure that the park showcases Nunatsiavut’s
unique relationship with the land and its ecosystems, and includes provisions that allow Inuit to
continue traditional activities such as hunting and harvesting. The values it embodies provide a
guiding vision for TMBCRS and for tourism development in and around the park. The PIBA also
establishes a framework for the co-operative management of the park reserve between Parks
Canada and the Inuit of Labrador. (The national park reserve officially became the Torngat Mountains
National Park when the Nunavik Inuit Land Claims Agreement, on the Quebec side, came into effect
in July 2008). It does not however, provide specific details about how economic development should
proceed.
With respect to Notzke’s observations that “In the North, aboriginal tourism is a resource-based
industry”, the park setting around TMBCRS largely precludes opportunities for commercial big game
hunting; however, the PIBA encourages traditional Inuit hunting and harvesting, and this gives
visitors a range of opportunities to experience these activities in the company of local Inuit guides,
and particularly the Inuit Bear Monitors who work at the Base Camp and help keep visitors safe from
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the polar bear and black bear populations inhabiting the park7. In this context, the Base Camp is
definitely evolving as a venue for a unique blend of adventure-based ecotourism, scientific research,
and cultural tourism, where visitors can learn how Inuit families have traditionally lived on the land,
and come to experience some incredible encounters with the park’s natural surroundings and
wildlife.
Sustainable Adventure Tourism in Northern Indigenous contexts
Notzke’s research in the late 1990s found that Indigenous communities in the Arctic were exploring
innovative ways to “harness tourism to support the traditional elements of their land-based
economy, rather than being consumed by the [tourism] industry”. In her view, the “authenticity” of
this tourism experience represents “a major asset as well as a significant management challenge”.
Among the key challenges Notzke identifies is the cluster of factors associated with most Indigenous
Arctic tourism operations being located in remote areas that have sparse populations and generally
underdeveloped physical infrastructure and hospitality services to support tourists8. These
observations are particularly relevant to TMBCRS. Access to the Base Camp is by air and boat. The
nearest settlement on the Labrador side is Nain, which is 200 km south; but the main approach is via
Happy Valley-Goose Bay, which is over 500 km away (due south as the crow flies). This makes it
difficult to establish much in the way of permanent infrastructure at the camp. It also makes it
difficult for local Inuit to come and work on site, and makes it challenging for tour operators to
maintain excursions without careful planning9.
Changing and uncertain environmental conditions present another set of risk factors for Northern
Indigenous tourism operations. In their 2005 review of tourism research in the polar regions, Stewart
et al. highlighted how climate change and shifting environmental circumstances have increased
tourism activities in the Arctic while at the same time increasing the risk of negative impacts and a
requirement for adaptation and sustainable management practices. In their view:
It appears that geographic isolation and a challenging climate, which once precluded tourist visits,
are now the very factors attracting them. For various reasons, however, the polar regions are

7

Pure North, "Parks Canada Base Camp and Research Station: Documenting the Torngat Mountains Example and
Developing a Sustainable Business Model".
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generally regarded as fragile environments, susceptible to change through human activity, and
thus present substantial management challenges […]10.
Under present climate conditions, TMBCRS has a narrow peak visiting season for tourists and
scientific researchers that extends from mid-July to the end of August. Although brief, the season
presents a remarkable ecological diversity. Parks Canada has identified four ecosystems within
Torngat Mountains National park, including: tundra, freshwater, coastal, and glaciers/ice fields.
For their part, the Inuit generally take a more holistic ecological perspective on the Torngat
Mountains that integrates marine and terrestrial ecosystems into a carefully balanced whole. It is the
whole ecosystem that supports their wellbeing; and the Inuit term alianattuk is used to express the
benefits11 of this ecological whole in the Labrador Inuit’s first five-year cooperative management plan
with Parks Canada, produced in 2010 (Torngat Mountains National Park Management Plan).
The ecology of Torngat Mountains National Park presents a unique confluence of Arctic tundra and
boreal forest wildlife. Its northern and high-elevation areas are vegetated by Arctic tundra plants. In
the southern end of the park, low-elevation and protected valleys are characterized by richer plant
growth. South-facing slopes and valley bottoms are even richer, with a cover of willows, dwarf birch,
and alders. There is no real forest in the park, but wildflowers are one of its spectacular attractions in
the summer. In terms of animal life, boreal forest species access the park from the south while
tundra species inhabit its northern and highland sections. The result is a unique cohabitation of
wildlife species, including black bears and polar bears, red foxes and Arctic foxes, that make a
fascinating showcase for responsible ecotourism and an incredible living laboratory for biologists,
botanists, and other environmental scientists.
Echoing the view of Splettstoesser, Stewart et al. acknowledge the “increasing recognition that
responsible tourism is an appropriate and legitimate activity”12 in the polar and sub-Arctic regions.
These views certainly resonate with the vision set forth by Parks Canada and the Labrador Inuit in
their PIBA, and in the subsequent five year Torngat Mountains National Park Management Plan set
out in 2010. In the vision described by the plan’s coauthors:
The long story of park establishment highlights the importance of developing respectful
and honest relationships with Inuit as equal partners, while recognizing their inherent
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connection to the land. Today the national park, which was once a foreign and
threatening concept to Inuit, is seen as an important tool to allow Inuit to protect, pass
down and share their culture. It also provides an opportunity to recognize and honour
Inuit knowledge and the special historical and cultural relationship between Inuit and
the land as part of the living legacy of this park. Inuit also see the park as an important
contributor to the social and economic well-being of the region. Tongait KakKasuangita
SilakKijapvinga provides opportunities for Inuit, visitors, tour operators and researchers
to better understand and share this unique part of Canada13.
As with the coauthors of the Torngat Mountains National Park Management Plan, the majority of
polar research we reviewed was cautiously optimistic about ecotourism opportunities and their
benefits. Aside from local economic benefits, Bunten, a veteran remote tour operator and Native
Alaskan, highlights the potential for Indigenous tourism to support “cultural perpetuation, the
protection of natural resources, and [serve as] an instrument of community pride and building
bridges between peoples”14. This is certainly a goal espoused in the vision of Torngat Mountains
National Park described above.
In terms of its current tourist offerings, TMBCRS gives visitors opportunities to join Inuit guides/bear
monitors on day trip excursions to learn about spiritual and cultural sites, and experience harvesting
trips to gather country foods for the Base Camp – including hunting seal and fishing for Arctic char15. The
more adventurous can also join guides for overnight treks into the park, following (unmarked) ancestral
paths through the park to some of its more remote features, including spectacular fjords. (Overnight
packages can be full 7-day adventures featuring hiking and camping, or shorter 3-4 day excursions). The
range of associated activities includes hiking and mountain climbing. Parks Canada continues to add to
its current visitor offers: for example, placing 8 dome huts, spaced day hikes apart, so that hikers will be
able to enjoy a hut to hut hiking experience in the park for the 2018 season. Other possibilities in the
off-peak season include backcountry skiing and trekking. As with its unmarked trails and absence of
guideposts, the park has no official designated campsites or facilities. Visitors can set camp wherever
they like – except at designated archaeological sites.
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applicable regulations. Presently, TMBCRS is not permitted to sell wild meat or berries, but these goods can be
bartered between Aboriginal peoples.
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Asset areas and business hurdles for Indigenous managed adventure tourism ventures
Despite the unique value they have to offer, TMBCRS and similar remote Indigenous tourism
ventures require a range of assets, and are not without significant business hurdles. In their 2012
study of tourism development in Aboriginal protected-area gateway communities, Bennett et al.
apply a capital assets framework to analyze the assets that Indigenous tourism operators need to
possess and the hurdles they need to be mindful of16. Among their observations, community capacity
to participate in tourism ventures encompasses a broad range of asset areas and skillsets. See Table
1.
Table 1: Capital Asset Framework for Indigenous protected-area gateway communities (adapted from Bennett et al. 2012)

Asset areas

Definition of associated resources

Political

Refers to policies and legislation, roles for political leaders and organizations,
governance processes, and formalized institutions for tourism development.
Supportive leaders (both elected and traditional) and local and external
governments are critical success factors.

Social

Refers to relationships of trust and reciprocity, business partnerships, and collective
norms. Working relationships and partnerships within communities, and between
communities and outside individuals and organizations, require effective
communication, honesty, and transparency, etc. Collective norms may be reflected
in the level of local support for tourism and commercial ventures in protected
areas, and provide background assumptions for project visions and objectives.

Cultural

Refers to local traditions and cultural resources, including histories, Indigenous
languages, land-based activities, cultural artifacts, and heritage sites. Additionally,
cultural assets are not frozen in time, but require ongoing learning and
revitalization through education and inter-generational and cross-cultural sharing
programs, etc.

Human

Refers to personal attributes and skillsets of local managers and staff such as
leadership capacity, entrepreneurialism, administrative and financial skills,
hospitality skills, and levels of basic education. Also included are general levels of
awareness of the tourism industry and knowledge of tourism development.

16

Bennett et al., "A Capital Assets Framework for Appraising and Building Capacity for Tourism Development in
Aboriginal Protected Area Gateway Communities".

17

Financial

Refers to public and private financial instruments used to support the management
and development of other assets, including investments in training and education,
community development initiatives, cultural events, infrastructure, marketing and
networking, and so forth, etc.

Physical
Refers to physical buildings and other infrastructure to support tourism, such as
(Infrastructure) roads, buildings, airports, docks, power systems and telecommunications, waste
disposal and water treatment facilities, and trails and campsites, etc.
Natural

Refers to the natural resource stock and to the level of protection and preservation
provided through locally and/or externally driven parks and protected areas. The
component natural resource stock is indicated by the attractiveness, uniqueness,
and draw provided by the natural values in a protected area. The level of draw is
also determined by the ‘brand’ recognition of the protected area or natural
features.

Source: Bennett, et al., "A Capital Assets Framework for Appraising and Building Capacity for Tourism
Development in Aboriginal Protected Area Gateway Communities".

A deficit or misapplication of resources in any one of these various, and interrelated, asset areas can
lead to challenges for remote Indigenous tourism ventures. The background research on TMBCRS for
example, identified several challenges associated with human, financial, and physical assets, while
highlighting strengths in areas such as natural, cultural, social and political assets. Having grown
fairly rapidly as an initiative since 2006, and without much pre-planning, TMBCRS needs more time to
develop stronger capabilities around tourism management, infrastructure development, marketing,
and sustainable financing. A 2016 report from the Base Camp for example, identified room for
improvement around the mobilization and coordination of staff to meet guest demands, and in the
delivery of certain fundamental guest services such as kitchen and dining experiences17. We will have
more discussion around these and other operational insights in Part 2 of the report.
The growing pains TMBCRS is experiencing are not unique, and are reflected in the broader
comparative research on Indigenous tourism ventures. Among the top ten barriers identified by a
2015 ATAC report, were included the following18:
1) Lack of organization and coordinated Aboriginal tourism approaches.
2) Lack of market-readiness.
3) Deficiency of a qualified workforce.
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4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)

Availability of recent research.
Infrastructure challenges identified were similar to other tourism businesses.
Lack of community support is prominent.
Language of preference barriers.
Lack of Aboriginal cultural tourism product.
Limited access to business capital and support.
Key market perceptions of conflicts with Aboriginal people (e.g., outstanding land claims,
missing and murdered Indigenous women).

Table 2 maps these and other barriers identified by the ATAC research onto the asset framework
described in Table 1.
Table 2: Barriers identified by ATAC by key tourism asset areas

Asset areas

Barriers identified by ATAC

Political



Major media coverage about unsettled land claims, missing women, and
other social inequities have led to discrepancies in consumer perceptions
of Aboriginal people in Canada. This discrepancy leads to hesitant
consumers that are unsure of what to expect when visiting an Aboriginal
tourism business.

Social



Low market awareness of Canada as a destination known for Aboriginal
tourism.
Lack of community support is prominent.
There is the perception that once successful, local community support for
tourism businesses and entrepreneurs evaporates.



Cultural






Sometimes community cultural protocols are unclear or not established.
Fear of tourism negatively affecting Aboriginal culture and communities.
Language of preference barriers.
Some businesses operate primarily in the owner’s traditional language.
Access to industry information and services can be out of reach when it is
not in a language the Aboriginal person uses.

Human



Not meeting market-ready standards, essential for successful tourism
businesses.
Lack of understanding of key markets and customers.
Inconsistency in quality of visitor experiences.
Limited consistency in delivery of authentic (not staged) experiences.
Tourism businesses find it difficult to find labour in regions where other
industries (e.g., mining or oil and gas) offer higher wages and there’s a
demand for human resources.
Limited availability of skilled tourism labour.
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Financial




Lack of tourism training.
Lack of sustained leadership/management training.





Limited access to business capital and support.
Lack of government funding.
Lack of sustainable tourism development funding for tourism development
for associations.
Inconsistent and sometimes expensive pricing for guest services.


Physical
(infrastructure)






Natural




High cost of air transportation means that many remote or northern
Aboriginal tourism businesses are too expensive for many tourist markets.
Cost of operating and liability insurance can be prohibitive.
Lack of roads, internet, health services, and other community
infrastructure can deter tourism development.
Small businesses are unable to accommodate large tour groups.
Differing economic priorities in areas where other natural resource
industries are thriving, such as mining or oil and gas, can make it difficult
for tourism to be included in community strategies.
Fear of tourism negatively impacting fragile ecosystems.

Sources: O'Neil, et al., "Economic Impact of Aboriginal Tourism in Canada". Bennett, et al., "A Capital Assets
Framework for Appraising and Building Capacity for Tourism Development in Aboriginal Protected Area
Gateway Communities".

Other common barriers included absence of product development among Indigenous tourism
operators and services to support them, low market-readiness of Indigenous tourism operators and
insufficient partnerships, industry knowledge and linkages. With respect to the latter, the ATAC
research highlighted the absence of coordinated regional Indigenous tourism initiatives, and the lack
of regional Indigenous tourism organizations to support local ventures and operators.
The ATAC research, Benett et al., and a variety of other authors have highlighted the important role
of positive partnerships and collaborative arrangements between Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGOs), the private sector, government agencies and Indigenous community members.19 Appropriate
partnerships can help distribute/balance the risks of remote tourism operations, inject needed
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capital, strengthen marketing channels and networks, and help local Indigenous tourism operations
build their capacity and level of industry awareness, among other benefits. But there are also many
different kinds of partnerships, and partners, and much of the literature acknowledges that
successful partnerships often have to endure a variety of tensions and periods of conflict and decline.
The partnership continuum
The importance of properly aligning public and private sector interests in tourism management is well
recognized by tourism industry groups such as the Aboriginal Tourism Association of Canada (ATAC) and
by international bodies such as the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO). By its very
nature, tourism is a shared economic enterprise that can involve multiple levels of national and regional
governments, as well as large and small corporations, sole proprietors, and even not-for-profit and
community-based organizations. To this mix Indigenous tourism may introduce additional and unique
forms of enterprise such as Aboriginal development corporations and tribal councils. Such an
assortment of interests, cultures, and organizational capabilities can make it difficult to rally around a
master plan and shared agenda. The 2015 ATAC study, for example, encountered some unique risk
perceptions and overlapping concerns among Indigenous tourism operators, government partners, and
destination management organizations. Table 3 summarizes the perceived risks of each group.
Table 3: Risk perceptions among Aboriginal tourism professionals, governments, and DMOs (ATAC 2015)

Perceived risk reported
to ATAC in 2015

Indigenous
Tourism
Governments DMOs
Professionals

Lack of Organization/Coordinated Approach





Inconsistent definition across country
Unclear ATAC mandate

No strategy for growth
Lack of support for new businesses or associations
Lack of linkages with the tourism industry
Overall Lack of Market/Export Readiness
Availability of Qualified Workforce (e.g., training, business leaders)

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

Availability of Recent Research




Lack of supply-side research w/out organization (e.g., business lists)




Workforce goes where they can earn the most money





Expensive air transportation

Availability of recent market research
Competition with Other Industries

More government support for other industries
Industry Infrastructure
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Expensive insurance
Poor roads/signage to businesses

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

Community Support






X

Unclear cultural protocols
Lack of community infrastructure – roads, services, internet

X

X
X
X

Community leaders focused on other priorities (e.g., housing, sewer, water)

Lack of support for successful businesses and entrepreneurs
Indigenous Language Support (not English or French)

X
X

Availability of Aboriginal Tourism Product in Major Urban Areas
Access to Business Capital

X

X

Key Visitor Market Perceptions of conflicts with Aboriginal People

Source: O'Neil, et al., "Economic Impact of Aboriginal Tourism in Canada"., p. 24.

Mapping each counterparty’s unique risk perceptions and overlapping concerns is essential for effective
coordination around a tourism opportunity. The ATAC study found that, other than for a few
differences, many of the risk perceptions were similar between Indigenous tourism, government and
DMO professionals. Indigenous tourism professionals highlighted concerns about the lack of
organization and coordinated approaches among Indigenous tourism ventures. Government perceptions
placed emphasis on institutional matters, infrastructure, demographics, and market forces; and DMOs
emphasized concerns about community support, the availability of product in major urban areas,
financing for Indigenous tourism ventures, and drawbacks associated with negative market perceptions.
Beyond a basic understanding of each counterparty’s interests, biases, and potential organizational roles
in a tourism opportunity, the various public and private sector players also have to consider how their
respective actions affect shared risks. The recognition that collaboration across institutional and
organizational boundaries can be beneficial then opens the door to formalized partnership agreements,
including public-private partnerships, as well as less formal alliances of various sorts. This can manifest
at the operational level through collaborative service delivery, as well as in decisions to co-invest in
common infrastructure (park facilities, resorts, roads and trails, airports, ports, telecom, electrification,
etc.).
The concept of partnership is broad and can take on a variety of meanings depending on the context in
which it is applied, sometimes precisely, as under law, and other times rather loosely. In terms of the
latter, as Brinkerhoff observes, “partnership has emerged as an increasingly popular approach to
privatization and government–nonprofit relations generally. While in principle it offers many
advantages, there is no consensus on what it means and its practice varies”20. This observation is
particularly pertinent to the kinds of government, not-for-profit, and private sector relationships that
develop around remote Indigenous tourism operations. The various formal and informal business
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X
X
X

relationships between the Nunatsiavut Government, Nunatsiavut Group of Companies, Parks Canada,
and their more distal collaborators around the operation and marketing of TMBCRS, for example, meets
a fairly loose definition of partnership; but without each partners’ proper alignment with shared
objectives, and common concerns, the business can suffer, and some parties may find themselves taking
on more risk than their counterparts as a result of insufficient coordination, misunderstandings, and so
forth.
One of the fundamental units of a formal business relationship is the contract. In the private sector, as in
government procurement, contracting is a fundamental unit of business transactions between buyers
and sellers. Stafford defines contracts as non-equity agreements that specify “the cooperative
contributions and powers of each partner”21. Here there is usually a legal basis to the relationship that
typically favours the buyer of contracted goods and services. In this case, particular goods or services
need to be delivered according to agreed upon specifications. There may also be strict and enforceable
penalties in place if one or the other party fails to meet these specifications. Yet, according to research
in the vein of Roxenhall and Ghauri22 successful partnerships that endure over the long-term do not
necessarily rely on formal contracts at all.
Compared to typical business contracts, partnerships can be much more expansive and open ended; but
their use can also have a definitional basis in law, including laws of contract. Under Canadian business
law, a “partnership exists when two or more individuals or corporations carry on business together with
a view to profit”23. In Canada, each province has exclusive jurisdiction over partnerships based on its
own particular legislation. Common law provinces (which exclude Québec) recognize two kinds of
partnership: general and limited. Québec law also recognizes a third form, what it calls an “undeclared
partnership”. (See box “What is a legal partnership in Canada?” below.)
Yet, while Canada is home to several variants of partnership legislation, only a minority of Indigenous
businesses appears to be constituted as either a general, limited or undeclared partnership. According
to a 2016 Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business (CCAB) survey, only 12 per cent of Aboriginal owned
businesses consist of formal partnerships of this sort24. The majority, by far, are sole proprietorships
(over 60 per cent).
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What is a legal partnership in Canada?
In a general partnership, the partners are each liable for the joint debts and obligations of the
partnership, on an unlimited basis. By contrast, in a limited partnership there is at least one general
partner, who is liable to creditors on an unlimited basis, alongside one or more limited partners, who
are not allowed to manage the partnership in exchange for liabilities limited to the amount of capital
they each contributed. In Québec, a partnership is undeclared if its proponents do not make the
required declaration of partnership that Québec law prescribes for the legal publication of
partnerships. According to Québec law, a partnership is a “contract by which two or more individuals
or corporations agree to carry on an activity that may be the operation of an enterprise by providing
property, knowledge and/or activities and by sharing the profits”.
Source: Gowlings, "Doing Business in Canada - B: Business Structures"., p. 2

While the majority of Indigenous businesses in Canada do not operate as partnerships under the various
streams of Canadian business law, the business research literature provides considerably more room for
interpreting Indigenous business activities in terms of partnership-like qualities25. A classic study by
Mohr and Spekman defines partnerships as “purposive agreements between independent firms with
mutually derived goals and benefits”26. This more general definition, focused on the negotiation of
interests, and mutually derived goals and benefits, more closely resembles the kinds of partnerships
involved in the TMBCRS so far. For example, no official management agreement was ever formally
signed between NG, Parks Canada, and NGC when the business arm of NG took over the management of
Base Camp operations from 2009 to 2016. The relationships evolved organically from a previously
established pilot project between Parks Canada and NG.
TMBCRS began in 2006 when Parks Canada and NG committed to “try a base camp” at Saglek Bay
(largely for Parks staff and researchers). Parks Canada committed $250,000 and NG contributed $25,000
to buy tents, hire Inuit camp staff and charter transport. With this simple co-investment TMBCRS was
founded with a mandate for local Inuit participation. Parks Canada’s and NG’s partnership continues to
ground the vision of Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research Station, economically and culturally,
and in its simplicity has been recognized for breaking “new ground for Parks Canada in reuniting the
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natural and cultural story at a National Park”27. Since then, the partnership has grown to encompass a
range of other players. Table 4 summarizes the key partner organizations and more distal collaborators
that were involved in the 2016 season of TMBCRS operations.
Table 4: Partner organizations involved in the 2016 TMBCRS operations

Partner
Nunatsiavut
Government

Organizational role
Regional/Indigenous government

Activities
Manages the Labrador Inuit’s land claim
and self-government agreement on behalf
of their beneficiaries – since 2005. The NG
has a strong mandate to protect and
promote Inuit culture in the region, and
funds relevant tourism initiatives such as
TMBCRS.

