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Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Msitor ServiceOffer (VSO)subactivitiesint h e A g eogranyAztwity Rrchitecture

(PAA) account foran estimate@0% of all expenditures from 202008 to 2002010. Visitors

to Parks Canad@C)ad mi ni st ered places account for appr
revenues, which exceeds $100M annuallgsets associated with the VSO represent 40% of the
estmated$a B i n repl acement v poitfaie'Ifthd VSOsaotweljency 6 s
managed it could result in a loss of revenue and visitors, harm to the natural and cultural

resources that are at the core ofRt@@experience, limit the achievement of thandate of

public enjoyment of protected placesid ultimately impact on the ability of the Agency to

sustain protected heritage places for future generations. Given the materiality of the investment

in the VSO and i ts i mp o twasdensfiedfasa high pgri@ity®dgency o
evaluation in both the 2062010 and 201:@011Parks Canad&valuation Plans.

EVALUATION ISSUES
Consistent with the requirements of fhreasury BoardTB) Policy on Evaluatiorand
associated directives, teealuation addressed:

1) Relevance:ls the provision of the VSO consistent witlderal and Agency legislation,
mandates, roles, and prioritildoes the Agency have in place guidance, tools and processes
for understanding potentiaker demands and expedtats and is this information used to
guide the development of the offer over tihhe thedemand for the VS@nd/or for aspects
of the offersufficient to justify the offe?

2) Effectiveness:ls the Agency meeting or likely to meet its corporate and internal
performance targets for the VSO?

3) CostEffectivenessis the program efficient and economicaproducing outputs and
achieving outcomesPo what extent can the desired outcomes be attributed to the actions of
the program?

4) Design and Delivery:To what exent haghe program design and changes in the design over
the last few yearseencommunicated, understood, and suppobigdgency staf? Are
potential negative consequences of the program identified and ma8fagedhatextentare
alternative deliverynechanisraconsidered and used to support program outc@mes

METHODOLOGY

Data fran multiple lines of evidence weosllected for the evaluatiohines of evidence
includedareview of more than 6000 pages of documents and papeagilegll as a varietyf
sources of secondary data in the Agency (i.e., financial,, assi&ir and public opinion data);
site visits to 16ational parksone national marine conservation area and 17 national historic
sites;an online surveyo f t h e \VEgnamagens2b isterviews withPC staff inNational
Office or ServiceCentres and80 interviews withstaffin the field;47 individual interviews with
partnersand stakeholders as well thsee group interviews with 17 additional partners or
stakeholders, and case studiethefcosts and operations dbur parks not administered by the
Agency(i.e. three in Canada and one in the United States)

! This is based on Asset Management System data, which is known to have limitations.
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FINDINGS

Thereis strongevidencethatproviding aVSOisc onsi st ent with the Agenc)
government priorities, and public expectatioliseA g e n ¢ y 0sssimNaSt@that of many

other parks systems.

Order of magnitude estimates of demé&mdP C placessuggest thamnore tharROM Canadians
visit aPCadministered place each year. There is reasonable evideneisitisadre declining
although it isdifficult to determine with any certaintpe extent of the decline gin various
saurces of error in determining the number witg each year.

While it is unreasonable to expect the Agency to have quantitative data on demand for each of its
many specific VSO servis®r activities,we found that thé&gency, with a few minor

exceptionslacks national levejuantitativedata on bth the supply anthedemand foany of

the components dhe VSQ although local data exists in somlaces (i.e., local campground
occupancy statistics or trail use data).

Various sources of qualitative informatisnggesteat least moderate demafadt many of the
facilities, activities and servicesffered by the Agency. There is general consensus that demands
are changing and that visitors are looking for more creaturdorts;moretechnology based
servicesand moreunique, authentidnteractive, personalized, and diverse experiendeste is

also a sense ththe market is fragmenting atigat the service offer has to adapotigh

expanding the rangef opportunities availableField-level managers indicated a need for more
time, resources, and expertise to use the availabbemation toplan, implement, and adjust

their offers. A consistent message during the evaluation was that the website needs
improvement. Although web renewal efforts are underway, we are unsure if Stegkdes for
completion of this exercise (July 2012) will be met.