Nunatsiavut
Group of
Companies

Regional/Indigenous development
corporation

Business arm of NG.

Parks Canada

Federal agency

Anchor tenant at TMBCRS, stationing
several employees on site for the entire
operating season as well as for several
weeks before the season begins.

Destination
Labrador

Destination Management
Organization

Generally promotes TMBCRS as part of its
Labrador tourism strategy.

NGC’s wholly owned company NGC
Solutions managed TMBCRS, providing
site facilities and services and a staff of 27,
including: Booking, kitchen/dining,
accommodations, gift shop, bear guards,
and communications, etc.

Cohosted and sponsored 2016 media
week with Nunatsiavut Government and
NGC to promote TMBCRS through news
and trade publications.
Funded joint pilot project with company
Meridian to test an online reservation
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system for the 2016 season (at no cost to
NGC – NG invested $6k).
Air Labrador

Charter aircraft

A wholly owned company of NGC.
Provides transportation to and from
Saglek (the airstrip serving TMBCRS).

Universal
Helicopters
Newfoundland
Ltd

Charter helicopter service

A company NGC jointly owns, provides
helicopter services to support TMBCRS
operations, tours, researchers, and Parks
Canada.

Various

Tour operators and outfitters

Cruises, tours, etc., that organize visits to
TMBCRS and Torngat Mountains National
Park.

Various

Research Scientists

In addition to their scientific work,
researchers also make in-kind
contributions to Base Camp: e.g., They
provide lectures, guided tours, and
background materials showcasing their
research for visitors.

Source: The Conference Board of Canada.

Not included in Table 4 are the various partners who have contributed to funding TMBCRS’ growth and
subsequent infrastructure development since 2005-2006. These partners include the Atlantic Canada
Opportunities Agency (ACOA), a federal regional development agency, the Province of Newfoundland
and Labrador, and ArcticNet. NG’s role has been key to accessing capital funding through these various
public partners, and the federal Building Canada fund. NG’s collaboration with Parks Canada was also
key to sourcing International Polar Year funding, and other funds, to develop infrastructure for Arctic
research initiatives at the Base Camp and Research Station, and for establishing the kANGIDLUASUk
Student Program. Funding from INAC’s Arctic Research Infrastructure Fund, for example, covered the
cost of most of the physical infrastructure at Base Camp such as the main building and power unit.
To emphasize the sense of mutually derived goals, costs, and benefits that can both formally and
informally draw such various partners together, researchers and proponents also refer to partnerships
as alliances28. The studies and theorizing of Kanter and others situate partnerships and alliances along a
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continuum from short-term to long-term.29 A variety of relationships can appear along this continuum of
partnership tendencies, each varying in terms of duration, but also in terms of relative intensity,
commitment, and degree of formality. Some partnerships or alliances can approach a fairly high level of
formal and legal detail, such as different kinds of licensing agreements or joint ventures30.
Gill and Butler categorize joint ventures as a kind of formal alliance31. Similarly, according to Stafford,
joint ventures can involve two or more partners “contributing resources to the formation of a new
separate subsidiary, jointly owned by the partners”32. Such alliances are usually formed to exploit
specific shared opportunities by combining the resources of different partners, including specialized
skills and knowledge, strategic resources (such as lands, real estate, legal status), and other competitive
advantages. As Doz and Hamel observe, the relative formality of joint ventures can be such that the
allocation of risk and resources shared by each partner is usually made explicit through contracting
arrangements33. Canada has no statutes governing “joint ventures” as such; however, the “terms of
collaboration, the nature of co-venturers’ respective contributions, and the arrangements regarding
management and sharing of profits are typically set out in [a] contract”34. The literature highlights the
role joint ventures can play in helping Indigenous startups develop their administrative and technical
capacity in partnership with a more experienced (often non-Indigenous) business. As the joint venture
matures the Indigenous partners may also invoke clauses to buy-out their partner(s). In Case Study 1
below, we look at a First Nation’s proposed partnership with a private ecotourism resort operator. In
such arrangements there can be an uneven allocation of risks, resources, and profits; and the partners
may also look to other sources of funding, such as government grants and contributions, to help
establish their venture.
In the case of TMBCRS, the Nunatsiavut Group of Companies (NGC) has been instrumental in taking on
operational risks to maintain the present configuration of facilities and services at the Base Camp; but
the majority of Base Camp infrastructure was developed, not through private investments, but with
federal funding from Parks Canada (regularly since 2006), and from one time federal grants such as the
2007 International Polar Year funding, and 2009 Arctic Research Infrastructure Fund. Though this effort
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was not part of a joint venture, NGC was also willing to take a loss as part of its broader corporate social
responsibility objectives (and its ties to NG). That decision had led it to take on more risk than it had
perhaps originally anticipated as a for-profit enterprise. Moreover, without a formal management
agreement in place, NGC’s level of commitment to the TMBCRS venture and the acceptability of the
risks it took on, were never clearly specified.
At its broadest extent, the term partnership can be associated with potentially complex multilateral
relationships involving multiple firms, industries, and levels of government. In this vein Gulati uses the
term “strategic alliance” to describe “voluntary arrangements between [partners] involving exchange,
sharing, or co-development of products, technologies or services [...] which can take a wide variety of
forms”35. For Gulati, strategic alliances can involve multiple partners in support of collaboration and
knowledge sharing along the lines of industry research and development, and innovation. This view
resonates with that of the UNWTO in its description of the diverse players and objectives involved in
creating and implementing a national or regional tourism master plan. In the UNWTO’s view, a tourism
master plan should36:
Formulate a long-term development framework for tourism (10-20 years) with emphasis
on policy and strategy, planning, institutional strengthening, legislation and regulation,
product development and diversification, marketing and promotion, tourism
infrastructure and superstructure, economic impact of tourism and tourism investment,
human resource development, and socio-cultural and environmental impacts of
tourism. It includes a short term (three-year) action plan for priority actions to be
undertaken to kick-start sustainable tourism development, and preparation of several
demonstration projects for pilot areas.
Undertaking such a comprehensive long-term planning process requires the cooperation of multiple
levels of government, alongside destination management organizations, parks, camps, resorts, tour
operators, and the like. In Case Study 2 below we examine such a “strategic alliance” built around the
vision of an Indigenous managed tourism region in Arnhem land, Australia. Doz and Hamel look to
strategic alliances as a “logical and timely response to intense and rapid changes in economic activity,
technology, and globalization”37. However, Stafford also raises the issue of asymmetric power in
strategic alliances, noting that one or more parties – in the form of a prime contractor or top-down
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management organization – may come to dominate and even acquire a controlling stake in other
smaller partners38.
This idea of strategic alliance suggests that TMBCRS is part of a broader vision and strategy for tourism
in Newfoundland and Labrador, as well as a broader vision and strategy for national park systems in
Canada. How the Base Camp venture can benefit from these broader visions will largely depend on the
various strategic alliances that form around them and connect TMBCRS to other Canadian and
International tourism ventures, regions, and tourism planning and marketing efforts – through vehicles
such as ATAC and Destination Canada. The benefits from connecting to broader strategic partners
however, don’t usually come without significant work to communicate one’s value proposition to the
various partners connecting and operating at this broader level. Given the potentially great number of
players vying for attention on the national and international stage, it can be easy for one’s message to
get lost among the various competing tourism opportunities and marketing initiatives vying to pull
external partners and resources in.
The public-private partnerships approach
A more technically demanding definition of partnership has emerged around the formal alignment of
public and private actors in long-term infrastructure procurement and service agreements. In Canada
P3s have been closely associated with solutions to address public infrastructure deficits. In this context,
proponents of the P3 approach believe the model can be more efficient and cost-effective than
conventional approaches to public procurement (whereby the public sector may contract a builder for
infrastructure construction but assumes responsibility for financing, operations, and other aspects such
as facility design).
In a national park or protected-area setting one could think of a public parks agency entering into longterm service agreements with private operators to manage site facilities, lands, accommodations for
guests, transport, and various supporting infrastructure. This notion of ‘protected-area tourism P3s’39
will be examined in greater depth further on in this section after we review some of the fundamental
concepts associated with general P3s, their potential benefits, and trade-offs.
As illustrated in previous research undertaken by The Conference Board of Canada, two generations or
'waves' of P3 development have occurred within Canada. The first wave of P3s emerged in the early
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1990s and reached financial close by 2004. Notable projects associated with this first wave include
Highway 407 and Confederation Bridge. The North was also an early adopter of P3s in this first wave, as
reflected in the Government of Nunavut’s use of P3s to rapidly build out government buildings, staff
housing, and the offices of its Legislative Assembly (see box “P3s in Nunavut”).
P3s in Nunavut
On April 1, 1999, the territory of Nunavut was founded. To support the creation of Nunavut, a new
Legislative Assembly building (located in Iqaluit), 10 office buildings, and employee housing (totalling
250 units over 11 communities) were planned by the Government of Canada. The approach involved
a long-term (20-year) lease arrangement between the Federal Government (subsequently
transferred to the Government of Nunavut) and the private partner NCC Development (owned by the
NCC Investment Group which is 100 per cent Inuit-owned) for the commercial buildings, Assembly,
and housing units. This partnership was designed to keep the Government's capital costs low and
offer flexibility in future accommodations. The leases also enabled NCC Development to secure 20year matching mortgages and capital for construction.
For Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada, a key priority was to ensure that economic benefits
were realized by the participating Inuit communities. This was achieved by prioritizing the use of local
companies, labour, and suppliers throughout the project. In addition to these benefits, the
commercial buildings and housing units were completed on budget (by 2000) and ahead of schedule
by one year.
Source: The Conference Board of Canada. Canadian Council for Public-Private Partnerships, "Canadian PPP
Project Database". Windeyer, "Nunavut woos private sector for costly infrastructure".

A second wave of P3s emerged in the mid-2000s. During this wave, several provinces established
agencies dedicated to infrastructure and specializing in P3-based procurement (including Partnerships
BC and Infrastructure Ontario). Support for P3s also emerged at the federal level during this wave, with
the creation of PPP Canada and its P3 Canada Fund. In many cases the application of P3s occurred at the
municipal level, with many municipalities becoming involved as project owners and benefiting from the
growing expertise of the aforementioned provincial agencies. In terms of application, the P3 approach is
in actuality a spectrum of interrelated partnership models. In Canada, so far the most popular model is
known as Design-Build-Finance-Maintain - DBFM (see box “What kinds of P3s exist in Canada?”).
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What kinds of P3s exist in Canada?
P3s can be thought of as a spectrum of models distinguished by degree of private sector risk and
involvement. The most common models in Canada (circa 2016) include:
Build-Finance: This is the third most common P3 model in Canada, accounting for 15 per cent of all
projects (36 of 248). In this model, the private sector partner is responsible for constructing and
financing the capital costs of the asset only during the construction period.
Design-Build-Finance (DBF): In this model, the private sector partner is responsible for designing,
constructing and financing (fully or partially) the asset. Within Canada, approximately 10 per cent of
all P3s (25 of 248) are DBF arrangements.
Design-Build-Finance-Operate (DBFO): This model accounts for 8 per cent of P3s in Canada (20
projects of 248). In addition to designing, constructing, and financing the construction costs, the
private sector partner provides services through a long-term concession agreement. At the end of
the concession arrangement, the asset is returned to the public sector partner.
Design-Build-Finance-Maintain (DBFM): This is by far the most common P3 model in Canada,
accounting for 31 per cent of all projects (78 of 248). In this model, the private sector partner is
responsible for designing, constructing, financing and maintaining the asset. Selected operational
elements, such as cleaning, are sometimes transferred to the private partner in a DBFM, but the
asset's operational responsibilities are generally borne by the public sector partner.
Design-Build-Finance-Maintain-Operate (DBFMO): This is the second most common P3 model in
Canada, accounting for 25 per cent of all projects (63 of 248). In this model, the private sector
partner designs, builds, and finances an asset. Facility management services and operations are also
the responsibility of the private partner (delivered through a long-term agreement).
Combined, models including some form of Design-Build-Finance account for 73 per cent of all P3s in
Canada (181 projects of 248).
Adapted from: Auditor of British Columbia, "Understanding Public Private Partnerships". Canadian Council for
Public-Private Partnerships, "Models Of Public-Private Partnerships". Canadian Council for Public-Private
Partnerships, "Public-Private Partnerships: A Guide for Municipalities". Federal Highway Administration, "P3
Defined".
Data on common models derived from Canadian Council for Public-Private Partnerships, "Canadian PPP Project
Database".
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The research examining the outcomes of the first two waves of Canadian P3s has identified a number of
potential benefits including time savings, lower costs, value for money, risk transfer, and innovation. We
summarize these potential benefits below.
Time Savings: Time savings have been cited as an important benefit of P3s. The approach is understood
to generate accelerated construction times when compared to major projects delivered through
traditional procurement methods. The application of penalty payments (made due in the event of delay)
and completion payments (upon completion of construction, as opposed to regular, monthly payments)
are cited as important incentives to ensure on-time performance in a P3 arrangement.
Lower Costs: As cost overruns (and construction delays) have been associated with traditional
procurement methods, the comparatively lower construction costs and faster completion times
associated with P3s are valued for reducing overall project costs.
Value for Money (VfM): VfM assessments are typically used to determine whether a P3 model is
suitable for a particular project. At least in theory (e.g., barring political interference, corruption,
misinformation, etc.), only those projects that demonstrate VfM move forward as P3s, and this
component of the P3 methodology helps the public sector proponent make cost-effective procurement
decisions.
Risk transfer: The transfer of risk to private partners is another important benefit associated with P3s.
In conventional public procurement, most forms of risk are incurred by the relevant public sector
proponent (and, by extension, taxpayers). In the P3 model, forms of risk can be transferred to the party
best able to manage them. Business risks (such as completing the facility on-time, operations and
maintenance, facility design, and cost-overruns), are best managed by the private sector, whereas
regulatory and political risks are best assumed by the public sector. In tourism development projects,
particularly those associated with related transportation facilities, the forms of risk most often
transferred to the private sector are those relevant to facility delays, cost overruns, operational
performance, and facility availability.
Innovation: Innovative solutions are another benefit associated with the P3 model. The results-oriented
nature of P3 contracts incentivizes the private sector partner to develop new and innovative ways of
ensuring that project requirements are achieved. Additional tools, such as the use of performance-based
payments and risk allocation/transfer can help to further incentivize innovative solutions for service
delivery.
Finally, governments may value the P3 model for making user-fees more politically feasible than if
infrastructure were procured and/or if services were delivered through a traditional public sector
arrangement. The rationale is that the public (e.g., the users) would be more likely to accept the need
for the private sector to introduce user fees to help recover costs, pay off debt, and make a profit, than
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if the asset were delivered/operated by the public sector40. User fees are however, controversial, and a
sudden increase in service fees (compared to previously publicly managed services or infrastructure) can
lead to conflicts with users/ratepayers. A number of other trade-offs are associated with the P3
approach to procurement, including potentially higher risk premiums and transaction costs, ongoing
public sector commitments regardless of private responsibility, and lengthier project lead times. We
summarize these potential trade-offs below.
While access to private capital has been valued by cash-strapped governments, there can also be higher
costs associated with private financing in P3s (equity and debt) relative to traditional public
procurement. While risk transfer is a widely recognised benefit associated with P3s, there are additional
costs associated with transferring risks from the public to the private sector. The term 'risk premium' is
used to describe the costs borne by the public sector to transfer risk to the private sector; this accounts
for (and 'insures') risks that are additional to those that a private partner would incur under a traditional
contract.
Higher transaction costs are widely associated with P3s (for both the public sector and private partners).
These are attributed to the more complex nature of P3s—larger projects that typically involve many
stakeholders require greater due diligence, particularly around risk allocation and assessment, and
private financing. Examples of higher transaction costs include those associated with the public sector
retaining financial advisors (to conduct a VfM assessment for example), as well as related legal, and
other transactional advisors. Recent research however, suggests that these costs are not as high as they
were in first-wave P3 projects, due to more standardized processes and learning.
In addition, research in the Canadian context has revealed that considerable public funding has been
committed to large-scale Canadian P3s. When public investment remains a major feature of a P3
arrangement, regardless of the amount of private financing, it offsets a core perceived benefit of P3s,
namely, the reduced burden on the public purse.
Finally, while P3s have been promoted for having accelerated design and construction times (resulting in
time savings), this family of procurement models typically requires lengthier lead times than a
conventional approach. This is attributed to the additional, upfront planning and due diligence required
before a proposed P3 project becomes actionable.

40

Interestingly, while the P3 model has been recognised as potentially making user-fees more politically feasible,
these fees do not appear to be common in second-wave Canadian projects. For example, only four of the 12
highway and bridge projects delivered via P3 between 2003 and 2012 involved tolls. In the absence of user-fee
requirements, net government expenditures may therefore not diminish.
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Protected-area tourism P3s
Formal public-private partnerships (P3s) are still on the fringes of tourism research, but there is a
growing body of research from Australia, New Zealand and other Asia-Pacific regions, on the application
of P3s to the management of national parks, protected-areas, and related tourism offers. International
organizations have also taken notice, providing cautious endorsements. For example, in 2003, the
Durban World Parks Congress of the World Conservation Union (IUCN) endorsed “limited” and
sustainable private tourism sector involvement as a way of generating entrepreneurial ideas and
securing income generation for protected-areas. The associated partnerships in this vein have come to
be described as ‘protected-area tourism P3s’41.
Australia in particular has seen a number of protected-area agencies take on partnerships and P3-like
arrangements with the private tourism sector. In their 2009 study, Wilson et al. identified
“approximately 3000 leases, licences and permits granted to commercial businesses to operate within
Australian national parks”42. These commercial operations included a range of tourism related visitor
services including support for outdoor recreational activities, nature tours, transport to and from site
facilities, onsite accommodations and kitchen and dining services. (see box “Naturebank and Purnululu
National Park, Australia”). Typically, they involve contractual arrangements where, for a fee, the park or
protected-area grants the private operator rights (and responsibilities) to deliver visitor services to
paying customers. While the most basic of such arrangements may involve some form of permitting that
allows private operators to deliver programs to their customers using park or protected-area
infrastructure, other alternatives include more opportunities for partnerships and P3-like elements to
develop, including exclusive rights to operate and deliver services43. For example:
In concession arrangements, the public park or protected-area authority grants a private operator
rights, land, and/or property to deliver visitor services, for an agreed upon fee, under clearly established
operating and performance conditions. The concession agreement may also require the private operator
to develop, operate, and maintain supporting infrastructure. This could be for food and beverage
services (and restaurants), accommodations (resorts, camps, etc.) or visitor experiences (interpretive
programming, recreational activities, trails, etc.).

41

Buckley, "Partnerships in Ecotourism: Australian Political Frameworks". Laing et al., Understanding Partnerships
for Protected Area Tourism: Learning from the Literature. Department of Tourism Industry and Resources, Pursuing
Common Goals: Opportunities for Tourism and Conservation. Haycock, Charters, and Law, Best Practice Ecotourism
in Queensland.
42

Wilson, Nielsen, and Buultjens, "From Lessees to Partners: Exploring Tourism Public–Private Partnerships within
the New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service".
43

The Economic Planning Group of Canada, "Best Practices at World Heritage Sites: Final Report".

34

Under licensing arrangements, the public park or protected-area authority grants one or more private
operators the exclusive right to deliver programs to their customers in the park or protected-area
setting. Licensing fees are incurred by the private partners, and licenses may specify a range of
accompanying responsibilities, and operating and performance conditions.
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Naturebank and Purnululu National Park, Australia
Naturebank is a Western Australian government initiative that helps prepare sites for the
development of “quality environmentally sensitive tourism accommodation experiences in the
State's national parks”. The initiative is jointly managed by the Department of Environment and
Conservation and Tourism Western Australia. Its broad objective is to help “position Western
Australia among the world's premier ecotourism destinations”.
Naturebank "facilitates opportunities for private developers to create exceptional experiences that
provide visitors with an appreciation of natural and cultural values". Through its organization,
government staff undertake 'pre-release' work to obtain development clearances and then invite
Expressions of Interest from the private sector. Shortlisted bidders are invited to submit full
proposals. The successful proponent is then offered a lease with social and environmental
performance clauses. Lease conditions reflect the level of capital investment required as well as
estimated operational risks, and may include preferred or exclusive access to certain park services.
More broadly Naturebank also provides a management structure to ensure projects achieve ongoing
environmental and social outcomes. The projects Naturebank supports are expected to “assist the
State's regional communities through responsible tourism practices that provide training and
employment opportunities and stimulate businesses by local purchasing of goods and services”.
Several successful ecotourism ventures initiated through Naturebank presently operate in Western
Australian national parks including Purnululu, Karijini and Cape Range.
Purnululu National Park is a World Heritage Site in the East Kimberley region of Western Australia.
The 592 thousand-acre national park is located approximately 300 kilometres south of the town of
Kununurra. In 2015 the park had sixty-seven commercial operators licensed to conduct business on
site. Four operators also have physical infrastructure within the park: One maintains an airstrip as
part of its helicopter tour venture, while the others maintain accommodations, including a lodge and
camp facilities. One of the private camp facilities, Bungle Bungle Wilderness Lodge, operated by The
APT Group of Companies, was established through the Naturebank initiative. It offers luxury, safari
tent-style accommodations in the park’s remote, wilderness outback setting. The lodge’s hospitality
features include ensuite baths, hot showers, gourmet meals, beds and linens – priced at AU$200–
$700 per night.
Source: Government of Western Australia Department of Parks and Wildlife, "Naturebank". The Economic
Planning Group of Canada, "Best Practices at World Heritage Sites: Final Report".

Park and protected-area authorities may also provide a range of more complex permitting
arrangements that allow private sector operators to, for a fee, develop and operate significant visitor
infrastructure onsite, often to provide services that park or protected-area authorities are not capable of
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delivering or supporting on their own (such as luxury resorts, helicopter tours, and so forth). This
approach is often taken by public proponents to address an identified need or open up new tourism
markets.
Wilson et al. found that such commercial relationships as leases, licences, permits, and concessions can
also evolve from a variety of different starting points. For example, a partnership may develop from an
initiative of the national park and wildlife service (such as with many of the leases) or be driven by the
interests of commercial operators presenting an innovative idea to protected-area managers to develop
more complex services and site facilities (such as with licences and permits).
The research also found that protected-area managers and private tourism operators can have a variety
of reasons for entering into protected-area P3s. Public partners can see P3s as providing alternative
financing that helps them diversify revenue sources and shift away from relying primarily on
government funding for capital financing and operational support. When protected-areas around the
world are working with diminished public funding, their mandates become more open to private
ventures that might increase their self-sufficiency44. The related tourism research has also recognized
several of the potential benefits we examined in our general review of P3s above. In particular, the
tourism research has noted how protected-area management agencies can transfer risk and
responsibility to commercial tourism operators, and benefit from innovation, especially with regards to
managing guest services and achieving hospitality industry standards45.
A common theme among national parks agencies and protected-area managers internationally,
including in Canada, is that protected-areas are not necessarily staffed or funded to maintain a level of
visitor services “beyond their core legislative responsibility to protect, conserve and manage”46. Tourism
services demanded by the public, including restaurants, accommodations, and special interest activities
(interpretive programming, guided walks, recreational activities such as skiing or kayaking, etc.), fall
under “non-core” business for many protected-area managers. P3s give protected-area managers an
alternative means to offer non-core services and infrastructure to visitors, to enhance guest experiences
and provide a level of hospitality and comfort that parks staff are not typically trained to provide.
Effective partnerships can also free up the resources and time of protected-area staff to focus on core
area environmental management concerns such as fire control, wildlife management (e.g., bear
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control), trail maintenance, and so forth47. For their part, perhaps the biggest draw for commercial
tourism businesses is having the opportunity to shape a higher end service offering and unique
adventure tourism experience around beautiful, ecologically rich, and often culturally significant
protected-areas48. These various benefits identified in the tourism research echo those potential P3
benefits we examined earlier including time savings, lower costs, risk transfer, and innovation. (See box
“Protected-area P3s in New South Wales”).
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Protected-area P3s in New South Wales
The New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service (NSW-NPWS) manages over 600 parks,
including nature reserves, national parks, Aboriginal areas, historic sites, state conservation
areas and regional parks, comprising about 6 million hectares of protected-area that includes
four world heritage sites. NSW’s protected-areas attract around 22 million visits per year, and in
2003 it was estimated that nature-based tourism contributed about $8 billion to the NSW
economy (Tourism NSW, 2003).
In their 2009 study of NSW-NPWS’s involvement in protected-area P3s, Wilson et al. concluded
that successful partnerships between the agency and private tour operators involved a lot more
than the commercial lease arrangements on which their collaborations were based. The research
team found that that quality of partnerships is often more important to determining whether
they will be long-lasting and sustainable.
In P3s, proponents need to expect that public and private counterparties have contrasting goals
and needs. In the case of NSW-NPWS, it has a clear legislative mandate to protect and conserve
the state’s protected-areas. For their part, tour operators must run profitable businesses to
survive, and need to first and foremost respond to their customers’ needs. Rather than be a bad
thing, this tension can be creative if treated in terms of an open, trustful and communicative
relationship. Wilson et al. found that successful partnerships are able to sustainably manage that
tension. In addition, the research team identified several process-related issues such as trust,
commitment, open communication, flexibility and ability to manage conflict as key critical
success factors for protected-area P3s. Through a partnership lens, tourism lessees in protectedareas need to be seen as valued, necessary and valid stakeholders, rather than simply as incomegenerating “providers” or “tenants”.
The research of Wilson et al. also shows that parks’ management agencies like NSW-NPWS need
to hold up their end of the partnership by addressing issues of bureaucratic inertia, responding
to private partners in a timely manner, providing appropriate recognition, being more
collaborative, and determining concrete measures of performance and success.
In conclusion, rather than be resolved once and for all, the issues faced by both sides evolve over
time and need to be continually monitored, aired and openly discussed as the partnership
matures and mutual understanding and confidence deepens.
Source: Wilson, et al., "From lessees to partners: exploring tourism public–private partnerships within the
New South Wales national parks and wildlife service".
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Despite the potential benefits of protected-area P3s, the very idea of privatizing aspects of a public
national park or protected-area can raise public concerns and criticism from local stakeholders,
conservationists and environmental groups49. Some observers may, rightly or wrongly, perceive a P3 as
being exploitative of a natural endowment or public good50; and at a time when protected-areas are
already vulnerable to threats such as climate change, urban sprawl, extractive sector development, and
unsustainable tourism practices, the fear of exploitative privatization can loom large51. Because
environmental groups, local community stakeholders, and others, may fear that profit will be prioritized
over conservation and protection52, protected-area managers must ensure that commercial activities
are appropriate to the area and do not conflict with other users and activities within parks, including
scientific research, cultural activities of Indigenous rights holders, and so forth53.
In the Canadian North, the option of using P3s to finance and manage tourism operations in or on the
outskirts of protected-areas does not appear to be well documented in the research literature or
recognized in regional and federal policy. In fact, we found no mention of them in the available
literature we reviewed. Nevertheless, the core themes and concerns discussed above resonate with our
background understanding of TMBCRS and its connection to Torngat Mountains National Park.
In the case of TMBCRS, the partnership arrangement that developed between the Nunatsiavut
Government, Parks Canada, and the Nunatsiavut Group of Companies was likened to a P3 in a 2012
internal report to Parks Canada54. Indeed, NGC and its subsidiaries’ provision of infrastructure support
and services, from charter flights, to ship transport, facilities management and site security, appears to
have taken on a substantial portion of the Base Camp’s operational risk between 2009 and 2016. When
those risks conflicted too much with its for-profit orientation, NGC signalled to its partners that a new
management approach and business model were required – including the development of a formal
management agreement.
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Where this partnership appears to differ with the Australian experiences discussed above, is in the
absence of a commercial partner specializing in adventure tourism development and hospitality
services, and in the lack of a formal contractual agreement to deliver those services. Why this may be an
important consideration is in the market offer TMBCRS is able to provide compared to other protectedareas where a resort type setting caters to the needs of guests. Tourism research indicates that
accommodating the needs of international tourists may require a different level of infrastructure and
services than required by local residents undertaking land-based cultural activities, or scientific
researchers undertaking field work55. Depending on the market segments TMBCRS’ partners would like
to attract, what local staff perceive as adequate service and what visitors might perceive as being value
for money, may differ and potentially conflict. As Leblanc notes, “an ‘adventurer’ in an exotic
geographical destination would openly seek the safari, hike or kayaking through rough and unchartered
terrains or waters, but may prefer to relax in a Sheraton instead of a tent in unpredictable climate
conditions…”56
In such cases a specialized private tourism operator may be better positioned to achieve hospitality
industry standards; but a more immediate question for TMBCRS is how to create enough of a value
proposition to entice private partners. With its remoteness, limited access to resupply and logistical
support, TMBCRS presents a challenge for private investors who might be willing to take a risk on a
sustainable adventure tourism venture closer to larger population areas.

Case Studies
To close off our review of the literature in Part 1 we provide case studies of two relevant Indigenous
tourism ventures, their business models, and use of partnerships. We focus particularly on Indigenous
managed ecotourism facilities and services in or near remote protected-areas. The case studies serve to
provide deeper insights into the conditions that contribute to making these businesses possible, and
detail the main challenges and successes these tourism offers have encountered since they were first
launched.
Case Study 1: Carcross Singletrack to Success Project, Carcross/Tagish First Nation (Yukon)
It started with Montana Mountain and a vision to empower youth, celebrate local heritage, and develop
a system of trails for hikers, mountain bikers, and other outdoor adventurers. Montana rises out of a
large massif of volcanic origin situated immediately south of the village of Carcross, Yukon. The massif
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encompasses an area of approximately 180 square kilometres, and Montana is its highest peak at 7,243
feet.
The mountain is a gateway between interior Yukon, coastal British Columbia and Alaska. It presents a
rich ecology of plant and animal life along its valley floors and rugged mountain peaks, a cross-over
between boreal forest and alpine zones. Residents include hoary marmots, Dall sheep, grizzly bears, and
woodland caribou. For the original Carcross/Tagish First Nations it is also deeply ingrained in their sense
of place, being set on their traditional territory.
When Carcross/Tagish First Nation (CTFN) assumed ownership of significant portions of the mountain
area through its 2006 land claim settlement it already had a vision for regional development. A year
earlier, CTFN initiated the Carcross Singletrack to Success project with a plan to create a world-class trail
network around Carcross.
Montana Mountain presented their best opportunity to set that vision in motion. The combination of
“access roads, varied terrain, scenic assets, mining history and cultural significance” made it ideally
suited for the adventure tourism and trail development project. It also had a legacy of trail development
to work with. In the early 1900s Montana Mountain had been the site of its own silver and gold rush,
the Windy Arm stampede. About 25 of the 65 kilometres worth of varying trails around the mountain
trace back to historic wagon roads from that era, or mining exploration routes from the 1950s and
1970s.
After three seasons of construction, Montana Mountain boasts around 35 plus kilometres of hand-built
and restored singletrack dedicated to hikers and mountain bikers. CTMC’s longer-term vision is to create
a 75 kilometre trail network dedicated to hikers and mountain bikers of all abilities.
Montana Mountain can be visited and enjoyed year-round. Hiking and biking on the lower mountain is
possible from mid-May to mid-October. Trails in the mid-mountain are clear of snow by mid-June and
remain open until mid-October. The alpine is usually clear of snow by early July. Skiing, snowmobiling,
and snowshoeing are possible from mid-November until late April. While there are presently no user
fees, CTFN requires anyone using the Montana Mountain trail network to sign and submit a liability
waiver at the trail kiosk at the base of the mountain, or Visitor Reception Centre in Carcross.
The trails attract a significant ridership. About 3,500 to 4,000 visitors were estimated to be riding the
trails in the summer of 2016. A 2012 rider survey found that about 60 per cent of the riders were local,
25 per cent were from British Columbia and Alaska, and the remaining from all over the world57.
Although the majority of riders appear to from the local area, it is worth considering that the 40 per cent
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of riders from BC, Alaska, and internationally, roughly equals the estimated population of residents
living between Carcross and Tagish. (Due to its location, Carcross is a relatively high traffic area for
tourists in Yukon. In July 2016, Carcross’ Visitor Reception Centre received an estimated 22,910 visits58).
Montana Mountain has also acquired favourable brand recognition both domestically and
internationally. In Canada it has won Tourism Yukon’s Innovator of the Year award, was recognized by
the Tourism Industry Association of Canada, and won Mountain Equipment Co-op’s Best: Dirt Search,
beating out Whistler, Vancouver, and Victoria. Internationally, in 2011 the International Mountain
Bicycling Association inducted Montana Mountain’s Mountain Hero Trail into its Epic Trails category.
(This is only the fifth Canadian trail to achieve the worldwide designation). Two years later, Outside
Magazine named Montana Mountain the 2013 Global Mountain Bike Destination of the Year.
To capitalize on the attraction, local area businesses have developed services targeting trail network
enthusiasts. Boréale Mountain Biking, for example, is a Whitehorse-based business that offers allinclusive mountain bike vacations59. Several other Whitehorse businesses provide mountain and touring
bike rentals. Due to its proximity to Skagway, Alaska, the trail network is also a draw for tourists coming
in from cruise ship tours (by train or tour bus). To capitalize on this opportunity, CTFN’s business
corporation partnered with several Alaskan tour companies, including Alaska Excursion, which bring
jeeps with mountain bikes to the community and set aside time for tourists to shop in the local Carcross
marketplace (see “Carcross Commons” below)60.
The trail network also has a unique web and mobile app presence. In 2015, CTFN and Technology
Innovation at the Yukon Research Centre funded the development of a mobile app that uses “highresolution maps and interactive features showing trail distances and difficulty to help riders choose from
the area's growing number of singletrack trails”. The app also provides information on local businesses
and events and has an emergency feature that makes it easier for trail riders and hikers to call for help61.
Several critical success factors were recognized early on in the development of the project and in CTFN’s
objective to benefit members of the Carcross/Tagish First Nation. These include institutional factors
such as land tenure and control over commercial use. In addition, a new management model is in the
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works to help CTFN achieve its more complex business objectives and capitalize on adventure tourism.
CTFN presently has its sights on developing a resort and a showcase for local artisans and small
businesses. We highlight the critical success factors and future prospects of the initiative below.
Land Tenure and partnerships
Most of the existing and proposed trails around Montana Mountain are located on CTFN’s Settlement
Block R-12. R-12 is Category A land, the highest level of land ownership possible through CTFN’s land
claim agreement. Having ownership of the land means that the First Nation can decide how the trails
should be developed and managed.
Land tenure however, does not mean CTFN can work alone without partners. Throughout the project’s
development, CTFN has had to work with other landowners and stakeholders potentially affected by the
construction of trails and trail infrastructure. Key partners have included the Government of Yukon and
White Pass and Yukon Route Railway. Other supporters and contributors to the project include the
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency (CanNor), The Government of Yukon’s Sport and
Recreation Branch and Community Development Fund, and Tagish Lake Gold Corporation.
Control over commercial development
CTFN also has control over who can use the trails for commercial purposes. Its business corporation is
presently working to develop economic opportunities on and around the trails to benefit both the
broader community and Carcross/Tagish First Nation members. The strategic focus here is on quality
partnerships that can produce long-term sustainable value while being respectful of CTFN’s mandate to
balance economic opportunity with ecological and cultural preservation.
A new management model to support future growth prospects
Management planning for the Montana Mountain area is still in early stages. One option being looked at
is the creation of a park and protected-area. CTFN has looked to the United States and Canadian
national parks systems for ideas on how to balance trail systems and wilderness preservation. They have
also looked globally for examples of ecotourism regions that feature resorts and privately owned
mountain bike parks and ski hills. To carefully balance these facets of development, CTFN is seeking to
adopt a new business model that falls somewhere between “the park and recreation-based resort
models”.
Tourism is important to the local businesses of Carcross. In 2015, the village’s Visitor Reception Centre
received over 64,000 visits; and an estimated 100,000 visitors pass through in a year, (many travelling
along the famous Klondike Highway, or taking a train excursion to/from Skagway, Alaska). To better
serve these visitors and provide a range of goods and services for the emerging market created by the
Singletrack to Success Project, CTFN’s business corporation turned to developing the “Carcross
Commons”. This venture features a market square, performance and arts centre, and a local
revitalization effort around the town of Carcross (that created expressive cultural features around
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shopfronts, including totem poles and stylized facades). The third and final leg of the vision will be the
construction of a resort and mountain cabins to accommodate and expand the adventure tourism
market.
Under current plans, the resort would be 15 kilometres southwest of Carcross at the northern extent of
Millhaven Bay on Bennett Lake, just south of the Wheaton River. This location is approximately 12
kilometres by boat from Montana Mountain. In 2014 CTFN received an expression of interest from a
private resort operator, Ecotourism Development Corp. (IEDC). IEDC’s expression of interest features an
ecotourism resort concept based on 20 cabins and 10 tents with room for a maximum of 120
occupants62. IEDC has founded and operated similar ecotourism sites including Clayoquot Wilderness
Resort, Klahowya Village, and Greenheart Conservation. In the proposed plan, opening rates would be
set at $1,600 a day per person. According to IEDC, that corresponds to a 12 per cent discount on the
current seven-day rate at a similar resort in Tofino, British Columbia.
As proposed, the venture would encompass a kind of public-private partnership between CTFN and
IEDC. CTFN would be a part owner of the resort, entitled to own five per cent, estimated at $2.2 million.
This percentage would not involve any cash investment by CTFN but would be based on the estimated
value of the traditional lands on which the resort would be built. IEDC also gave CTFN an option to invest
and own a more significant portion of the resort63.
In 2016, the proposed resort does not appear to have moved further beyond the conceptual stage, and
it appears that additional investors and possible government grants/contributions are being sought.
Also in 2016, the Carcross/Tagish First Nation partnered with Parks Canada and a local tour operator to
open a luxury wilderness camp in the remote town of Bennett where Donald Trump’s grandfather once
ran a hotel and brothel. Nature Tours of Yukon, the camp operator, charged guests $1,675 for the
experience; which included flying to Bennett Lake via floatplane and leaving on the train serving the
area.64 The camp featured a “cookhouse facility with a kitchen, dining room and showers in one building,
and four walled-tent units on raised platforms”. The cookhouse also replicated features from the “old
Arctic Hotel, which Friedrich “Fred” Trump ran in 1899”.
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Case Study 2: The Yolngu Tourism Masterplan
The Yolngu people of Arnhem Land have developed a comprehensive framework for tourism
development in their region, in collaboration with several high-profile leaders in Australia’s tourism
industry. Arnhem land is located in the northeast corner of Australia’s Northern Territory. Along with its
captivating landscape, it is home to the one of the world’s oldest continuous living cultures.65
What is noteworthy about the Yolngu approach to regional tourism planning is its commitment to
Indigenous perspectives and values, not simply to preserve Arnhem land’s ecology and cultural heritage,
but to develop business ventures that reflect local socio-economic conditions and concerns. The Yolngu
approach is based on the concept of ‘Yothu Yindi’ or mother and child. The idea is that a regional
organization supports and promotes Yolngu tourism throughout Arnhem Land, as a mother would help
to nurture her children. The fledgling initiatives, or “children”, in turn find the support and expertise
they need from the regional organization to establish themselves, and their various ventures, in the
tourism industry.
The regional organization in this case is Lirrwi Yolngu Tourism. Lirrwi was established in 2010 and
launched in 2012 with the support of several influential players including former Tourism Australia head
John Morse and then Minister for Tourism Martin Ferguson. The organization aims to generate wealth
by branding and marketing Yolngu cultural experiences and products, and employing Arnhem Land
residents in related tourism ventures. The idea for Lirrwi developed through a collaboration between
Morse and Timmy ‘Djawa’ Burarrwanga, current Chairman of the Yirrkala Dhanbul Aboriginal
Corporation, a community development organisation associated with the Bunuwal group of companies.
By 2016 Lirrwi had received at least AUD $1.5 million in government grants along with support from high
profile investors such as former Qantas boss Geoff Dixon and ABC advisory council chairwoman Andrea
Hull.
Lirrwi’s support for local tourism ventures includes helping business operators find investments, build
capacity, and market their initiatives. In the initial stages of a local tourism venture’s development, the
‘Yothu Yindi’ relationship includes Lirrwi staff marketing to national and international client groups,
managing customer bookings, and co-managing guest services such as transport and facilities,
accommodations and kitchen services. Yindi, or the people from the homeland, are then able to focus
on delivering visitors a unique tourism experience steeped in their culture and local environment, while
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also using the opportunity provided by Lirrwi to learn the trade and establish themselves.66 As the
Yolngu Masterplan outlines:
“As the ‘child’ gains experience and knowledge, they become more independent, and will
undertake financial management and other important training…The growth of the business will
be similar to the growth of a young person: seeking independence, making mistakes and a
continual process of learning and testing boundaries; all the time the ‘child’ knows that the
‘mother’ Lirrwi is there for advice, back up and support.”
Through this process of nurturing business development, the local Indigenous communities and
entrepreneurs are empowered to learn the tourism trade without the fear that mistakes will lead to
total failure and dissolution of partnerships. Lirrwi gives them a chance to gradually take on more
management responsibilities rather than be overwhelmed by the potentially complex details of running
an ecotourism venture from the beginning without any support.
The Yolngu’s Guiding Principles for tourism, some of which are listed below, further exemplify Lirrwi’s
commitment to prioritizing the values of Yolngu people in every step of development67:





The tourism calendar must synchronise with the Yolngu calendar of place-based activities.
Tourism must be flexible and fit in with Yolngu culture, not control it.
Infrastructure must not be overdone and should be kept in harmony with the ecological features
of Arnhem Land.
Finances are only an instrumental means for achieving success and should not be considered an
end in themselves. Maximising profit should not be Lirrwi’s or the master plan’s driving business
objective (but business sustainability is an important means of achieving success).

The Yolngu’s collective norms generally indicate that mass tourism is inappropriate for their tourism
region. While the region of Arnhem Land is home to air links and road systems, the road systems are
generally unpaved and manageable mainly by four-wheel drive vehicles. The Yolngu recognize that these
road systems form a natural barrier to mass tourism and help to curb the risk of accelerated
developments that may be out of synch with local values.
Other issues pertaining to infrastructure include accommodations. At Arnhem Land, the focus generally
remains on small scale camps with capacity to sleep between 12-24 guests for 2-3 nights per average
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stay. 68 There does not appear to be any intention to develop the region to accommodate highercapacity luxury resort-based tourism. This predilection however, does not preclude the Yolngu from
collaborating with resorts and hotels operating on their borders, or developing higher-end tourism
experiences. Their master plan recognizes the importance of gateways and supply hubs (such as Darwin)
to and from their tourism region.
The Yolngu master plan also outlines the importance of determining target markets. The plan developed
out of community consultations and includes ongoing feedback mechanisms to ensure that the Yolngu
community “leads the style and pace of tourism development in their country.”69 Establishing a target
market and customer base is crucial in the early stages of tourism planning, and is an important
consideration in developing a successful business model. The Yolngu decided to focus on the following
broad target market segments, corporate, education, independent travellers, and special interest
travellers; and have developed hospitality services around these groups, their interests, and needs.70
Developing Sustainable Partnerships
A critical component of the Masterplan is Lirrwi’s Partnership Program. Lirrwi partners with public and
private industries to deliver the services they offer to homeland communities. A few notable
partnerships are listed below:




Tourism Australia provided significant support through a Strategic Tourism Investment Grant
(STIG) under T-Qual grants for Indigenous Tourism Development. This enabled Lirrwi to launch
the Masterplan with confidence.
Tourism Australia (TA) also provides support to Lirrwi and the Masterplan in terms of
international marketing, specialised Indigenous tourism research, sponsorships of visiting media,
photography and social media marketing. TA has included Lirrwi in its Indigenous Tourism
Champions Program following accreditation approval. TA is highly engaged with the Tourism
Masterplan as they see it as an exciting new destination for Australia with significant potential
interest from international markets. The level of support from TA may increase significantly
once Lirrwi moves into consumer tours.
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Amalgamated Holdings Ltd (AHL) is one of Australia’s leading hospitality, entertainment and
leisure companies. It owns Rydges Hotels and Resorts and the newly developed QT Hotels. AHL
is a Masterplan Partner, providing funding and room nights at the Rydges and QT properties71.
The Northern Territory Government through various departments and agencies has provided
operational funding to Lirrwi for equipment, accreditation advisory services and assistance for
website development and marketing initiatives.
Australia’s Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) provided
salary funding for two Lirrwi staff positions through its Indigenous Employment Program. This
funding finished June 30, 2013.
Indigenous Business Australia (IBA) provides Lirrwi with significant and varied support through
the Indigenous Tourism Champions Program, as well as vehicle leasing. Other supportive roles
will be investigated in the future including areas such as business plan development.
Indigenous Land Corporation (ILC) and Lirrwi are currently engaged in building a corporate
partnership; ILC has expressed interest in assisting the Masterplan in the future, possibly in the
area of homeland infrastructure.