The Agencys hierarchy of performance expectations directly or indirgethtedto visitors

includes commitments th&6% of Canadians will report a persdre@nnection ta PC

administeed place by March 201#hatthe overallnumber of visits will increase by
approximatelyl0% between MarcB009andMarch 2015that(90%)of on-site visitorswill

enjoy and be satisfiedith their visit andthat85% will report that the place visited is

meaningful to them. The targets are generally clear and measanablee confirmed that they

are likely measuringistinct outcomes.Measuring and reporting on the number of visits and the
satisfaction of vigbrs are coomon metrics for mogirotected area organizations

There is coniglerable evidence that the activities and outputs that paminof the VSO are
producedThe Visitor ExperienceAssessmesttool (VEAS), which servessa key vehicle to
gather much of thinformation geneated from other processes, leen used extensively since
its introduction in 2005 and resultednrore than twahousandlanned actions, many of which
have been reported to be compledgitor surveys show wide spréaatisfaction vth the
guality and the availabilitpf many specific components of the offer.

ltiscleat hat the Agencyds efforts to reverse the
personvisits have not yet been effective, although local gains in the estimateber of visits
have been recorded at many sites since the establishment of baseline targets in 2009.
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The Agencyhas developed a plausible theory of why visits are declining based ocattested

social demographic changesGanadiarsociety The elevance of these changes to Agency

issupported bythdgency dés own research on soreeysofent vi sil
barriers to visiting. It is developing more detailed and comprehensive profiles of visitors that

will allow better trackingof changes in visitor characteristics in the future to increase its

undersanding of trends in visiting.

On average he onsite targets related to the percentage of visitors who rate their visit as
enjoyable or who are satisfied with their overall vasié achievedn the case of overall visit
satisfactionhigh levels ofachievement have existaihceat leas200Q The target for the
percentage of visitors who report a place is meanirgfsinot been consistently achieved
although the majority of gitors are positive (i.e., 70%.Hf)he Agency has established a
potential baseline for the percentage of Canadians who have a personal conné&gion to
administered places (i.e., 55%) through nationdilis opinion polling conducteh 2009 but
has not yeconducted a follow up poll to test progress against the target.

Economicaland efficiert operation of the VSO is demonstrated by both anecdotal reports of
actions to achieve savings ahe fact that managers us@umber of flexibilities available to
them inl) the selection of inputs (i.e., staff mix, revenue generation strategies, competitive
pricing and pricing flexibilities) an&) where and how outputs are offered (engnimal or no
service offer at some sites, providing an offer consistentseiéisonal demand, scaling the size
of theoffer at different sites representeddmyrvice level categorieandvarying the availability
of specific aspects of the offer within a season).

Quantitative analysis of inputs, outputs, reach and outcomes edoguidence from a limited
sample of locations that NPsve relatively more efficient (expenditures are proportiondi¢o
extent of the service offer, recovery of costs through revenue) and economical (experatitires
extent of service offer amaorealignedto the number of visi)jghan thenational historic siteer
historic canals although the indicators of this are not always consistergudihigy of VSO

inputs or outputs is however cleargt related to the esite outcomes (visitor satisfagti or
enjoyment reported meaningfulness of place)

The | atter finding 1 s accouwhiclkampHasizesthatthet he Ag
outcomes can be achieved with any level of inputs or oytpsiteng as the available offer

including thenature of the site itsei§ consistent with visitofgrior expectationsThe Agency

has produced qualitative research that is supportive of the model and identifies many actions that
management could take to influence the results achi®adonstratinghe quantitative impacts

of management action on the results is difficult both because individual actions are unlikely to

have measurable impacts on macro evaluations of the visitor experience and because visitor

ratings of many aspects of the experieacealready very positive so thesdittle room to

demonstratéhe incremental impacts of management actions on the outcomes.