Growing Pains
Since its inception, Lirrwi Yolngu Tourism has been hailed as a model upon which more Indigenous
tourism corporations could be based. The corporation’s masterplan aims to see thousands more tourists
visiting Arnhem Land each year, generating up to 1000 local jobs and sustaining up to 50 local
businesses. In 2015, manager Matt Grooby said the corporation had AUD $1 million worth of tours
booked for 2016.
Yet, despite its great promise, and the considerable roster of influential public and private partners
engaged with the Masterplan at regional and national levels, Lirrwi’s board of directors called in third
party administrators in January 2016 after the organization had reported recurring financial losses three
years out of four72.
According to documents filed with the Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations (ORIC), a
majority of directors asked for Lirrwi Yolngu Tourism Aboriginal Corporation to be placed in special
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administration73. An administrator was subsequently appointed by ORIC on a short-term basis, to help
with stabilising the company’s finances and returning it to profitability.74 In June 2016 the corporation
was then returned to its regular management. Lirrwi’s upper management remarked that the
organization had grown too quickly, had undertaken too many development projects and
underestimated the costs and difficulty of doing business in remote areas.
According to ORIC and industry observers, the corporation was nevertheless surrounded by goodwill
and had the continued backing of a wide range of external partners, mentors and stakeholders. “The
corporation has been open and honest with all of them, which shows courage and a willingness to get
this important business back on track”, said The Registrar of Indigenous Corporations, Mr. Beven in
201675.
Mr. Morse, one of Lirrwi’s directors and founding partners, provided a similar perspective: “We know
the product is there, and we know the market is there. What we have to do is connect those in a way
that’s long term and in accordance with the wishes of the Yolngu people.”76 In the 2014-15 financial year
tourism revenue was about AUD $650,000, Mr. Morse said. Growth was therefore in line with
expectations77.
The masterplan laid out ambitious targets, including to generate AUD $680,000 in gross tourism revenue
in 2014-15 and employ 200 Yolngu participants, rising to AUD $1.2 million in 2017-18 with about 350
Yolngu employed. Over the longer term the plan envisions that 50 businesses, with up to 1000 Yolngu
working for them, will be created by 2032, based on a business target of 14,000 visitor nights and about
AUD $10 million a year poured into the Arnhem Land economy.
Comparative analysis
These two case studies provide a contrast in starting points and present outcomes; yet both
demonstrate the importance of having reliable partners and a commitment to a long-term vision. In
Carcross, the Singletrack to Success project emerged from a bottom-up local initiative of CTFN that built
on the grassroots work of local residents and business owners (guides, etc.) who knew of Montana
Mountain’s historical trails and saw its potential to become a world class adventure tourism attraction.
The local partners dreamed big, and had a broader vision of regional tourism and economic
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development in mind; but they started out small, focusing on small wins and a practical project that
could address multiple community goals, including youth empowerment/employment, renewing a part
of their cultural heritage, and stimulating economic development through carefully managed adventure
tourism. With the trails in place, the CTFN then set its sights on improving the Carcross marketplace, so
that local businesses would be better positioned to serve the growing number of visitors who wanted to
experience more of the area, and stay longer. By moving gradually, and carefully, the CTFN is also
preparing itself to dream even bigger, by creating a resort area, and potential park system to extend the
length of time visitors spend in their area, and expand the range of recreational activities they can
undertake there. As the vision becomes more ambitious, CTFN expands its circle of partners, and
searches out for quality partnerships it can depend on to sustain growth. Finding that quality requires
patience, which is something CTFN and its local partners appear to understand.
With the Yolngu master plan, Lirrwi and its partners took a broader, initially top-down approach. The
initiative to market and co-manage Arnhem Land as an ecotourism destination began as a partnership
between regional Indigenous leaders and several high profile former government officials and members
of Australia’s tourism industry. Their efforts at a regional level are intended to help nurture the kinds of
locally driven initiatives and community-based tourism ventures that CTFN spearheaded with Montanan
Mountain in Yukon. Starting a few years after the CTFN initiated its Single Track to Success project, Lirrwi
rapidly gained steam, and attracted a long list of public and private partners, from multiple regional and
federal government departments and agencies, to airlines, the hospitality industry, and Indigenous
development corporations, community leaders, and local area businesses in the homelands. By 2015
however, it became apparent that Lirrwi’s organization, although matched by lots of goodwill and eager
partners, was being overwhelmed by the ambitious goals it had set, and by the commitments it had to
make good on. An important lesson from their experience appears to be in how they handled the bad
times. Instead of dissolving their partnerships, or spreading blame, Lirrwi’s board and management,
decided to face facts, take a breather, and give their organization time to sort out its administrative
affairs. They brought in the Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations (ORIC) to ensure that the
internal measures that needed to be taken were done transparently and led by a credible third party. In
2016, the approach appears to have worked, and has not diminished the interest that Lirrwi’s various
partners continue to have in helping the Yolngu develop Arnhem Land’s tourism potential as their local
communities see fit.
The lessons from these two case studies and from our broader review of the literature resonate in many
ways with the situation of TMBCRS, as our business analysis of the Base Camp and Research Station will
show in Part 2.
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Part 2: Business analysis of the Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research Station
In the remaining sections of this report we provide a business analysis of the Torngat Mountains Base
Camp and Research Station (TMBCRS). Part 2 of the report is intended to provide fundamental
scaffolding for the future work that TMBCRS’ lead partners and key stakeholders will need to undertake
to develop a new business model that is sustainable and creates a suitable investment climate for the
major projects and growth they would like to achieve.
The results of our business analysis are presented in three sections:




Directions to undertake a financial assessment of Base Camp operations;
Directions to undertake a market segmentation analysis of TMBCRS; and
Directions for TMBCRS’ lead partners and key stakeholders to establish a joint strategic planning
process and clear governance framework.

The business analysis then concludes with a summary of key recommendations for moving forward –
along with their suggested action plans.

Directions to undertake a financial assessment of Base Camp operations
The first component of our business analysis examines the historic and current financial conditions of
TMBCRS operations. Our inquiry here seeks to understand the cost drivers that affect how the Base
Camp functions as a business. A clearer understanding of these drivers will help TMBCRS’ lead partners,
in particular NG and Parks, make better informed decisions about the Base Camp’s future. The interplay
of costs and revenues shapes the viability of TMBCRS, and determines its profitability, social impact, and
growth potential.
Some work in this area has already been undertaken; and our approach integrates findings from past
assessments of TMBCRS, including historic income statements, along with information we have
gathered through interviews and group discussions. Between November 2016 and March 2017, we
engaged with managers and staff from the lead partners involved in Base Camp operations (up to 2016)
– NG, Parks, and NGC, as well as representatives of key stakeholder groups who use the Base Camp, for
tourism or research, and other stakeholders who have contributed funding towards Base Camp and
Research Station investments, helped promote TMBCRS as a tourism destination, etc. We also benefited
from discussions with important subcontractors involved in TMBCRS operations, such as Universal
Helicopters Newfoundland Ltd, which NGC co-owns.
The relevant stakeholders who participated in our meetings included representatives of: the TMBCRS
research community, tour operators, Destination Labrador, and federal and provincial government
agencies and departments such as the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency (ACOA), Indigenous and
Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), Heritage Canada, and the Newfoundland and Labrador Department of
Tourism, Culture, Industry and Innovation. Our team also benefited from engaging industry experts,
including Gordon Slade (Chairman, Shorefast Foundation), Jeff Anderson (Vice President Operations
52

Western and Northern Canada, Parks Canada – retired), Keith Henry (President and CEO, Aboriginal
Tourism Association of Canada).
Several of our key informants from the lead partners and key stakeholder groups have been involved
with the Base Camp since its first pilot phases in 2006-2007, and participated in the Base Camp’s
operations during and after its transition to NGC management in 2009. Our meetings with these and
other key informants were invaluable for understanding the vital context that shaped how TMBCRS
grew and evolved organically since 2006-2007.
Our meetings and interviews also helped us to better appreciate how each lead partner and key
stakeholder group’s perceptions and analysis of cost drivers were sometimes limited to the parts of Base
Camp operations they were most concerned about. That different informants and groups have different
opinions on how much activities cost at Base Camp versus how much value they create is a contributing
factor to the disagreements that have arisen around the TMBCRS business model and its performance.
This is not uncommon in any business environment, and measures need to be taken to ensure that
stakeholders and partners have a shared understanding of, not only performance goals and objectives,
but the factors that drive the costs and value of their common enterprise. In addition, when
disagreements over cost and value arise, the partners and stakeholders need to have reliable accounting
information and systems in place to help them work through their differences collaboratively. Another
similar issue that we encountered is related to ownership over TMBCRS’ capital assets and the need for
a common inventory of who owns what and who is responsible for related maintenance and repairs.
At this time there is no common definitive account of what drives the costs and revenues of Base Camp
operations, and who owns which assets. That constraint makes it presently impossible to undertake a
thorough financial assessment of Base Camp operations. However, the lead partners and stakeholders
do have a shared history of working together and welcomed the opportunity our research presented to
formally collaborate on establishing shared accounting practices and a more comprehensive financial
assessment in the future. Our work in this section is therefore intended to provide the lead partners,
and especially NG, with some foundational directions to build upon (as part of recommended next
steps).
Disentangling the costs associated with TMBCRS operations
From 2009 to 2016, Base Camp operations have been managed by the Nunatsiavut Group of Companies
(NGC) through its wholly owned company NGC Solutions. In each operating season where information is
available, from 2013 to 2016, the Base Camp operator reported annual net losses on Base Camp
operations. These net losses were on average $296,045. As the business arm of the Nunatsiavut
Government, NGC operated the camp with an implied social enterprise mandate related to NG’s social
policy goals to produce benefits and employment for beneficiaries. It is however, presently unclear to
what extent the acceptance of NG’s social policy goals may have impacted NGC’s annual losses, or
influenced its decisions to continue running Base Camp despite persistent annual losses. In any case,
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these annual net losses conflicted with NGC’s mandate to “to create wealth in trust for Nunatsiavut
Beneficiaries by owning profitable, sustainable businesses”78.
With the close of TMBCRS’ 2016 season, NGC notified NG and Parks Canada that, unless the business
model changed and a new management agreement was in place, NGC would withdraw from managing
Base Camp operations. At the time our research concluded, in March 2017, prior to the new summer
season, the Base Camp was without an operator and NG and Parks Canada jointly committed to reexamining how Base Camp operations might be organized and conducted in the future.
How this 2017 transition phase for TMBCRS may affect its associated cost drivers remains to be
determined. An immediate outcome is that NG and Parks Canada have also committed to making a
closer financial assessment of core Base Camp operations, along with an inventory of existing capital
assets. (See key recommendations and action plans below).
In terms of what we can presently learn, without testing a new Base Camp arrangement, there are
nevertheless important insights to be gathered from a look back at the historic data associated with
NGC’s management of Base Camp operations in partnership with NG and Parks Canada. To help us
understand the historic costs and revenues associated with Base Camp operations, NG and NGC staff
shared NGC’s income statements from four years of Base Camp operations over the 2013 to 2016
seasons. NG and Parks staff also shared several studies conducted since 2008 that have touched upon
some of the cost drivers associated with Base Camp operations.
Key insights from the historic data are summarized below, and analyzed in the context of our meetings
with TMBCRS’ lead partners and stakeholders. As our meetings with partners and stakeholders
unfolded, it became apparent to all the participants that different groups had considerably different
perspectives on what the costs are or should be, and what drives them. The analysis we present is
therefore intended to help the various parties collectively undertake a more thorough and formal
financial assessment of Base Camp operations in the future.
What are the costs associated with TMBCRS operations?
Based on income statements from 2013 to 2016, we see that the average total operating cost for a
season of TMBCRS was $1,049,143. Chart 1 below breaks down the top 10 attributable sources of costs,
starting with salaries and benefits and ending with insurance.
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Chart 1: Top ten cost categories represented proportionally to their contribution to total operating costs in an average Base Camp operating season (Average is over data
from 2013 to 2016)

Source: NGC Solutions Inc., "Budgeted Statement of Income - The Torngats". Analysis by The Conference Board of Canada.
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The five biggest cost categories over the 2013 to 2016 operating seasons are staff salaries and benefits
and aircraft charters, followed by fuel, summer camp mobilization/demobilization, and helicopter
charters. As a percentage of the average annual revenue from these four operating seasons ($817,700),
the average cost of staff salaries and benefits was 36 per cent, while the average cost of aircraft charters
was 29 per cent.
But how variable are these costs and what drives them in any given year? In terms of the first part of the
question, Table 5 indicates that some of the categories had relatively consistent cost levels over the
operating seasons when information was available. These include summer camp food, as well as major
cost categories such as salaries and benefits, and summer camp aircraft and helicopter charters – where
the coefficient of variation79 of associated costs around their average is less than 20 per cent. Cost
categories such as salaries and benefits and aircraft charters carry the largest costs across the four years
of financial statements we had to review80. (Average annual revenue was $817,700, and these two
categories together comprised 65 per cent of it).
Table 5: TMBCRS' average costs by cost category and measures of dispersion from year to year (2013 to 2016)

Cost
Category

Average
annual
cost

Standard
deviation

Coefficient
of variation
(CV)

Summer Camp Food
$42,846
$2,389
6%
Summer Camp Aircraft Charters
$236,892 $29,908
13%
Salaries and Benefits
$295,567 $42,748
14%
Summer Camp Helicopter Charter $74,503
$13,910
19%
Fuel (including Gas & Oil)
$102,042 $32,033
31%
Other
$46,687
$18,606
40%
Professional Fees
$60,639
$25,567
42%
Insurance
$20,516
$8,961
44%
Summer Camp Mob/Demob
$100,960 $50,867
50%
Materials & Supplies
$68,493
$36,848
54%
Source: NGC Solutions Inc., "Budgeted Statement of Income - The Torngats".

Average cost as
percentage of
average annual
revenue
5%
29%
36%
9%
12%
6%
7%
3%
12%
8%
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What are the cost drivers and associated social and economic impacts? – A qualitative assessment
In accounting terms, a cost driver is any factor that affects total costs81. An increase or decrease in the
level of a cost driver will therefore cause an increase or decrease in the level of the total cost. The
relationship between cost drivers and total costs are not always linear, and how a cost driver is
measured also plays a role in determining its influence on accounts of total costs.
Our meetings with TMBCRS’ lead partners at NG, Parks Canada, and NGC raised several lessons learned
around how the Base Camp operator and partners should account for operating expenditures, and
especially for major cost categories such as staffing and benefits, and aircraft and helicopter charters,
along with marine transport.
One matter raised was the need to clearly specify how administrative overhead is applied to major cost
categories such as salaries and benefits. As the Base Camp operator from 2009 to 2016, NGC Solutions
was one of several NGC owned or co-owned companies. This configuration meant that several different,
but interrelated NGC companies – many with TMBCRS related contracts – operated under the direction
of a small team of managers and professional staff. Under this kind of management structure, to what
extent does the tourism line of business absorb overhead costs such as salaries for managers, engineers,
and other professional staff who may be shared with other companies or lines of business? This
question was raised by the lead public partners and key stakeholders, but it was difficult to find a clear
answer from historic data. Now that TMBCRS needs a new Base Camp operator, the question is more
future-oriented as a motivation to develop a clearer organizational structure and related accounting
practices around the Base Camp’s staffing, management, and use of professional services.
Previous studies of TMBCRS have identified other staffing considerations. A 2008 study noted that
TMBCRS may involve more staff than is typically required of comparable adventure tourism destinations
in Arctic and sub-Arctic regions82. In 2015, there were 20 temporary full-time staff (employed for five
weeks); one permanent halftime employee working for Base Camp; and one temporary full-time
contractor:







1 Base Camp Manager;
1 Head Cook/Chef;
3 Cook’s Assistants;
1 Kitchen Helper;
1 Maintenance person;
1 Housekeeper/Cleaner;
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1 Head Bear Monitor;
9 Bear Monitors;
2 Boat Drivers;
1 Hospitality Coordinator;
1 Customer Experience Manager (permanent halftime employee); and
1 Medic/Safety Officer (contracted position).

From a cost optimization standpoint, staffing should complement the hospitality services and adventure
tourism experiences to be delivered. TMBCRS is somewhat unique compared to other Arctic and SubArctic adventure tourism destinations in that it’s natural environment has substantial polar bear and
black bear populations that roam freely in proximity to tourists and researchers. This feature, which is
tremendously appealing to visitors, therefore requires the presence of security personnel such as bear
monitors and a medic/safety officer.
Depending on how TMBCRS’ lead partners decide to transform the Base Camp and Research Station
business model, there may be room to adjust staffing levels. For example, the industry experts
interviewed by our research partner, Robert Sheldon of Arctic Infrastructure, confirmed that elite
adventure travel and ecotourism experiences, especially those involving longer treks away from a base
camp or resort area, often require staff to carry on multiple roles, balancing expertise in wilderness
guiding and interpretive programming, with camp management, hospitality, and culinary skills. These
elite groups focus on retaining and rewarding staff that have multiple skillsets and competencies, to
ensure that their teams can conduct their tours efficiently, with minimal impact on their environment
and without sacrificing the quality that higher paying tourists will come to expect from their adventure.
Whether this type of configuration might be better suited to one or more tour operators affiliated with
the Base Camp operator or Parks Canada (in relation to its emerging hut to hut network), would have to
be investigated.
But staffing at TMBCRS is not simply a matter of business. The question of staffing and associated costs
is also directly linked to NG’s social policy mandate to promote the Base Camp to beneficiaries, and
include employment roles and business opportunities for them in its operations. This question also
relates to the costs a Base Camp operator may incur from supporting NG social programs such as the
youth summer camp, the hosting of Elders, and so forth. Given that NGC is recognized as the business
arm of NG, this issue may have contributed to NGC’s historic annual net losses and influenced its
decision to continue operating despite those losses. However, the extent to which the social policy goal
of employing beneficiaries at TMBCRS had an influence on NGC’s decisions to hire X number of bear
guards and staff in each year is not clear. Whether the historic staffing levels, and their associated costs,
were optimal or suboptimal with respect to running the tourism venture and (not) breaking even is also
not currently answerable; but it deserves to be considered by TMBCRS’ lead partners going forward. We
note that previous studies of HR practices in 2008 concluded that hiring, training, and retaining local
staff, including guides and bear guards, can be more cost effective than hiring skilled labour from
outside of Nunatsiavut; though it does require a more detailed plan and investments dedicated to
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capacity building. Could a more highly trained staff work more efficiently at Base Camp? Our discussions
with lead partners and key stakeholder groups (researchers and tour operators) suggests there is room
for improvement around how resource use and excursions are scheduled. Resources such as boats are in
high demand, as are the services of bear guards to accompany researchers, hikers, and tour groups. The
Base Camp manager on site during the operating season needs to be able to plan ahead, keep staff on
task, and have contingencies in place to smooth out resource conflicts. The kitchen service was another
dimension of Base Camp operations that came up in our discussions as an area for improvement, which
echoes findings from past research since 2008.
The need to track and periodically invest in local capacity and skills development raises the bigger
question of who will contribute resources and time to ensure an appropriate human resource
management strategy is in place. The Base Camp operator has its own business requirements to ensure
that its services achieve expected levels of quality and efficiency. But If Base Camp operating revenues
are not able to sustain the level of staffing that meets NG’s social policy goals, whether implied or overt,
then some form of subsidization on the part of NG and other partners, who have a mandate to support
the employment and training of beneficiaries at Base Camp, may be required. We have learned that
historically, NG departments such as EED (with federal/provincial partners ACOA, and TCII) have put
money into Base Camp human resource development initiatives. But without a clear and shared
understanding of the social policy goals that have an influence on Base Camp operations, there is a risk
that the expectations of lead public partners such as NG will conflict with the business needs the Base
Camp operator has to breakeven and make a suitable operating margin. By clarifying how the social
policy goals and business goals align (or conflict), the two partners will be better able to harness each
other’s strengths and develop a more efficient and effective social enterprise.
All relevant social policy and business goals should preferably be written down and documented in a
high-level vision statement and project charter; and then broken down into more precise explanations
of associated performance expectations and measures in a Terms of Reference (TOR) and in any
management agreement that gets developed between the lead public partner(s) and the Base Camp
operator. In addition, progress on all relevant social policy goals should be clearly tracked as part of
regular performance indicators for Base Camp operations, and linked to a specific system for reporting
on TMBCRS’ social impacts83. Regular annual reporting on TMBCRS’ social impacts, in addition to
financial reporting, to beneficiaries and other key stakeholders, would, for example, track the
achievement of fundamental policy goals such as the number of jobs created for Nunatsiavut
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beneficiaries and the total amount of associated salaries and benefits, training dollars, etc., that flow to
beneficiaries.
Other aspects to include in this kind of social impact report would be benefits associated with any social
programming delivered through the Base Camp, including the youth summer camp. (See key
recommendations and action plans below). Given that Parks Canada has a similar mandate to involve
beneficiaries in park activities, for example, by hiring Elders, cultural performers, and guides to deliver
interpretive programming at Base Camp, it too may benefit from contributing social impact metrics
through a joint reporting framework with NG, so that beneficiaries and key stakeholders see the bigger
picture of social value creation and not just the associated accounting costs and income statements.
The next largest cost category, aircraft charters, introduces another lesson around the role of a
multidivisional firm operating Base Camp. In this case, NGC owned companies – Air Labrador and NGC
Nunatsiavut Marine Inc. provided core air and marine transport services to Base Camp, while Universal
Helicopters Newfoundland Limited, a company NGC co-owns, provided helicopter charters. How does
the close interrelationship between these companies affect their costs, cost management, and the
accounting of costs associated with Base Camp operations? If NGC, or a similarly structured business
entity, are likely to bid on any future RFPs to operate Base Camp, this question will be worth
investigating.
In addition, if revenues circulate between companies that are essentially owned by the same group of
companies and ultimately answerable to Nunatsiavut’s beneficiaries (through their trusts), there is also
likely to be an economic story to be told around what may at first look like dismal accounting figures for
the tourism operation. Although raised in our meetings with TMBCRS’ lead partners and key
stakeholders, this parallel economic story about TMBCRS’ impact is presently difficult to piece together
based on available historic data. Going forward it should however motivate the partners to ensure that
major costs associated with aircraft charters and transport, as well as salaries and benefits, are traceable
to economic outcomes in the Nunatsiavut region and broader Newfoundland and Labrador. Aside from
having clearer shared accounting practices in place to disentangle the nexus of costs, the lead partners
should systematically track information to support periodic assessments of TMBCRS’ economic impacts.
Such assessments for example, could examine the cost and benefit of using beneficiary owned
companies versus the cost and benefit of retaining logistical support and staffing from firms outside of
the Nunatsiavut region. Such assessments of economic impact would complement the reporting of
social impacts noted above and could build on more regular, e.g., annual, financial metrics such as the
reporting of Base Camp revenues flowing to beneficiary owned companies and trusts. Beyond tracking
major cost categories an assessment of economic impact could also examine the economic impact of
marketing locally crafted artisanal goods through the Base Camp gift shop.
A third lesson that emerged from our discussion of cost drivers with TMBCRS’ lead partners and key
stakeholders is a need to improve the logistical flow of supplies to and from Base Camp and to properly
inventorize and track Base Camp capital assets. In terms of logistics, issues related to optimizing the
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supply and storage of fuel to Base Camp were discussed by the lead partners and stakeholders as a
major concern; and possible logistical solutions appear to be in the works to improve storage and
reduce transport costs. In comparison to fuel which is consistently a major cost category, the costs
associated with materials and supplies and mobilization/demobilization (mob/demob) were among the
most variable (with CV’s greater than 50 per cent as featured in Table 5 above). How and why these
costs vary deserves further attention from the lead partners. Mob/demob generally involves the process
of setting up camp and making it ready for use. There was some discussion in our meetings with
partners that the set up and breakdown of Base Camp operations could proceed more systematically
and efficiently. Associated marine transport costs were also introduced as a constraint that could be
better optimized. We also heard from lead partners that the lack of a shared inventory of materials and
supplies had sometimes caused the Base Camp operator to run short of essential supplies to support
customer food services, excursions, and equipment maintenance.
An additional issue that came up with respect to TMBCRS’ assets is uncertainty around which partner (or
stakeholder) owned Base Camp infrastructure and capital assets. Part of this uncertainty relates to the
lack of a common asset inventory and routine accounting practises to keep the inventory updated. But
another challenge stems from the nature in which capital assets were acquired. The majority of
TMBCRS’ built infrastructure and equipment were purchased with funding through federal, provincial,
and Nunatsiavut government programs (often based on matching fund agreements).
From an operational perspective, this equipment and infrastructure have to be maintained and
sometimes repaired with each new operating season. If it is the Base Camp operator who provides the
related upkeep and maintenance services, then the capital assets may appear in its financial statements
alongside those assets it has directly purchased. But if it is the Nunatsiavut government or Parks Canada
that bought the capital assets, through their own budgets or other program dollars they had to apply
for, then the assets may appear on their books as well. The boundaries between who owns what and
who is responsible for what have to be clearly specified in a Terms of Reference (TOR), in related
management agreements, and in a shared asset inventory. Best practices around this area of the
business enterprise can be found in the business literature on joint ventures, public-private
partnerships, and protected-area P3s. (Key concepts reviewed in Part 1). Going forward the lead
partners should review best practices on how operators and partners can best clarify asset ownership
and the associated responsibilities of the operator and its subcontractors to manage and maintain
capital assets.
TMBCRS’ lead partners have several major capital investment decisions to consider going forward,
including, but not limited to, the need for a new airstrip, improved sewage and power systems, new
recreational equipment, and higher end accommodations for tourists. The question of ownership and
management responsibilities for maintenance and repair will therefore only become intensified. Some
of the potential projects and related issues include:
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Future development sites for higher end satellite accommodations and facilities. In these cases,
some form of protected-area P3 might provide an appropriate way to organize a solicitation of
bids, the management of construction, and third-party based operations. (An introduction to
P3s and protected-area P3s is included in Part 1).



Major infrastructure upgrade projects envisioned for TMBCRS, including a new airstrip that is
estimated to cost $23.87M, will likely require alternative financing strategies to be feasible –
given that the public sector is unlikely to have adequate program dollars available. Could a
consortium of public and private interests be attracted to jointly investing in large TMBCRS’
infrastructure? The answer depends on how TMBCRS’ lead partners are able to present the risks
and returns on investment to the diverse parties.



If NG is going to take on a more hands on role in managing and marketing TMBCRS it will likely
attract the attention of more beneficiaries who will want to understand how NG’s investments
in capital assets are generating returns to beneficiary companies and trusts. The changing value
of these assets may then need to be reported to these stakeholders as part of an NG specific
balance sheet.

Directions to undertake a market segmentation analysis of TMBCRS
The second component of our business analysis investigates market segmentation and associated
revenue drivers. To get a clearer sense of the market segments TMBCRS is attracting (and not
attracting), we first review historical data provided by NG, NGC, and Parks Canada on the number and
kinds of visitors to TMBCRS in past seasons. This review also includes an examination of the revenues
associated with different kinds of visitors, including categories of tourists and researchers visiting the
research station. Then, to better understand which segments TMBCRS should be focusing on, given the
tourism market potential that exists for remote adventure tourism offers in Canada and internationally,
we examine market intelligence collected by our research partner Arctic Infrastructure, and in meetings
we had with several tour operators who make use of TMBCRS and the park.
Data collected by NG and NGC on an annual basis indicates that the average total number of Base Camp
visitors and staff per year, from 2012 to 2016, was about 196. As Error! Reference source not found.
indicates, this total includes Base Camp and Parks Canada staff as well as students, cultural performers,
and Elders. The average number of paying guests (including tourists and media) per year during this
period was around 90. Parks Canada and Base Camp staff in turn totalled on average 63. Within the
Parks Canada count, approximately 9 to 10 are Torngat Mountains National Park staff (from Nain), and
the remainder are guests of the agency, such as Elders and cultural performers (paid/hosted by Parks)
who provide interpretive programming for guests at Base Camp. The rest of the visitors featured in
Error! Reference source not found. include researchers doing fieldwork, Nunatsiavut youth participating
in NG’s student program, and other visitors, including the military (DND), and representatives of the
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Torngat Mountains National Park Co-Management Board, the Labrador Inuit Capital Trust (NGC’s
principal shareholder), and the Torngat Secretariat.

Table 6: Breakdown of TMBCRS visitors and staff (2012-2016)

Type

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Staff

26

21

22

22

27

Parks Canada

35

36

43

43

42

39.8

20%

Guests

90

73

75

120

93

90.2

46%

Researchers

5

6

12

4

25

10.4

5%

Student
Program
Other

12

12

12

18

8

12.4

6%

14

17

22

20

0

14.6

7%

23

12%

195.6

100%

DND
Total

23
182

165

186

250

195

Average Percentage
of average
total
23.6
12%

Source: Nunatsiavut Group of Companies, "Torngat Base Camp 2016 Report".
Although the data in Error! Reference source not found. show that TMBCRS’ customer base grew from
2012 to 2016, this growth has not been linear. For example, in 2013 and 2014 paying guests dropped by
16 per cent compared to the 2012 season, then almost doubled in 2015, and declined again in 2016
down to levels seen in 2012. The fluctuation in guests poses a challenge for the Base Camp operator to
breakeven. By NG and NGC’s calculations, in 2015 the Base Camp was at 35 per cent occupancy with 120
guests. Based on 2016 pricing, and an average revenue per guest of $5,424.48, they estimated that the
Base Camp could break even with 210 guests (or 60 per cent occupancy)84. Whether this breakeven
point, or a different version based on other visitor configurations, will be achievable in the future is still
up for debate. As we see from Table 6, it was not achieved in 2016.
Aside from the number of visitors, it is also important to consider their backgrounds – which influence
the actual rates they will be willing and able to pay. Table 7 reproduces visitor group profiles based on
findings from Pure North and updated by NG, NGC, and Parks Canada.
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Table 7: Profiles of typical visitors to TMBCRS

Visitor Group

Description

Parks Canada

Between 9 and 10 Torngat Mountains National Park staff along with a variety of
guests (including Elders and cultural performers who provide interpretive
programming at the park and Base Camp).
Inuit Beneficiaries of the Nunavik and Labrador Inuit PIBAs. The Base Camp itself
employed on average 24 staff from 2012 to 2016 –of whom the majority were
beneficiaries.
Students from Nunavik and Nunatsiavut – mostly PIBA beneficiaries; a total of
between 12 and 18, plus up to 4 coordinators and assistants were at TMBCRS
during the 2012 to 2015 seasons. In 2016 the program was attended by a
smaller group of alumni. In 2017 NG and partners are looking for ways to
revitalize the program.
Parks Canada, Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, Memorial
University of Newfoundland, University of Tokyo; other researchers have been
to TMBC from the UK, US and Bhutan.
Travelers coming specifically to stay at TMBCRS to partake in programs and
packages sold directly by the Base Camp operator (NGC from 2009 to 2016).
Visitors who arrive as third-party clients brought by tour operators such as
Linkum Tours and have purchased their packages through those tour operators.
Visitors who are third-party clients of cruise ship operators such as Adventure
Canada, and who disembark cruise ships for shore excursions in the park and/or
excursions which are staged from TMBCRS. Cruise ships may pay TMBCRS a per
passenger rate for programs, but this has not been strictly enforced.
Independent hikers who use the Base Camp as a gateway to the park.

Inuit Beneficiaries

kANGIDLUASUk Student
Program

Scientific Researchers

Fully-Independent Travelers
Tour Operator Guests
Cruise Ship Day Visitors

Self-Guided Hikers
Private Boaters
Private Plane and Heli-Touring
Media

Familiarization (FAM) Tours

Sailboats, yachts, super yachts and other private boats. Points of origin have
included Canada, US, Greenland, Brazil, UK, France and Australia.
Visitors flying in who are conducting private tours of the park for family, friends
and/or colleagues.
Writers, photographers, videographers, filmmakers and others who visit
TMBCRS to document culture, the park, wildlife, archeology, ecology,
geography, etc.
Tour operators, media, DMOs such as Destination Labrador, tourism marketing
agencies and associations such Destination Canada and ATAC, travel agents and
government officials invited to experience TMBCRS with the expectation that
they may subsequently promote/support TMBCRS.

Source: Pure North, "PARKS CANADA BASE CAMP AND RESEARCH STATION: Documenting the Torngat
Mountains Example and Developing a Sustainable Business Model"., p. 16.
Profile of tourism market segments
On average, the tourist base from 2012 to 2016 comprised about 46 per cent of all visitors who stayed
overnight at Base Camp. These visitors comprise the Guests category tracked in Table 6. There is
however, a greater range of tourists visiting TMBCRS than those who pay for bed nights. The range of
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tourists who visit TMBCRS and the park typically breaks down into the following segments, as described
in Table 7 above:








Fully-independent travellers;
Tour Operator Guests;
Self-Guided Hikers;
Private Boaters;
Private Plane and Heli-Touring;
Cruise Ship Day Visitors; and
Media and FAM Tours.

In terms of revenue generation, the most important tourist groups for TMBCRS are the fullyindependent travellers, self-guided hikers, and tour operator guests who pay for bed nights and
recreational programming. In 2016, these paying guests required 372 bed nights. In comparison, Parks
Canada required 152 bed nights for its guests, researchers required 152 bed nights, media required 138
bed nights, and the student program required 60 bed nights85.
The fully-independent travellers purchase their tour packages directly from the Base Camp operator
(NGC until 2017), and generally participate in a full complement of Base Camp programs with access to
guided excursions. In 2016, a group of two guests in this category would have paid $18,480 for a seven
night stay under the TMBCRS Tuttuk package, which includes, as a percentage of the package cost,
airfare (23 per cent), accommodation (38 per cent), food (11 per cent), bear guards (16 per cent), and
zodiac boat rental for excursions (12 per cent). Additional fees may be incurred over the duration of
their stay, for extra activities such as helicopter tours, and so forth. In 2016, this package included seven
nights at base camp in a Design Shelter yurt or Intershelter dome, along with five guided excursion
vouchers. For two self-reliant hikers who choose the Amaguk package from the Base Camp operator, the
pricing is $13,110, based on lower-grade accommodations in MEC tents, and no guided excursions. For
both kinds of traveller large group rates are also available; and for an additional fee, helicopter drop-offs
or pick-ups can also be arranged to support guests undertaking longer day hikes, etc.
The guided excursions are an important feature of the TMBCRS experience. While at the Base Camp
visitors can take advantage of several different guided excursions:
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Hebron is located to the south of Base Camp, and was first settled by Moravian missionaries
from Germany in 1830. In 1959, after consulting with the Canadian government, the Moravians

Nunatsiavut Group of Companies, "Torngat Base Camp 2016 Report".
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decided to close the mission and the people of Hebron were required to move, leaving the
remains of their community behind. In 1976 Hebron was declared a National Historic Site.
The North Arm is considered to be one of the jewels of the Park, consisting of a narrow and
majestic fjord with 3,000 foot verticals on either side.
Sallikuluk (Rose Island) is a focal point of the Inuit landscape in Saglek Fjord. Its deeply layered
archaeological sites span more than 500 years of occupation and are an important part of
understanding human history.
Nackvak Brook is a spectacular excursion that takes clients to the north side of Saglek Fjord.
Here visitors see the beginning of the 100-year old Inuit trail that once connected the Inuit of
Ungava Bay to the Inuit of Labrador.
Ramah is one of the most significant historical sites in northern Labrador, and home to
significant outcrops of a distinctive stone called Ramah Chert. Ramah Chert was produced and
traded by the Inuit, and has been found as part of ceremonial contents at Native American sites
as far away as New England, the Chesapeake Bay, and the Great Lakes.
Several hiking routes are available including: Koroc-Palmer River, Bears Gut, Nachvak Brook and
The Domes.

The next tourist group with a substantial impact on TMBCRS’ revenues consists of tour operator guests.
Several kinds of tour operators have included trips to Base Camp in their itineraries. As we learned from
our meetings they generally take one of two approaches. Smaller local operators, such as Linkum Tours,
out of Newfoundland, use the Base Camp as an actual base camp for all or part of their tour. Linkum
Tours’ approach focuses on smaller groups of up to eight guests. They feel this size creates a more
intimate guest experience, and presents a configuration that is easier to manage logistically, e.g., with
regards to the use of boats and helicopters to undertake a variety of excursions around key areas of the
national park, and Nunatsiavut lands (such as Hebron). In past seasons, Linkum Tours delivered its
Torngat Mountains Adventure package in partnership with the Base Camp operator (NGC) and built its
tour packages around NGC’s pricing scheme.
In contrast, a cruise ship operator such Adventure Canada will integrate TMBCRS into its itinerary but
make far more limited use of the Base Camp facilities – and mainly as a gateway into the park. The
cruise schedules are also not necessarily tied to the Base Camp’s operating season – and tours may
disembark to visit the park in the off-season. A cruise operator such as Adventure Canada, is largely selfsufficient, and for excursions into the park will include its own guides, interpretive programming, and
bear guards. This approach therefore requires minimal to no support from Base Camp staff and
infrastructure, but it also presents relatively little in terms of revenue for TMBCRS. In 2012, for example,
74 passengers from an Adventure Canada cruise came ashore to visit Base Camp for hiking, tea and
cookies. The Base Camp operator charged the cruise ship company $12 per person and no landing fees
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were levied86. In 2016, 200 cruise ship passengers made an excursion into Base Camp. In 2017, five
cruises are scheduled to make a stop at Torngat Mountains National Park. Historically, there has been
little in terms of advance coordination and no joint marketing between the cruise operators and Base
Camp operator, but the cruise operators do coordinate with Parks Canada to gain access into the park.
See Table 887.
Table 8: Cruises scheduled to stop at Torngat Mountains National Park in 2017

Dates
6-8/Jul/2017
12/14/Jul/2017
21-22/Jul/2017

Ship
Spitsbergen
Spitsbergen
Akademik Sergey
Vavilov
Silver Explorer
Ocean Endeavour

Operator
Passengers
Hurtigruten
335
Hurtigruten
335
One Ocean
92
Expeditions
9/Sep/2017
Silversea
130
28Adventure
198
30/Sep/2017
Canada
Source: Cruise Newfoundland and Labrador, "Schedule by Port".
As for where these various tourists come from, Parks Canada and NG do not appear to have been
consistently collecting exit surveys from TMBCRS’ guests. The best available data we have are from 2009
to 2011, when Parks Canada temporarily had a mandate to collect basic demographic information from
park guests, and 2016 when NGC produced a report on Base Camp operations and visitors. The earlier
Parks Canada data are featured in Table 9 and the 2016 NGC data are featured in Table 10. Based on the
presentation in Table 9 just over 32 per cent of visitors to the park in an average year, from 2009 to
2011, originated from Newfoundland and Labrador. On top of this visitor base, just over 37 per cent
originated from Ontario and Québec. In comparison, the Maritime Provinces, Western Canada, and
territories collectively brought in 15 per cent, as did the combined total of visitors from the United
States and Overseas.
Table 9: Origin of guests to Torngat Mountains National Park (2009 to 2011)

Origin
Newfoundland and Labrador
Maritime Provinces (NB, NS, PEI)

2009

2010

2011 Average

36%

23%

38%

32.3%

9%

6%

6%

7%
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Pure North, "Parks Canada Base Camp and Research Station: Documenting the Torngat Mountains Example and
Developing a Sustainable Business Model"., p. 33.
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An additional ocean vessel based tour in 2017 will be Canada C3’s visit to TMBCRS and TMNP as part of Canada
150 signature event celebrations.
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Québec

19%

28%

7%

18%

Ontario

13%

19%

26%

19.3%

Western Canada (MB, SK, AB, BC)

6%

9%

7%

7.3%

Territories

0%

0%

3%

1%

United States

9%

11%

7%

9%

Overseas nations

8%

3%

7%

6%

Total
53
64
Source: Boudreau, "Torngat Mountains National Park Visitor Research Program".
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In comparison, the more current 2016 data in Table 10 repeat some of the previous patterns – though
some of the proportions have changed. The largest share of visitors is still from Newfoundland and
Labrador (in fact, from Labrador). Quebec and Ontario still make up the next largest shares of visitors;
while the remaining provinces contribute a slightly smaller proportion of visitors than in past years (11
per cent). In contrast, US and overseas visitors make up considerably less of the 2016 visitor pool than in
previous years.
Table 10: Origin of guests to Base Camp in 2016 – including paying guests

Origin
Labrador

2016
42%

Newfoundland

5%

Maritime Provinces (NB, NS, PEI)

6%

Québec

16%

Ontario

15%

Western Canada (MB, SK, AB, BC)

9%

Territories

0%

United States

1%

Overseas nations

5%

Source: Nunatsiavut Group of Companies, "Torngat Base Camp 2016 Report".
The limited market research undertaken by NG, NGC, and Parks Canada to date has left the lead
partners with a feeling of uncertainty around which market segments might best, from a revenue
generation perspective, help them turn TMBCRS into a sustainable enterprise. One of the outcomes of
our strategic planning work with the lead partners, was confirmation that a shift in marketing strategy
would be beneficial, to spend less time and resources engaging tourism tradeshows and media/fam
tours, and spend more time and resources engaging tour operators to understand their clientele,
specific needs and risks, tour packages, cost constraints, and price points.
To better understand the needs of diverse tour operators, and the tourist segments they represent, the
lead partners were advised to invite a sample of tour operators to participate in a review of the Base
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Camp site and Base Camp operations. Such a visit could also include, and be facilitated by industry
experts, such as our partner Arctic Infrastructure, and include representatives of Destination
Management Organizations and Indigenous tourism associations who could help support TMBCRS’
during its transition to a new business model. The latter include national groups such as Destination
Canada and the Aboriginal Tourism Association of Canada (ATAC).
The adventure tourism market experts we consulted also presented other possibilities for NG, Parks
Canada, and their Base Camp operator to consider when seeking to attract tourism market segments. In
our strategic planning workshops with lead partners and stakeholders, Robert Sheldon of Arctic
Infrastructure presented a more refined adventure tourism business model based on a carrying capacity
of 12 to 24 higher paying visitors. Such as model would include a marketing strategy that actively seeks
to engage some of the elite traveller groups represented in Table 7 under private boaters, and private
plane and heli-touring groups, as well as by specialized tour operators who bring in higher paying
customers (both domestically and from overseas). To date, such groups have made sporadic visits to
TMBCRS. To keep them at Base Camp for longer periods of time would likely require the partners to
make a greater investment in infrastructure, accommodations, and hospitality services. Understanding
whether such an approach is feasible for TMBCRS, given the trade-offs it might introduce, will require
further investigation on the part of the lead partners and key tour operators, with support from industry
specialists. From our discussions with lead partners and a review of the research documenting current
guest services, tourists currently paying in the range of $12,250 (per person) for seven nights, already
have expectations of quality and comfort that may not have been clearly met under the past Base Camp
model. To offer more expensive packages beyond this level of pricing would require a closer
examination of what is and is not available at TMBCRS to meet elite travellers’ expectations.
What kinds of tourists has TMBCRS been attracting?
Table 11 below provides an age profile of visitors to Torngat Mountains National Park, using the best
available data collected by Parks Canada from 2009 to 2011. Such data are vitally important for
marketing purposes and should be collected more regularly, as age profiles generally correlate with
important sociodemographic variables such as income.
Table 11: Age profiles for visitors to Torngat Mountains National Park

Age category
16 or younger
17 to 24 years
25 to 34 years
35 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 to 64 years
65 years or
older
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2009
0%
2%
13%
24%
37%
19%
6%

2010
0%
17%
20%
16%
30%
11%
6%

2011 Average
3%
1%
20%
13%
19%
17%
13%
18%
24%
30%
19%
16%
4%
5%

Total
53
64
102
73
Source: Boudreau, "Torngat Mountains National Park Visitor Research Program".
The historic survey data on age demographics for TMBCRS visitors suggests that the 45+ year-old
category is particularly relevant. According to relevant market research from Destination Labrador and
the Newfoundland and Labrador Department of Tourism, Culture, Industry and Innovation (TCII), this
group of adventure tourists tends to be representative of the “touring and explorer” market segment
and fits well with the experiences TMBCRS has to offer.
According to TCII’s market research in Labrador, the touring and explorer segment is a broad leisure
market that “seeks sightseeing and soft-adventure experiences – from nature viewing to cultural
experiences”88 (e.g., hiking, birding, and whale-watching). Demographically, TCII’s research reveals them
to be singles and couples in the “pre- and post-full nest stage of the family life cycle”, meaning they
typically do not have children living at home. TCII identifies two focal age cohorts for the touring and
explorer segment: 25 to 34 and, skewed towards, 45+ years of age. Based on the historic data available
from Parks Canada’s surveys of visitors to the park, the 45+ demographic appears to be most relevant.
The relatively high cost of getting to TMBCRS and staying for 4 to 7 nights, is likely to be a barrier for the
generally less affluent 25 to 34-year old explorers. But the older age group also has preferences for
quality food, safety, and comfortable accommodations, that younger demographics may be more willing
to overlook89.
In terms of these visitors’ backgrounds and tastes, the market research undertaken by TCII and
Destination Labrador indicates that the touring and explorer segment tends to include travellers who
are well-educated and affluent. The market research also indicates that they tend to describe
themselves as “sophisticated and experienced travellers, seeking more unusual places and experiences
'off the beaten track'”. The representative travellers of this market segment are therefore looking for:
an antidote to the stress and artificiality of urban life and modern times. They're interested in
discovering and experiencing the unspoiled natural environment. They are curious people, more
interested in unexpected and intriguing experiences than repeat trips to conventional 'tourist'
destinations.90
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Department of Tourism, "Target Markets".
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Leto, "Destination Labrador".

90

Department of Tourism, "Target Markets".
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As such they are open to cross-cultural encounters and engaging with Indigenous traditions and
perspectives and this makes TMBCRS an appealing experience for them.
Profile of research market segments
Research has been conducted from the southern edge of Torngat Mountains National park since 2006,
originally from Shuldham Island, then relocated to St. John’s Harbour in 2007 (the present site of the
Base Camp and Research Station). In 2010 NG developed a permanent facility for the Research Station
at St. John’s Harbour with funding from INAC’s Arctic Research Infrastructure Fund. This infrastructure
serves both the Base Camp and Research Station.
While visiting researchers made up on average 5 per cent of the visitors and staff at Base Camp in any
given year between 2012 and 2016, as shown in Error! Reference source not found. above, they
represent a unique, important, and in some respects, underdeveloped market segment. Compared to
the average tourist who may stay from 4 to 7 days at Base Camp; the average researcher stays 12 nights
at Base Camp and 5 days camping outside in the park. Many researchers have used the Base Camp and
Research Station for multi-year projects, and as a result have observed many of the changes that
TMBCRS has experienced throughout its 10 years of operations.
While the Base Camp operator is responsible for scheduling the researchers’ access to site facilities,
transport, and bear guards, NG also provides oversight over research taking place in Nunatsiavut. In
2015 the NG’s research manager (at Lands and Natural Resources) conducted a survey of researchers to
understand their requirements as a market segment. Nine different research groups responded,
representing the experiences of 22 researchers over the 2007 to 2014 field seasons, and accounting for
1,428 nights in Base Camp or satellite research camps in Torngat Mountains National Park. In terms of
their economic contribution to Base Camp, the NG calculated the following table of payments based on
the researchers’ estimated use of resources such as bear monitors, zodiac boats, the long liner, and
helicopter charters. Table 12 presents the total cost to these nine research projects over the 2007 to
2014 period. Table 13 presents the average costs incurred by an average project of 3.5 years in duration
that spent 158 days at Base Camp over the total time period.
Table 12: Total cost of resources used by nine research groups between 2007 and 2014
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Resource

Per unit cost

Base Camp fee

$200/day

Total usage between
2007 and 2014
1,428 days

Bear monitor

$350/day

392 days

$137,000

Zodiac

$400/day

117 days

$46,800

Long liner

$1,500/day

27 days

$40,500

Helicopter

$3,000/hour

360.5 hours

$1,081,500

Total cost ($)
$285,600

Total

$1,591,400

Source: Laing, "An overview of researchers' experience at Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research
Station from 2007-2014".
Table 13: Average resource usage and costs incurred by an average research project (lasting 3.5 years)

Resource

Per unit cost

Base Camp fee

$200/day

Average usage per
multi-year research
project
158.7 days

Bear monitor

$350/day

43.6 days

$15,244.44

Zodiac

$400/day

13 days

$5,200.00

Long liner

$1,500/day

3 days

$4,500.00

Helicopter

$3,000/hour

40.1 hours

$120,166.67
Total

Average
cost ($)
$31,733.33

$176,844.44

Source: Laing, "An overview of researchers' experience at Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research
Station from 2007-2014".
NG’s survey found that researchers were quite satisfied with the level of accommodations they had
available and appreciated the support of NG and Parks Canada. However, the majority of respondents
felt that the Base Camp manager (on site) consistently prioritized the needs of tourists over researchers.
These respondents felt a closer rapport with Parks Canada and NG staff, and wished to have a dedicated
research coordinator on site to help them sort out their scheduling needs and any conflicts with other
visitor groups.
The researchers and past and present park staff who met with us noted that in the early years (20062009) when Parks Canada was running Base Camp, its staff worked with researchers well in advance of
start up to develop an operational schedule for each research project. This schedule included logistics
planning, helicopter, boat, and fixed wing charters, support required from bear guards,
accommodations, and other operational needs. This approach allowed Parks Canada to plan for
logistical needs each week and helped the researchers know precisely what kind of support they could
expect each day and week. Barring major unforeseen challenges, and by adopting an open-minded
approach to adapting to weather conditions and other uncertainties, this approach appears to have
worked reasonably well for both parties. The difference between these earlier experiences and current
business model constraints is that there are now many more tourists at Base Camp each week with far
greater demands on resources and staff time. Finding a resource scheduling model that addresses and
integrates the needs of both visitor segments is the key.
72

During our meetings with representatives of TMBCRS’ research community, and NG’s research manager,
we heard that no other Arctic research station provides the kinds of unique experiences that TMBCRS
does. We also learned that TMBCRS is still relatively new to the research game, and that there is still
limited awareness of what TMBCRS has to offer researchers among the relevant research disciplines
such as climate science, biology, geology, and other environmental sciences.
The value of improved marketing to researchers, and better catering to their needs, may be
considerable. Because the average research project at TMBCRS encompasses multiple years (3.5),
researchers can be a stable funding source to the Base Camp and Research Station. However, this
potential revenue generating advantage is contingent on the research group’s ability to secure the
research funding they need in advance of their fieldwork. To accurately plan for and reflect the costs
that will be involved at their level of resource use, it then becomes very important for researchers to be
able to coordinate with NG, Parks Canada, and the Base Camp operator well in advance of the TMBCRS’
operating season to ensure that their costs are accurately reflected in research grant applications.
A complementary and important dimension raised by NG’s research manager (at Lands and Natural
Resources) was the NG’s growing role in helping researchers acquire research funding and connect with
foundations that support northern scientific research. We learned that NG has developed unique
partnerships with foundations such as the W. Garfield Weston to support researchers. This dimension of
support for researchers potentially adds an additional layer of support for the Base Camp and Research
Station.
Nunatsiavut Beneficiaries
One of the questions that continued to arise in our meetings with NG, Parks Canada, and the Base Camp
operator (NGC) was how they communicated the value of TMBCRS to Nunatsiavut’s beneficiaries. As we
examined in Part 1, NG and Parks Canada highlight the involvement of beneficiaries in Torngat
Mountains National Park as part of their co-management plan for the park. The plan states91:
Today the national park, which was once a foreign and threatening concept to Inuit, is seen as an
important tool to allow Inuit to protect, pass down and share their culture. It also provides an
opportunity to recognize and honour Inuit knowledge and the special historical and cultural
relationship between Inuit and the land as part of the living legacy of this park. Inuit also see the
park as an important contributor to the social and economic well-being of the region.
Throughout our meetings, NG representatives from the Department of Culture, Recreation and
Tourism affirmed the need to make TMBCRS and the park accessible to beneficiaries. This vision is
about creating economic benefits for Nunatsiavummiut through local employment, business
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Parks Canada, "Tongait Kakkasuangita Silakkijapvinga Torngat Mountains Management Plan".
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contracting, and the promotion of the region’s artists and cultural performers. But it is also more
broadly social and spiritual – as the lands in and around Torngat Mountains National Park are sacred
to the Inuit and emblematic of their living history. NG has a mandate to preserve that history, and
ensure that beneficiaries have an opportunity to see it for themselves and enjoy the benefits of
continuing their traditional activities on the land.
Presently, important historical sites such as Hebron (to the south) are being restored, and this raises
the interest of beneficiaries to become actively involved in their heritage and see it for themselves.
The challenge of costs however, makes it difficult for beneficiaries to visit these distant parts of their
homeland without support from their government and other partners. Employment at the park and
Base Camp is one immediate way to involve beneficiaries. In 2015, 18 out of 23 of the Base Camp
operation’s staff were beneficiaries from the communities of Nain (16), Hopedale (1), and Rigolet (1).
The student summer camp is another important dimension of NG’s strategy to deliver on its
mandate. What else could NG and its partners do to make TMBCRS more accessible to beneficiaries?

Directions for TMBCRS’ lead partners and key stakeholders to establish a joint strategic
planning process and clear governance framework
In the third and final component of our business analysis, we present the initial findings of a strategic
planning process we initiated with TMBCRS’ lead partners, key stakeholders, and some relevant industry
experts we invited to participate. Through a series of facilitated workshops in Winter 2017, we brought
together representatives of key sectors that need to be involved in rethinking the TMBCRS business
model. Our objective for this entry phase of strategic planning was to help clarify the governance
framework for TMBCRS, by first clarifying the roles and expectations of the three lead organizations
involved in the Base Camp’s operations:





The Nunatsiavut Government
o Culture, Recreation and Tourism (CRT)
o Lands and Natural Resources (LNR)
o Education and Economic Development (EED);
Parks Canada; and
The Base Camp operator (based on lessons learned around NGC’ role from 2009 to 2016).

Our facilitation work took place over two intensive two-day workshops held in Happy-Valley Goose Bay,
Labrador, between January and March 201792. The first workshop served to up-date stakeholders on the
current state of the base camp. We also gave time for the lead partners to review the Base Camp and
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Our original intention was to host the second workshop in Nain, but adverse weather conditions forced the team
and our collaborators to work out of Happy-Valley Goose Bay.
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Research Station’s history; identify its key assets (from a capital assets framework discussed in Part 1);
and discuss the persistent challenges TMBCRS has faced – compared to examples of Indigenousmanaged adventure tourism operations in Canada and abroad. The findings of this workshop have been
captured and integrated in Part 1 of the report.
The second workshop focused on clarifying the lead partners’ and key stakeholders’ roles, needs, and
challenges; affirming their common vision for TMBCRS, while identifying potential role conflicts; and
developing recommendations and action plans to establish a more detailed and forward-looking
strategic planning process for 2018 and beyond.
In this and the following section of the report we focus mainly on our findings from the second
workshop. Note that at the time the workshops took place, NGC was considered to be the most likely
organization to serve as Base Camp operator in 2017. Because that no longer appears to be the case, at
least at the time of this writing, we focus on lessons learned about the Base Camp operator’s role, as
reported by NGC and our other workshop participants.
Affirming a common vision for TMBCRS
At our second workshop the following vision statement, first articulated by NG in 201093, was reviewed
and affirmed by the lead partners and key stakeholders. In this vision, TMBCRS:







Honours the Inuit and their culture and their connection to the land;
Values and perpetuates Nunatsiavut’s natural and cultural resources;
Fosters mutual respect and collaboration among all stakeholders;
Generates public awareness and knowledge of the value of the land, nature and culture;
Supports a sustainable consumer and research tourism economy; and
Provides world-class visitor experiences that connect to the Torngat Mountains National Park
and the Inuit story.

Clarifying roles, needs, and challenges of lead partners and key stakeholders
The following profiles summarize what we learned in our strategic planning workshops about the roles,
needs, and challenges of the lead partners and their key stakeholders. These profiles are intended to
clarify the lead partners’ and key stakeholders’ commitments to a new business model and help
establish roles for a new governance framework between partners and stakeholders. To support future
strategic planning, we include the following profiles:
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Nunatsiavut Government – Culture, Recreation and Tourism (Lead partner);
Nunatsiavut Government – Lands and Natural Resources (Lead partner);

Forerunner, "Future Directions Action Report: Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research Station".
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Nunatsiavut Government – Education and Economic Development (Supporting partner);
Parks Canada – Torngat Mountains National Park (Lead partner);
Base Camp operator (Lead partner);
Destination Labrador (Supporting partner);
Researchers (Key stakeholder group); and
Smaller tour operators – that combine experiences and bed nights at Base Camp with excursions
into the park and surrounding areas (Key stakeholder group).

As part of their governance framework, partners, such as NG (departments), Parks Canada, and the Base
Camp operator mainly provide services to their key stakeholder groups (and to each other), while key
stakeholders – such as researchers and tour operators – mainly purchase services from the partners
(though their participation in Base Camp operations also creates value for other visitors and for
beneficiaries, etc.). Those fundamental relationships and transactions structured our group appraisal of
roles, needs, and challenges during the workshops.
Beneficiaries are an important set of diverse stakeholders in the TMBCRS project. However, we have not
organized them as a separate group to profile, but include them under NG – as it is their representative
government. (Other stakeholders who would be worth profiling as the strategic planning process
matures include other federal and provincial government departments, foundations, private investors,
and trusts such as the Labrador Inuit Capital Strategy Trust which owns NGC).
Nunatsiavut Government – Culture, Recreation and Tourism (lead partner)

Roles







CRT is responsible for overseeing TMBCRS operations, and coordinates Torngat-specific
partnerships with Parks Canada and Base Camp operator, on behalf of NG.
NG/CRT may begin to subsidize TMBCRS staff (under negotiation).
NG/CRT funds TMBCRS capital assets and associated maintenance and repairs; and
coordinates funding efforts with key government partners such as ACOA (federal) and TCII
(provincial).
CRT is the interface between NG, ACOA and TCII on tourism related policy coordination (e.g.,
around marketing and business plan development, etc.).
CRT coordinates marketing and fam tours around TMBCRS in collaboration with DMO
(Destination Labrador) and other potential partners (such as ATAC).
CRT (arts program coordinator) works with Nunatsiavut artisans to ensure the TMBCRS gift
shop is stocked with their goods.

Needs
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What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?






NG/CRT needs TMBCRS to at least breakeven (and an immediate task for CRT is to lead a
thorough financial assessment of Base Camp operations).
NG/CRT needs to ensure that an appropriate governance framework is in place for TMBCRS.
NG/CRT needs to clarify its various social policy goals for TMBCRS. CRT will need to be the
lead on documenting those goals, understanding how they impact Base Camp operations,
and defining performance measures around them.
NG/CRT would like more beneficiaries to be involved in TMBCRS operations and have
opportunities to enjoy the park and visit surrounding heritage sites (such as Hebron).

Challenges






77

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

TMBCRS' financial profitability (and business sustainability) depends on a combination of cost
and revenue drivers that are not yet well understood. What drives costs at Base Camp?
Which market segments are best suited to driving Base Camp revenues? These questions
need to be investigated more deeply by NG/CRT and its lead partners.
TMBCRS' dependence on partnerships (and finding/maintaining the right partnerships) is
ongoing.
Tourism is still a fledgling industry for Nunatsiavut and for Labrador as a whole.
Geography and climate: The weather on the coast is highly unpredictable and needs to be
properly planned around. The accessibility of TMBCRS is impacted by great distances, rough
terrain, and the associated high costs of transport and infrastructure
development/maintenance.

Nunatsiavut Government – Lands and Natural Resources (lead partner)

Roles






LNR manages the Research Station at TMBCRS.
LNR chairs the Nunatsiavut Government Research Advisory Committee which oversees a
research process for all of Nunatsiavut, including the evaluation of all research proposals.
LNR manages NG run research programs and provides oversight over research happening in
Nunatsiavut.
LNR communicates results of TMBCRS supported research to beneficiaries and other
stakeholders.
LNR can help TMBCRS-associated researchers connect with research granting agencies and
foundations.

Needs
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What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

LNR needs a research coordinator to be available during the research/tourism season to
support researchers at TMBCRS and help with resource scheduling (TBD).
LNR requires a range of scientific infrastructure to be in place to support researchers at
TMBCRS.
LNR requires the Base Camp operator to have a plan detailed in advance of the research
season, for shipping research equipment and supplies in to TMBCRS and shipping research
equipment and samples out as required.
LNR requires the Base Camp operator to have a clear system in place for managing potential
scheduling conflicts between researchers and other visitors.
LNR requires the Base Camp operator to have contingency plans in place to support
researchers in cases of bad weather, scheduling conflicts, etc.

Challenges


What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

Over the past five years, there have been only small improvements/investments made to the
Research Station side of Base Camp.
Researchers generally operate on limited support. Funding agencies and permitting
authorities may also have high expectations for output. So, if Base Camp is not a cost
competitive option for researchers, they will generally go elsewhere to do their work.

Nunatsiavut Government – Education and Economic Development (supporting partner)

Roles



EED provides and helps to coordinate funding for TMBCRS infrastructure (e.g. airstrip),
marketing, and human resources development.
EED is an interface between NG and federal/provincial economic development programs.

Needs
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What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

EED needs to understand the relative costs and benefits of investing in TMBCRS versus
competing economic development opportunities for Nunatsiavut beneficiaries (such as
mining, fisheries, etc.)
EED needs reliable and accurate information about TMBCRS’ performance and socioeconomic impact to inform its policy decisions, grant seeking, and associated funding
activities.

Challenges


What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

TMBCRS' financial profitability (and business sustainability) depends on a combination of cost
and revenue drivers that are not yet well understood. What drives costs at Base Camp?
Which market segments are best suited to driving Base Camp revenues? EED needs clear
answers to these questions.
TMBCRS' dependence on partnerships (and finding/maintaining the right partnerships) is
ongoing.
Tourism is still a fledgling industry for Nunatsiavut and requires support for capacity building.

Parks Canada – Torngat Mountains National Park (lead partner)

Roles







Nine to 10 PC-TMNP staff work out of TMBCRS during the season to support research and
recreational activities in the park, along with their regular park management work.
PC-TMNP maintains a visitor reception centre at TMBCRS.
PC-TMNP provides TMBCRS staff and visitors with access to its equipment including: boats, a
helicopter charter, the mule (ATV), and radio communications network (including in cases of
emergencies its satellite phones).
PC-TMNP provides and maintains the bear fence that protects TMBCRS.
PC-TMNP funds and provides most of the interpretive cultural programming that occurs in
the park and at TMBCRS. For example, PC-TMNP pays for Elders and cultural performers to
stay TMBCRS and deliver programming to visitors of TMBCRS and the park.
PC-TMNP’s activities continue to evolve. It will begin to deliver hut to hut hiking
opportunities in the park as a complement to TMBCRS tour packages (starting in 2018).

Needs
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What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

PC-TMNP requires 9 to 10 employees on site.
The PC admin (at Nain) is the "glue" for TMNP staff and makes sure they are connected with
HQ when out in the field.
PC-TMNP usually needs to hire two cultural performers and four Elders for the summer
season. These roles are fulfilled by beneficiaries from Nunatsiavut and Nunavik.
At TMBCRS: PC-TMNP relies on the maintenance person who keeps the generator and water
going; the kitchen staff who prepare meals for PC staff; and the bear guards who support PCTMNP staff in the park.
PC-TMNP needs a range of equipment and infrastructure to maintain its operations during
the season, including: the long liner, helicopter charter, an open speed boat (under contract
with local operators from Nain), the mule (ATV), “InterShelter” domes (to accommodate PC's
special guests), radio communications equipment, satellite phones, etc.

Challenges


What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

A challenge for PC-TMNP is scheduling, and ensuring it has enough TMNP staff on site to
provide what needs to get done and respond to contingent events (weather, accidents, etc.)
If TMBCRS was not able to continue operating, PC-TMNP would have trouble being able to
fulfill its mandate for the park. This would also impact PC’s ability to create socio-economic
opportunities for beneficiaries in partnership with NG and Nunavik (as per its PIBAs).

TMBCRS Base Camp Operator (lead partner)

Roles



Manage Base Camp operations comprising an average staff of 24 (mostly beneficiaries).
Supply and provide core Base Camp services (hospitality, food), safety, and
operate/maintain camp infrastructure and equipment for paying customers including,
Parks Canada and visitors such as researchers and tourists.

Needs
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What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

The Base Camp operator needs to at least breakeven from its operations.
The Base Camp operator needs to provide accommodations and food services that reflect
the upscale prices they are charging tourists. (Food services identified as needing
improvement).
The Base Camp operator needs permission to use a variety of locally harvested country
foods to create authentic meals for visitors.
The Base Camp operator needs a formal management agreement that clearly specifies its
role, and the expectations of lead partners (such as NG and Parks Canada). This
management agreement should be based on a project charter and Terms of Reference for
TMBCRS (see key recommendations below).
The Base Camp operator needs to provide a consistent and transparent financial account
of Base Camp operations.
The Base Camp operator needs clear operating procedures and an appropriate human
resources management strategy in place to support staff skills development and
performance management (both long-term and over the short-term during each operating
season).
The Base Camp operator needs a reliable booking system in place.
The Base Camp operator needs to have contingency and risk management plans in place to
help management and staff respond to adverse weather conditions, emergencies, etc.

Challenges



What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

Finding the optimal combination of market segments in any given year to breakeven.
Planning ahead of the season and coordinating with key stakeholder groups such as
researchers and tour operators.
Balancing the resource and scheduling needs of different partners (such as Parks Canada)
and diverse market segments (e.g., tourists, tour operators, cruise operators, media, and
researchers).




Developing an effective marketing strategy in collaboration with lead partners and key
stakeholders, (e.g., CRT and LNR for researcher segments; and CRT, Destination Labrador,
other DMOs, and tour operators for tourist segments, etc.).
In the past: Without a management agreement and clear separation between the Base
Camp operator (NGC) and its lead public partner (NG) there is a risk that business goals (to
breakeven) may conflict with social policy goals.

Destination Labrador (supporting partner)

Roles






Destination Management Organization for Labrador.
Supports NG-CRT marketing efforts for TMBCRS.
Interface between NG-CRT and Newfoundland and Labrador Tourism.
Organizes media/fam tours for TMBCRS.
Collects market intelligence and supports market research about TMBCRS and its market
segments.

Needs
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What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

DL needs NG-CRT, the Base Camp operator, and PC-TMNP to provide the information it
needs to promote TMBCRS directly to tour operators and media, and indirectly through
relevant marketing channels.
DL needs NG-CRT, the Base Camp operator, and PC-TMNP to host media/fam tours it has
organized.
DL needs support from the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador (and supporting
federal agencies such as ACOA) to maintain its operations.

Challenges


What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

NG-CRT and Base Camp operator have yet to develop a clear marketing strategy that DL
can help deliver.
Base Camp operator may not be adequately prepared to host media/fam tours.
Tourism is still a fledgling industry in Nunatsiavut.

Researchers (key stakeholder group)

Roles






Undertake, often multi-year, research projects across a diverse range of disciplines – from
archaeology to zoology – operating out of TMBCRS and in TMNP and surrounding field sites.
Advance the reputation of TMBCRS as a world-class research station.
Support NG-LNR’s research mandate and research/monitoring requirements.
Represent a distinct market segment for TMBCRS.
Provide meaningful interactions with NG beneficiaries (Elders, youth, etc.) and tourists,
which strengthen the interpretive programming TMBCRS and TMNP have to offer visitors.

Needs
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What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

Researchers need to plan and prepare their fieldwork early in cooperation with NG, the Base
Camp operator, and Parks Canada.
Researchers need NG and/or Parks Canada to dedicate a research coordinator role at Base
Camp. This coordinator would support researchers’ logistical needs during the season, and
help the researchers anticipate times in the season where they could interact with visitors,
make presentations about their research, etc.
Researchers need the Base Camp operator to have contingency plans and protocols in place
to deal with unforeseen circumstances (e.g., bad weather, conflicting demands between
tourists and researchers, etc.).
Researchers need to coordinate with NG-LNR and the Base Camp operator in advance of
submitting research funding applications to more accurately estimate the relevant costs their
fieldwork will incur at Base Camp.

Challenges




What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

Resource and scheduling conflicts with other visitors.
Limited investment in and support for TMBCRS’ existing research infrastructure (labs, etc.).
Limited advance coordination between the Base Camp operator and researchers around
their logistical requirements going into and out of Base Camp.
Uncertainty around when researchers should begin discussing their research project needs
with NG, Parks Canada and the Base Camp operator.
Limited awareness among key research market segments around what TMBCRS can offer
them.

Smaller tour operators – that combine experiences and bed nights at Base Camp with excursions into the
park and surrounding areas (key stakeholder group)

Roles






Smaller tour operators provide extended tours into and around TMBCRS and TMNP.
Smaller tour operators can bring in unique market segments such as elite adventure tourists.
Smaller tour operators tend to offer more intimate tours (such as one-week excursions for
groups of up to eight people).
To offer their experiences, they tend to use TMBCRS at one or several stages in their tour,
and will partner with the Base Camp operator for accommodations, transport and
recreational equipment.
These tour operators are also looking forward to the new TMNP hut-to-hut hiking routes, and
plan to start offering longer hiking trips in the future.

Needs
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What role do you play at TMBCRS?

What do you need to be successful in your role at TMBCRS?

The tour operator markets the experience as an integrated product which includes, as a core
component, Inuit and park staff telling the Inuit story. The tour operator therefore has to
know that TMNP staff, Elders, youth and cultural performers are available on a given day and
week.
The opportunity to listen to researchers presenting their projects at evening programs, or
being able to go out to their study plots is a value-add for tours. Tour operators need to
know in advance who the researchers are and what projects they are working on. It is
important for marketing, and preparing their clients for their adventure.
The helicopter charter is a very important part of some tour operators’ programming –
particularly for those who concentrate on extended backpacking trips. It is also seen as a
visible element of the park’s visitor safety/risk management program.
Faster transport options – including additional helicopter charters, between key areas of
TMNP and TMBCRS are needed. For example, Hebron is very important to the programs
some small tour operators offer their guests. But, it is a difficult day due to the logistics.
Generally, guests spend up to seven hours on big slow boats travelling between TMBCRS and
Hebron.
On the slower big boat trips to distant sites such as Hebron, some kind of interpretive
programming is needed. Spending 7 hours on the Inuttatik for 1-2 hours at Hebron is a hard,
long day, and detracts from the power of the experience that Hebron offers.
Some tour operators would like to offer kayaking for their guests. This does not necessarily
mean long excursions, but could include short trips at Base Camp or specific locations in the
park. These operators have trained kayak guides, but need access to kayaks.
A typical small tour operator needs a minimum of 3-4 guests to make a trip worth doing.
Sliding scale pricing coupled with the partnership arrangements that small tour operators



have had with the Base Camp operator, have made it economical for them to run trips to
TMBCRS.
The tour operators need the gift shop at TMBCRS to be adequately stocked with Nunatsiavut
crafts during the season.

Challenges
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What challenges do you face in meeting your needs?

The marketing approach employed by the Base Camp operator and NG in past years does not
appear to be effective. Rather than sending representatives to trade shows, it might be more
efficient to partner with organizations in other countries and destinations who can market on
their behalf. The marketing focus should be on groups as much as individuals.
The absence of the student youth program (KSP) going forward would be a big
disappointment for tour operators, as the youth at Base Camp have consistently contributed
to the enjoyment of tours in past years.
Weather: Loading boats at the Saglek airstrip for transport to base camp - This has been a
perennial challenge ever since the base camp was in operation. If the sea (Atlantic swell) is
low, then tours can safely load the zodiacs that take them to the big boats. But, with a
moderate swell loading becomes dangerous, as was experienced in 2016.
Scheduling access to TMBCRS assets and resources has been a challenge as far back as the
first base camp in 2006, and continues to be one today. Even if you approach the problem
assuming that all groups (KSP, researchers, TMNP, corporate clients, TMBCRS guests, tour
operator groups) have equal priority and that they all have an equal right to the resources, it
remains a daily challenge.
The tour operators’ clients want to spend money at Base Camp. The gift shop at TMBCRS
serves that demand, and it is disappointing when it runs out of stock before the operating
season is over. The gift shop was better stocked in past years, but in 2016, the shelves and
racks were quite bare. When product gets low, you need to be able to restock rather than
stock once for the whole summer and hope that it lasts.
Food service at Base Camp is an area that tour operators feel has room for improvement to
better appeal to the market segments they bring to TMBCRS (e.g., touring and exploring
market segments – 45+ years of age, etc.).

Key recommendations for TMBCRS to move forward
This action research project engaged with Indigenous partners, governments, research scientists, and
industry professionals, in tourism and finance, to help reposition a key adventure tourism and research
site in Northern Labrador. The project investigated the potential for improving public-private
collaboration around the development and management of the Inuit owned Torngat Mountains Base
Camp and Research Station (TMBCRS).
TMBCRS is located on Nunatsiavut lands, just outside the boundaries of Torngat Mountains National
Park. Although recognized worldwide as an exceptional adventure tourism draw, the Base Camp has
experienced ongoing financial challenges since it began operations in 2006. To overcome these
challenges, TMBCRS’ lead partners will need to critically examine the Base Camp’s current business
model, and prepare the way for new partners who could help them better meet the needs of TMBCRS’
various stakeholders, including tourists, researchers, and beneficiaries.
Our project was designed to kick-start the work that is needed to move TMBCRS forward. Our
collaborators on this project included TMBCRS’ lead public partners, the Nunatsiavut Government (NG)
and Parks Canada. They have chosen to participate in this research as part of their ongoing efforts to
develop TMBCRS into a successful adventure tourism and research draw that preserves and showcases
Nunatsiavut’s unique ecological and cultural heritage.
Our research and workshops brought together the various key decision-makers and stakeholders who
collectively have an interest in the Base Camp and Research Station becoming a sustainable, world-class
tourist attraction, a venue for the celebration and presentation of Inuit culture, and a platform for
cutting-edge scientific research. As part of moving forward we recommend that the following strategic
activities be undertaken over the next 6 to 12 months. (Recommendation number six may have a longer
timeframe).
1. Develop a project charter and terms of reference for the Torngat Mountains Base Camp and
Research Station
a. A project charter for TMBCRS would clearly present the vision and key goals and
objectives of TMBCRS, both as a venture and as a vehicle for social policy. It would
present a clear governance and decision-making framework for TMBCRS’ lead partners,
including NG, Parks Canada, and their Base Camp operator, delineating their roles and
responsibilities. The project charter would then identify the key stakeholder groups that
the lead partners are accountable to, including tour operators and tourists, researchers,
and beneficiaries. Ultimately, it would define the authority of the Base Camp operator
(and other management roles such as a research coordinator), and serve as a reference
of authority for the future direction of the TMBCRS – and its obligations to the owners
of TMBCRS (as represented by NG, beneficiary trusts, and/or jointly with Parks Canada
and other possible investors).
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The charter should be translated into Inuktitut and made publicly accessible for
Nunatsiavut beneficiaries.
b. The terms of reference (TOR) then follows in greater operational detail from the
fundamental vision, relationships/accountabilities, and authorities set out in the project
charter (as described above). This document would then serve as a template for future
requests for proposals, etc., associated with the engagement of a new Base Camp
operator, its subcontractors, and new partnerships to develop infrastructure,
recreational packages, and so forth. The TOR breaks out the tasks and duties required of
a Base Camp operator and associated contractors, from booking to tear-down, and
highlights, in high level detail, the project background and objectives. The document
also states the planned activities, expected inputs and outputs, estimated operating
budget requirements, working schedules, and job descriptions. It is used to frame and
specify criteria for assessing the performance of contractors, consultants, experts, and
other contractors brought on to support Base Camp operations and related projects.
The TOR should be treated as a living document to be updated and revised as TMBCRS’
needs, and related strategic activities, evolve over time.
2. Develop an operations manual for TMBCRS line managers and staff
While the project charter provides high level strategic definitions of what TMBCRS is, what its
lead partners do, and who their key stakeholders are, and the TOR provides guidance for Camp
operations and associated projects, this type of information needs to be supplemented by finergrained operating instructions that address the needs of line managers and staff on the ground
at Base Camp on a day-to-day basis. In TMBCRS’ case, line managers are the onsite supervisors
and decision-makers who coordinate camp staff and bear guards, and the use of limited
resources such as zodiacs, tents, food, etc.
Key areas to be included in an operations manual include but are not limited to:
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The organization, scheduling and coordination of Base Camp staff workgroups and regular
staff workgroup meetings – around such key areas as tourist and researcher support,
infrastructure maintenance, kitchen services, bear guards, student program, etc.;
The scheduling of resources and activities that support Base Camp operations;
The scheduling and organization of mob/demob and maintenance activities;
The management of potential resource conflicts between different visitor groups, including
different categories of tourists, researchers, and other visitors;
Staff scheduling and the balancing of beneficiaries’ time for recreational and traditional
activities on the land;
The Base Camp operator’s human resource management strategy including job profiles for
staff roles; and



Contingency planning for adverse weather, emergencies, and other risks that can disrupt
visitor experiences and service delivery.

Operational manuals from other remote tourism operations should be assessed and used as a
basis for the development of a manual for TMBCRS.
3. Understand cost/revenue-drivers and develop a common accounting system and capital asset
inventory for TMBCRS
Over the course of the workshops and in conversation with many stakeholders, it became very
clear that the cost and revenue drivers for the Base Camp and Research Station were not well
assessed or understood. It also became clear during our workshops that the value of certain
offerings at Base Camp was not clearly calculated or understood by the partners.
a. The need to more fully appreciate the value, inputs and cost/revenue drivers impacting
TMBCRS is paramount. For example, access to Inuit cultural interpreters is part of the
Base Camp experience for tourists and the cost of ensuring interpreters are present has
generally been borne by Parks Canada. The past Base Camp operator (NGC) has charged
Parks Canada for these interpreters to be housed and fed, yet the value they contribute
to the TMBCRS’ tourism experience has not been monetized. A similar scenario has
occurred when scientists operating out of TMBCRS present free talks to tourists, which
are recognized as adding value to the guests’ experiences, etc.
Presently there are no agreed upon accounting/valuation practices in place to determine how
cost and revenue drivers affect Base Camp operations. When disagreements over cost and value
arise, the partners and stakeholders involved in TMBCRS need to have reliable accounting
information and systems in place to help them work through their differences collaboratively. In
addition, such accounting systems should be used to inform the pricing of service packages, so
that marketed offerings fully reflect the value of the experience (for tourists and research
scientists) and more clearly correspond to the actual costs associated with the delivery of
services.
b. Another issue that arose during our research has to do with sorting out ownership over
TMBCRS’ capital assets. This raises the need for a common inventory to systematically
and openly track who owns what and who is responsible for related maintenance and
repairs at TMBCRS.
c. An important lesson from Lirrwi, the Australian case study featured in Part 1 of this
report, is the need to regularly assess the financial health and social/economic impact of
tourism ventures such as TMBCRS. In the case of projects such as Lirrwi and TMBCRS,
where multiple partners and stakeholders are involved, the availability of reliable
financial metrics and associated performance measures is especially important, and
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preferably reported to stakeholders in a consistent and accessible format on an annual
basis.
Additional social impact metrics and economic impact assessments have a role to play in
accounting for TMBCRS’ value to lead partners and key stakeholders. How TMBCRS
achieves social policy goals needs to be clearly understood. More importantly, such
goals need to be clearly identified as part of performance indicators for Base Camp
operations, and linked to a system for reporting on TMBCRS’ social impact – in terms of
number of jobs created for Nunatsiavut beneficiaries and associated flows of salaries
and benefits, etc.
4. Develop a common marketing strategy for tourists and research scientists coming to TMBCRS
The limited market research undertaken by NG and Parks Canada to date has left the lead
partners with a feeling of uncertainty around which market segments might best, from a
revenue generation perspective, help them turn TMBCRS into a sustainable enterprise. One of
the outcomes of our strategic planning work with the lead partners, was confirmation that a
shift in marketing strategy would be beneficial, to spend less time and resources engaging
tourism tradeshows and media/fam tours, and spend more time and resources engaging tour
operators to understand their clientele, specific needs and risks, tour packages, cost constraints,
and price points.
a. To better understand the needs and expectations of diverse tour operators, and the
tourist segments they represent, the lead partners should invite a sample of tour
operators to participate in a workshop to review the Base Camp site and Base Camp
operations. Such a visit/workshop could also include, and be facilitated by industry
experts, such as our partner Arctic Infrastructure, and include representatives of
Destination Management Organizations and Indigenous tourism associations (such as
Destination Canada and ATAC) who could help support TMBCRS during its transition to a
new business model. This workshop would help the lead partners develop new (and
potentially more appropriate) pricing schemes for TMBCRS’ existing tourist packages;
and help them better understand the opportunities tour operators might see for
creating additional visitor experiences (such as backcountry skiing, kayaking, fat-tire
mountain biking, etc.).
b. In addition, TMBCRS’ marketing efforts should specifically address TMBCRS’ research
market segment. The value of improved marketing to researchers, and better catering
to their needs, may be considerable. Because the average research project at TMBCRS
encompasses multiple years, researchers can be a stable funding source for the Base
Camp and Research Station. However, this potential revenue generating advantage is
contingent on the research group’s ability to secure the research funding they need in
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advance of their fieldwork. To accurately plan for and reflect the costs that will be
involved at their level of resource use, it then becomes very important for researchers
to be able to coordinate with NG, Parks Canada, and the Base Camp operator well in
advance of the TMBCRS’ operating season to ensure that their costs are accurately
reflected in research grant applications.
c. A complementary and important dimension in marketing to researchers is the role NG
can play in helping researchers acquire research funding and connect with foundations
that support northern scientific research. We learned that NG-LNR has developed
unique partnerships with foundations such as the W. Garfield Weston to support
researchers. This dimension of support for researchers potentially adds an additional
layer of support for the Base Camp and Research Station and should be made explicit in
the TMBCRS marketing strategy going forward.
5. Develop a stakeholder outreach strategy for Nunatsiavut beneficiaries
Over the course of the workshops, it became clear that, as well as the need to clarify the
mandate of the TMBCRS, the value of the Base Camp to Nunatsiavut beneficiaries needs to be
discussed and communicated, and, at times, the expenses incurred by the NG that are
associated with the Base Camp, need to be justified.
To do this, the development of an internal outreach and communications strategy is required.
This will involve developing user-friendly communications material that can be distributed to
beneficiaries. The material should, among other things, clearly describe what the TMBCRS is, its
cultural and economic value to the Inuit of Nunatsiavut, the opportunities it presents to
community members and the investments their government makes to keep it running. The
material should essentially serve as communication and discussion material as well as an
accountability mechanism (as discussed in recommendation number 3 above).
Distributing the material is not sufficient. Opportunities need to be provided for community
members to discuss the TMBCRS face to face with decision-makers. This could take place at
community meetings and likely piggy-back on other community engagement processes (such as
when NG-LNR visits communities to report on TMBCRS based research projects).
6. Develop a long-term infrastructure development and capital financing strategy
This recommendation, although very important for the long-term viability of the TMBCRS, is of
less immediate concern than the other strategic activities. While recommendations 1-5 should
be acted on in the short term (to be fully in place for the 2018 booking and summer season), this
strategic activity can be worked upon more gradually.
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It was mentioned repeatedly during the workshops, and is frequently referenced in past reports
and evaluations, that significant capital upgrades to TMBCRS’ infrastructure are required. Over
the years, some of these upgrades – like the installation of the ECO-Nomad – have been made.
However, more upgrades, repairs, and developments, remain to be considered, including the
possibility of eventually developing new accommodations and recreational features, such as a
“luxury suite” for very high-end tourists.
The limited resources of TMBCRS’ lead partners, and the potential high costs associated with
some of these infrastructure projects, means that upgrades and developments will need to be
carefully prioritized and evaluated in terms of their economic impact. Major projects, such as
the proposed multimillion dollar airstrip extension at Saglek Bay, should also be weighed against
potentially more cost-effective options.
For future, major infrastructure upgrades/changes to be feasible, a long-term infrastructure
development plan and capital financing strategy should therefore be developed. This activity
would include a comprehensive assessment of possible capital upgrades and the development
of a priority setting process as well as time lines (and be synchronized with the accounting
practices and capital asset inventory discussed in recommendation three). An accompanying
capital financing strategy should then be developed to attract a range of public and private
investors, targeting, not only governments, financial institutions, and private equity, but also
foundations and philanthropists. The attractiveness of these different investor types to TMBCRS
will certainly vary, based on their appetite for risk and expectations of returns. They will also
have expectations around financial reporting and the appraisal of social and economic impacts.
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Annex A – Suggested action plans for each recommendation
The following templates sketch out action-plans for each of our six recommendation. The content of the
templates are high level suggestions, and will need to be modified and completed in more detail to meet
the needs of the lead proponent, in most cases NG. Milestones/key dates and tasks for each action plan
will also need to be developed as part of a more comprehensive project schedule and workplan.

Recommendation 1: Develop a project charter and terms of reference for the Torngat Mountains Base
Camp and Research Station (TMBCRS)
1. Strategic area (check as many boxes as
required)
☒ Service provision to tourists
☒ Service provision to researchers
☒ Marketing strategy and communications
☒ Beneficiary involvement

☒ Business development
☒ Infrastructure improvements
☒ Cultural programming

2. What goal or goals are to be achieved?
 To ensure all stakeholders have the same understanding of the mission, mandate and
goals of the TMBCRS.
 To ensure that a well-described, detailed terms of reference is developed for the
running of the TMBCRS and can be used to solicit potential operators.
3. What specific actions must be taken over the next 6 months to a year to get the process or
product in place? What needs to be done, when, and where?
 Under the direction of the NG, establish a working group to lead this recommendation.
 Circulate existing vision and mandate of the TMBCRS to partners and key stakeholders,
for commentary and approval. Redraft if necessary.
 Reaffirm approval of vision at NG Executive Council.
 Establish governance structure and accountability for decisions related to TMBCRS
(Core group, working groups with described roles, etc). Create easy to understand
governance/accountability map to be placed on NG website.
 Draft roles and responsibilities for lead partners (NG, Parks, Base Camp operator), and
other stakeholders as required (e.g., tour operators, research groups, etc.).
 Draft performance measures for lead partners.
 Translate material as appropriate into Inuktitut.
4. What are the expected outcomes and results?
 Clarification and formal approval of overall goal of the TMBCRS.
 Clarification of processes for decision-making.
 Clarification of regulations and permitting required to support TMBCRS operations
(e.g., use/sale of harvested country foods, obligations of researchers, etc.)
 Clarification of roles and responsibilities of core stakeholders.
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A document that can be made public and structure subsequent request for proposals
for future TMBCRS operators and related contractors.

5. Who will lead the effort and who will do what to implement the actions outlined in step 3? What
are these individuals’ or groups’ roles and responsibilities?
 NG, Culture, Recreation and Tourism is responsible for oversight of the Base Camp and
should be the lead on developing the desired performance measures and reports.
6. What resources are required and where will they come from?
 Sources of funds to undertake this work TBD but may come from the NG and/or
federal and provincial government programs.
7. How will the action plan be communicated to stakeholders?
 Periodic electronic updates posted online and circulated to community offices etc.
 Final documents will be circulated in English and Inuktitut to all communities and
members of the Assembly.
8. How will implementation of the action plan be reviewed and monitored to ensure accountability
and track progress?
 Progress on the development of this action plan will be monitored monthly and
reported to core stakeholders.
 Governance structure, roles and responsibilities and content of RFP will be reviewed
annually for the first 2 years and every five years thereafter.
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Recommendation 2: Develop an operations manual for TMBCRS line managers and staff
1. Strategic area (check as many boxes as
required)
☒ Service provision to tourists
☒ Service provision to researchers
☐ Marketing strategy and communications
☒ Beneficiary involvement

☐ Business development
☐ Infrastructure improvements
☐ Cultural programming

2. What goal or goals are to be achieved?
 The creation of an easy to use manual that covers all aspects of camp operations, from
pre-setup to post-teardown.
3. What specific actions must be taken over the next 6 months to a year to get the process or
product in place? What needs to be done, when, and where?
 Under the direction of the NG, establish a working group to lead this recommendation.
 Undertake research on operational manuals that have been developed for other
remote tourism operations around the world. Obtain/review these manuals.
 Work with industry professionals to assess the specific operational needs of TMBCRS.
 Draft operational manual and circulate to key stakeholders and outside industry
experts for comment.
 Finalize manual, and translate material as appropriate into Inuktitut.
4. What are the expected outcomes and results?
 Clarity on operational processes, HRM, etc., for the staffing and running of TMBCRS
and handling of associated contingencies/operational risks.
5. Who will lead the effort and who will do what to implement the actions outlined in step 3? What
are these individuals’ or groups’ roles and responsibilities?
 NG is responsible for oversight of the Base Camp and should be the lead on developing
the operational manual.
6. What resources are required and where will they come from?
 Sources of funds to undertake this work TBD but may come from the NG and/or federal
or provincial government programs, and the Base Camp operator.
7. How will the action plan be communicated to stakeholders?
 Periodic electronic updates.
 Copies of the final manual will be available online (and made available to community
employment offices, etc., as needed).
8. How will implementation of the action plan be reviewed and monitored to ensure accountability
and track progress?
 Progress on the development of this action plan will be monitored monthly and
reported to core stakeholders.
 The NG, Parks and the TMBCRS operator will review the operations manual within one
month of the end of the season.
 Minor modifications will be made as needed during the season.
 Major modifications will be made after the conclusion of the season.
 Major review of the manual will take place every five years.
94

Recommendation 3: Understand cost/revenue-drivers and develop a common accounting system and
capital asset inventory for TMBCRS
1. Strategic area (check as many boxes as
required)
☒ Service provision to tourists
☒ Service provision to researchers
☒ Marketing strategy and communications
☐ Beneficiary involvement

☒ Business development
☐ Infrastructure improvements
☐ Cultural programming

2. What goal or goals are to be achieved?
 Establish reliable accounting practices to support the financial assessment and
reporting of TMBCRS operations.
 To ensure that stakeholders and partners have a shared understanding of, not only
performance goals and objectives, but the factors that drive the costs and revenues
associated with TMBCRS.
 To clarify ownership/responsibility for all relevant physical assets at TMBCRS and
develop a corresponding inventory.
3. What specific actions must be taken over the next 6 months to a year to get the process or
product in place? What needs to be done, when, and where?
 A working group of lead partners should be struck to review TMBCRS’ financial
reporting requirements and associated accounting/performance measurement
practices.
 Investigate cost and revenue drivers associated with all relevant aspects of TMBCRS,
including the assignment of values to “soft” elements of operations.
 Understand the information needs of all relevant parties TMBCRS’ lead partners
should be reporting to.
 Develop reporting template for use by all parties that includes annual financial metrics
and social impact metrics, and room for periodic economic impact assessments.
 Undertake a thorough, on the ground inventory of all relevant assets with details on
ownership and responsibility.
 Provide a clear update to the Assembly and beneficiaries summarizing the TMBCRS’
financial health and the status of its capital assets.
4. What are the expected outcomes, results, and milestones? Which stakeholders will benefit and
how?
 Improved clarity of cost and revenue drivers, and social and economic impacts to
better inform partners, funders, investors, and Nunatsiavut beneficiaries.
 Clarity as to who owns which asset.
 Clarity on who is responsible for the maintenance of each asset.
5. Who will lead the effort and who will do what to implement the actions outlined in step 3? What
are these individuals’ or groups’ roles and responsibilities?
 NG Culture, Recreation and Tourism is responsible for oversight of the Base Camp and
should be the lead on developing the desired performance measures and reports.
 External expertise may be required.
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6. What resources are required and where will they come from?
 TBD
7. How will the action plan be communicated to stakeholders?
 Quarterly bulletin to lead partners and core stakeholders.
 Annual information sheet to Nunatsiavut beneficiaries.
 Annual report to Executive Council.
 Periodic economic impact assessments as required.
8. How will implementation of the action plan be reviewed and monitored to ensure accountability
and track progress?
 Progress on the development of this action plan will be monitored monthly and
reported to core stakeholders.
 An annual meeting of stakeholders with a financial role in the TMBCRS will take place
by November 1 after the close of the season to review accounts and financial
processes.
 Audited financial statements for the TMBCRS will be submitted to NG Executive
Council and posted online.
 A complete list of TMBCRS assets and their respective owners will be available online.
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Recommendation 4: Develop a common marketing strategy for tourists and research scientists coming to
TMBCRS
1. Strategic area (Check as many boxes as
required)
☐ Service provision to tourists
☐ Service provision to researchers
☒ Marketing strategy and communications
☐ Beneficiary involvement

☒ Business development
☐ Infrastructure improvements
☐ Cultural programming

2. What goal or goals are to be achieved?
 Ensure consistent and strategic marketing of the TMBCRS to tour operators and
scientists.
 Ensure there is an easy to use on-line reservation system available.
3. What specific actions must be taken over the next 6 months to a year to get the process or
product in place? What needs to be done, when, and where?
 A working group of key marketing partners should be established to guide the process.
This group should include DMOs, professional tourism marketers, and tour operators.
 Establish clear, industry-standard pricing levels with detailed descriptions of what is
included in the price.
 Test these pricing schemes with tour operators and DMO focus group.
 Develop a marketing strategy that includes where the TMBCRS tourism offer will be
marketed (online, trade shows etc).
 Make inventory of existing marketing material and adopt relevant industry best
practices.
 Integrate key cultural elements in the marketing program and ensure that relevant
linkages with Nunatsiavut artisans, cultural performers, etc. are considered.
 Develop new high-end marketing material as required.
 Hold tour operator familiarization tours.
 A secondary, smaller group should be established to develop a marketing strategy
specific to the research market segment.
 Look at how other joint tourism and research opportunities, in Canada and
internationally, balance these two market segments.
 Market to research scientists via universities, colleges, research institutions and in
selected periodicals (paper and online).
 Assess the state of the current reservation system. Modify as needed to ensure it
meets industry standards.
 Develop response process and rates/timelines/expectations for inquiries from the
public and tour operators.
 Contract out management of reservation system if necessary.
4. What are the expected outcomes, results, and milestones? Which stakeholders will benefit and
how?
 Effective paper and online marketing material developed and distributed
 Transparent pricing.
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5.

6.
7.

8.
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 A roster of tour operators who have agreed to book the use of TMBCRS.
 An effective online reservation system, tested and piloted.
 Established response time for external enquiries.
 Raised awareness in the research community of what the TMBCRS has to offer them.
 Increased use of TMBCRS by research scientists every year.
Who will lead the effort and who will do what to implement the actions outlined in step 3? What
are these individuals’ or groups’ roles and responsibilities?
 NG, both Culture, Recreation and Tourism and Lands and Natural Resources.
 External expertise may be required.
What resources are required and where will they come from?
 TBD
How will the action plan be communicated to stakeholders?
 Quarterly bulletin to key stakeholders.
 Annual information sheet to Nunatsiavut beneficiaries.
 Annual update to Executive Council.
How will implementation of the action plan be reviewed and monitored to ensure accountability
and track progress?
 Progress on the development of this action plan will be monitored monthly and
reported to core stakeholders.

Recommendation 5: Develop a stakeholder outreach strategy for Nunatsiavut beneficiaries
1. Strategic area (check as many boxes as
required)
☐ Service provision to tourists
☐ Service provision to researchers
☒ Marketing strategy and communications
☒ Beneficiary involvement

☒ Business development
☐ Infrastructure improvements
☒ Cultural programming

2. What goal or goals are to be achieved?
 Ensure beneficiaries understand what the TMBCRS is, the rationale for the NG
supporting it, and the opportunities it provides for involvement and employment.
 Ensure there is a feed-back mechanism to allow beneficiaries to discuss all aspects of
the TMBCRS with decision-makers.
3. What specific actions must be taken over the next 6 months to a year to get the process or
product in place? What needs to be done, when, and where?
 Establish a primary lead, likely in the Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism.
 Establish a small advisory group composed of beneficiaries (Elders, youth to be
included) and solicit their views on and impressions of the TMBCRS and its value.
 Develop a communications plan (print, radio spots, etc.) to solicit beneficiaries’ views
on the type of information they would like to have about TMBCRS.
 Develop material in response to needs and circulate it.
 Hold community information sessions and opportunity fairs to raise awareness of
TMBCRS and discuss opportunities (for business, employment, cultural programming,
etc.).
4. What are the expected outcomes, results, and milestones? Which stakeholders will benefit and
how?
 Greater acceptance by beneficiaries of TMBCRS being a worthy investment.
 Greater awareness among beneficiaries of the opportunities it presents (for business
operators, artisans, cultural performers, jobseekers, etc.).
 Greater interest among beneficiaries to work at TMBCRS and TMNP.
 Greater interest among beneficiaries to visit TMBCRS and TMNP (e.g., for cultural
reasons).
5. Who will lead the effort and who will do what to implement the actions outlined in step 3? What
are these individuals’ or groups’ roles and responsibilities?
 NG – Culture, Recreation and Tourism with help from communications experts.
6. What resources are required and where will they come from?
 TBD
7. How will the action plan be communicated to stakeholders?
 Promotional material (print, radio, etc.)
 Community information sessions.

99

8. How will implementation of the action plan be reviewed and monitored to ensure accountability
and track progress?
 Progress on the development of this action plan will be monitored monthly and
reported to core stakeholders.
 A review of community perceptions of the TMBCRS will take place every two years,
and may be rolled into review of other elements of the operations.
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Recommendation 6: Develop a long-term infrastructure development and capital financing strategy
1. Strategic area (check as many boxes as
required)
☐ Service provision to tourists
☐ Service provision to researchers
☐ Marketing strategy and communications
☐ Beneficiary involvement

☒ Business development
☒ Infrastructure improvements
☐ Cultural programming

2. What goal or goals are to be achieved?
 Ensure potential for expansion and infrastructure upgrades are well planned and
managed.
 Ensure appropriate capital financing is in place to address upgrades and expansion.
3. What specific actions must be taken over the next 6 months to a year to get the process or
product in place? What needs to be done, when, and where?
 An assessment of required immediate vs long-term infrastructure improvements.
 Eventual development of a long-term infrastructure improvement plan.
 Eventual development of a capital financing strategy and plan for phased major
infrastructure improvements.
4. What are the expected outcomes, results, and milestones? Which stakeholders will benefit and
how?
 Better infrastructure that responds to user needs and expectations.
 Increased customer satisfaction and reputation.
 Greater use of the TMBCRS at capacity.
 Shared financial accountability and risks.
5. Who will lead the effort and who will do what to implement the actions outlined in step 3? What
are these individuals’ or groups’ roles and responsibilities?
 NG Culture, Recreation and Tourism with external expertise.
6. What resources are required and where will they come from?
 TBD
7. How will the action plan be communicated to stakeholders?
 Value propositions and prospectuses will eventually be developed for different sources
of financing, including potentially, P3s, foundational support, and social impact
investor groups.
 Via the TMBCRS annual financial report.
8. How will implementation of the action plan be reviewed and monitored to ensure accountability
and track progress?
 An annual infrastructure improvement meeting will take place among all key partners.
 A workshop on planning for major infrastructure improvements will take place within 2
years of the end of the 2017 summer season.

101

Bibliography
Aikman, Amos. "Lirrwi Yolngu tourism venture calls in administrators." The Australian (2015). Published
electronically December 17, 2015. http://www.theaustralian.com.au/nationalaffairs/indigenous/lirrwi-yolngu-tourism-venture-calls-in-administrators/newsstory/05d1dece3f60b45b5a79936d5792bb54.
Andrew, Taylor. "An operations perspective on strategic alliance success factors: An exploratory study of
alliance managers in the software industry." International Journal of Operations & Production
Management 25, no. 5 (2005/05/01 2005): 469-90.
Auditor of British Columbia. "Understanding Public Private Partnerships." 2011.
Bennett, Nathan, Raynald H. Lemelin, Rhonda Koster, and Isabel Budke. "A Capital Assets Framework for
Appraising and Building Capacity for Tourism Development in Aboriginal Protected Area
Gateway Communities." Tourism Management 33, no. 4 (2012): 752-66.
Boudreau, Alain. "Torngat Mountains National Park Visitor Research Program." Parks Canada, 20092012.
Brinkerhoff, Jennifer M. "Government-Nonprofit Partnership: A Defining Framework." Public
Administration and Development 22 (2002).
Buckley, R. A natural partnership: Making national parks a tourism priority. null. Vol. null,2004.
Buckley, Ralf. "Partnerships in Ecotourism: Australian Political Frameworks." International Journal of
Tourism Research 6 (2004): 75-83.
Bunten, Alexis Celeste. "More Like Ourselves: Indigenous Capitalism through Tourism." The American
Indian Quarterly 34, no. 3 (2010): 285-311.
Butler, R. J., and J. Gill. "Managing Instability in Cross-Cultural Alliances." Long Range Planning 36, no. 6
(12// 2003): 516.
Butler, Richard, and Tom Hinch, eds. Tourism and Indigenous Peoples, Issues and Implications. New York:
Taylor & Francis, 2011.
Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business. "Promise and Prosperity: The 2016 Aboriginal Business
Survey." Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business, 2016.
Canadian Council for Public-Private Partnerships. "Canadian PPP Project Database."
http://projects.pppcouncil.ca/ccppp/src/public/search-project.
———. "Models Of Public-Private Partnerships."
http://www.pppcouncil.ca/web/Knowledge_Centre/What_are_P3s_/Definitions_Models/web/P
3_Knowledge_Centre/About_P3s/Definitions_Models.aspx?hkey=79b9874d-4498-46b1-929f37ce461ab4bc
102

———. "Public-Private Partnerships: A Guide for Municipalities." 2011.
Carcross/Tagish First Nation. "A Vision for Our Youth: What Does the Resort at Millhaven Bay Mean to
You and Yours? Cost vs. Benefits." 2014.
Cruise Newfoundland and Labrador. "Schedule by Port." http://www.cruisetheedge.com/cruiseschedule/schedule-by-port/.
Darcy, Simon, and Stephen Wearing. "Public–private partnerships and contested cultural heritage
tourism in national parks: a case study of the stakeholder views of the North Head Quarantine
Station (Sydney, Australia)." Journal of Heritage Tourism 4, no. 3 (2009/08/01 2009): 181-99.
De Lacy, T., M. Battig, S. Moore, and S. Noakes. Public/private partnerships for sustainable tourism. null.
Vol. null,2002.
Department of Tourism, Culture, Industry and Innovation,. "Target Markets." Government of
Newfoundland and Labrador,
http://www.tcii.gov.nl.ca/Tourism/tourism_marketing/target_markets.html.
Department of Tourism Industry and Resources. Pursuing common goals: Opportunities for tourism and
conservation. null. Vol. null, Canberra: DTIR, 2003.
Dolphin, Myles. "Parks Canada partners with First Nation to offer luxury camping at Bennett." Yukon
News (2016). http://www.yukon-news.com/news/parks-canada-partners-with-first-nation-tooffer-luxury-camping-at-bennett/.
Doz, Yves L., and Gary Hamel. Alliance advantage: the art of creating value through partnering. Boston:
Harvard Business School Press, 1998.
Dudley, N., G. Biksham, B. Jackson, J. Jeanrenaud, G. Oviedo, A. Phillips, S. Stolton, and N. Dudley.
Partnerships for protection: New strategies for planning and management for protected areas.
null. Vol. null,1999.
Dunlop, Craig. "Lirrwi Yolngu Tourism Aborginal Corporation placed under special administration." NT
News (2016). http://www.ntnews.com.au/business/lirrwi-yolngu-tourism-aborginalcorporation-placed-under-special-administration/newsstory/bbd0b6a0922b20d485b8c198b3da8282.
Eagles, P. F. J., S. F. McCool, and C. D. Haynes. Sustainable tourism in protected areas. null. Vol.
null,2002.
Federal Highway Administration. "P3 Defined."
Forerunner. "Future Directions Action Report: Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research Station."
Government of Nunatsiavut, 2010.

103

———. "Kangidluasuk Base Camp Business Operations Scenarios." Parks Canada and Government of
Nunatsiavut, 2008.
Forrest, P. " A vision for our region: Premier region tourism destination final report." North of Superior
Tourism Region, 2008.
Government of Nunatsiavut. "Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research Station Draft Business Plan."
2016.
Government of Western Australia Department of Parks and Wildlife. "Naturebank."
https://parks.dpaw.wa.gov.au/know/naturebank.
Gowlings. "Doing Business in Canada - B: Business Structures." 2015.
Gulati, Ranjay. "Alliances and networks." Strategic Management Journal 19, no. 4 (1998): 293-317.
Haycock, A., T. Charters, and K. Law. Best practice ecotourism in Queensland. null. Vol. null,2000.
Hébert-Daly, Éric. "Our national parks are a public good - not a cash cow." In Canada's Voice for
Wilderness: Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, 2012.
Henderson, John C. "Plugging into Strategic Partnerships: The Critical IS Connection." In MIT Sloan
Management Review Magazine: MIT Sloan, 1990.
Hiwasaki, Lisa. "Community-Based Tourism: A Pathway to Sustainability for Japan's Protected Areas."
Society and Natural Resources 19, no. 8 (2006): 675-92.
Horngren, Charles T. Cost accounting: a managerial emphasis. Toronto: Pearson Canada, 2010.
Joannou, Ashley. "Documentary celebrates Carcross’s trailblazing youth." (2016). http://yukonnews.com/business/documentary-celebrates-carcrosss-trailblazing-youth/.
———. "Exclusive resort planned near Carcross." Yukon News (2014). http://www.yukonnews.com/news/exclusive-resort-planned-near-carcross/.
Kanter, Rosabeth Moss. "Collaborative Advantage: The Art of Alliances." Harvard Business Review 72,
no. 4 (July-August 1994).
Laing, J., A. Wegner, S. Moore, B. Weiler, S. Pfueller, and D. Lee. Understanding partnerships for
protected area tourism: Learning from the literature. null. Vol. null,2008.
Laing, JH, D Lee, SA Moore, A Wegner, and B Weiler. "Advancing conceptual understanding of
partnerships between protected area agencies and the tourism industry: a postdisciplinary and
multi-theoretical approach." Journal of Sustainable Tourism 17, no. 2 (2009).
Laing, Rodd. "An overview of researchers' experience at Torngat Mountains Base Camp and Research
Station from 2007-2014." Nunatsiavut Government 2015.
104

LeBlanc, Julie M-A, and Vivianne LeBlanc. "National Parks and Indigenous Land Management. Reshaping
Tourism in Africa, Australia and Canada." Ethnologies 32, no. 2 (2010): 23-57.
Leto, Randy. "Destination Labrador." edited by Christopher Duschenes and Adam Fiser, 2017.
Lirrwi Yolngu Tourism Aboriginal Corporation. "Yolngu Cultural Tourism Masterplan A new way forward
for Arnhem Land ". Nhulunbuy NT, 2012.
Lockwood, Michael, Graeme Worboys, and Ashish Kothari. Protected areas management: a global guide.
Earthscan, 2006.
McColl, Karen. "Montana Mountain Biking App guides users to trails, shops." CBC News (2015).
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/north/montana-mountain-biking-app-guides-users-to-trailsshops-1.3091697.
Mohr, Jakki, and Robert Spekman. "Characteristics of partnership success: Partnership attributes,
communication behavior, and conflict resolution techniques." Strategic Management Journal
15, no. 2 (1994): 135-52.
NGC Solutions Inc. "Budgeted Statement of Income - The Torngats." 2013 - 2016.
Notzke, Claudia. "Indigenous Tourism Development in the Arctic." Annals of Tourism Research 26, no. 1
(1999): 55-76.
Nunatsiavut Group of Companies. "Torngat Base Camp 2016 Report." 2016.
———. "Welcome to the Nunatsiavut Group of Companies." http://www.ngc-ng.ca/.
O'Neil, Beverley, Peter Williams, Krista Morten, Roslyn Kunin, Lee Gan, and Brian Payer. "Economic
Impact of Aboriginal Tourism in Canada." In National Aboriginal Tourism Research Project:
Aboriginal Tourism Association of Canada, 2015.
Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations. "Growing pains for Lirrwi Tourism."
http://www.oric.gov.au/publications/media-release/growing-pains-lirrwi-tourism.
Parks Canada. "Tongait KakKasuangita SilakKijapvinga Torngat Mountains Management Plan." 2010.
Patrick, Tom. "Carcross trail earns international recognition." Yukon News (2011). http://www.yukonnews.com/sports/carcross-trail-earns-international-recognition.
Puppim De Oliveira, J. A. "Tourism as a force for establishing protected areas: The Case of Bahia, Brazil."
Journal of Sustainable Tourism 13, no. 1 (2005): 24.
Pure North. "PARKS CANADA BASE CAMP AND RESEARCH STATION: Documenting the Torngat
Mountains Example and Developing a Sustainable Business Model." Parks Canada, 2012.

105

Roxenhaull, Tommy, and Pervez Ghauri. "Use of the written contract in long-lasting business
relationships." Industrial Marketing Management 33, no. 3 (2004).
Splettstoesser, J. "IAATO’s stewardship of the Antarctic environment: A history of tour operator’s
concern for a vulnerable part of the world." International Journal of Tourism Research (2000).
Stafford, Edwin R. "Using co-operative strategies to make alliances work." Long Range Planning 27, no. 3
(1994/06/01 1994): 64-74.
Stewart, EJ, D Draper, and ME Johnston. "A Review of Tourism Research in the Polar Regions." Arctic 58,
no. 4 (2005): 383-94.
The Economic Planning Group of Canada. "Best Practices at World Heritage Sites: Final Report." Industry
Canada, 2015.
Tulk, Janice Esther. "Collaborative Aboriginal Economic Development: The Unama'ki Economic
Development Model." The Journal of Aboriginal Economic Development 9, no. 1 (2014).
United Nations World Tourism Organization. "Global Report on Adventure Tourism." 2014.
Wilson, Erica, Noah Nielsen, and Jeremy Buultjens. "From lessees to partners: exploring tourism public–
private partnerships within the New South Wales national parks and wildlife service." Journal of
Sustainable Tourism 17, no. 2 (2009/03/18 2009): 269-85.
Windeyer, Chris. "Nunavut woos private sector for costly infrastructure." Nunatsiaq Online (2010).
Published electronically December 3, 2010.
http://www.nunatsiaqonline.ca/stories/article/98789_nunavut_looks_to_private_firms_for_cos
tly_infrastructure.
World Tourism Organization. National and regional tourism planning : methodologies and case studies.
London1994.
———. "Tourism Development Master Plans and Strategic Development Plans."
http://cooperation.unwto.org/technical-product/tourism-development-master-plans-andstrategic-development-plans.
Yukon Government Department of Tourism and Culture. "Yukon Tourism Visitation Report - July 2016."
2016.

106