Quantitative esearclwithin the Agency t@dd clarity and depth tthe program theorlgas been
limited to date anthas not demonstrat@tear, consistentinks between the visitor
characteristics, and/or aspects of the VSO,taadutcomes.
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Restructuringhe ERVE functions has created a lack of clarity in some parts of the Agency with
roles and responsibilities fdelivering the VSO. The Agency introduced a number of
mechanisms to promote improved communications among various levels of the Agency
however, Service Centre personnel involved in the VE program were still unsure of their roles
relative to National Offie at the time of data collection (summer 2Q010)

Potential negative consequences of providing a VSO are largely anticipated and addressed as

part of normal operations although the important consequence of displacement or discontinuing

use by existing visitrs as a resudif attractingeithermore or different types of visitarare

treated only indirectly it the Agencyods VSO g

There is clear evidence that the Ageheg considerednd engaged a variety of third party
service providers tenhance th& SO and that interest exists both within the Agency and within
the @mmercial sectoin particularin extending thesmitiatives. Themajor barrier to delivering
these potential opportunities continues to bdithiés to the Agency flexibiliy to change in
response to changing markets given government policy and directions

Il n summary, the VSO program is clearly releva
priorities. There iseasombleevidenceof the large scale reach and us&&fadministered

places although the data is not preci3ée Agencyhas and continues talaiewe, or beclose to

achieving its onsite targets of visitor enjoyment, satisfaction, and meaningfulness of plaze.

key challenge with respect to performarcaatinues to be thesng-termdecline in the estimated

number of visits td?Cadministered places.

Since 2005, the decline in visits has prompted many significant and important changes in the
overall VE Program Ativity and in the sufactivities included vihin the scope of the

evaluation. Many of these initiatives are ayoing or just being launched. Collectivellgey
address in whole or part a number of issues or concerns raised dur@vgltiegion Our
recommendations, therefore, focus on the iskareshich we did not find evidence of agoing

set of actions to address the identified problems or in a few cases where actions have been
delayed or are incomplete. These issues involve clarifying overall governance (i.e., roles and
responsibilities), théypes and quality of the VSO information collected nationally to support
understanding, accountability, investment, performance management and decision making, and
development of specific tools and proasss improve consistent of analysis and planrtmg

meet corporate targets.

Overall Management Response
The VicePresident of External Relations and Visitor Experience would like to thank the Office
of Internal Audit and Evaluation for its comprehensive and thoughtful evaluation of the Visitor
Service Offer for Par ks Canghod smany of theeissuesad at e me
problems with the VSO identified over the course of the evaluation are already being addressed
inwholeorinpartbyoogoi ng initiatives, 0 iS encouraging
Experience function is on thight track since the creation of the ERVE Directorate in 2005.
Responses to the specific recommendations in the evaluation follow.
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Recommendation 1: Overall Governance

The VP ERVE should review, clarify and communicate additional guidance on thetirespec
roles and responsibilities dfational Office, Service énter and field unit staff in the delivery of
the VSO in the context of the @oing work related to sustainable planning in the Agency.

Management Response:

Agree.The VP ERVE will review clafy and communicate additional guidance onrbles
and responsibilities of &tionalOffice, Service @ntre and field unit VE staff by May 31,
2012.

Recommendation 2: Supply of Elements of the VSO

The VP ERVE should oversee the completion of the invgribproducts and services offered
by location and ensure, in collaboration with the VPs Operations, that all locations confirm a
baseline inventory and update it annually or biannually.

Management Response

Agree. The VP ERVE will oversee the completion of the inventory of products and services
offered by location and work with the VPs Operations to confirm the baseline and update the
inventory annual. The field will be asked to validate the data gathered by tBRVP. This
information provides thA&gencywith a clear and comparable picture of the service offer
across the system. In addition, this information will be used to allow visitors to search the PC
website based on desired activities and services andCftw Proactively provide visitor
experience opportunities to different market segments of our visitors. This baseline will be
completed by December 31, 2013.

The VSO evaluation also noted the limited availability of data regardirsit@mnise of
variouscomponents of the VSO infrastructure, services and activities. Once the inventory is
completed the VP Operations will evaluate the possibility of using this inventory to have
individual sites evaluate sustainability of operations in regards-sit@miseof

infrastructure, services and activities.

In addition, the Office of Internal Audit and Evaluation noted thafencyis preparing a
request for proposals for a new reservation service for implementation in 2013. This service
will include an inventoy management system for frecduntry and backountry campsites.

It will serve as thé\gencystandard system for campground management and allow for
tracking of available inventory and occupancy rates.

Recommendation 3: Additional Information for Management of the VSO

The VP ERVE should develop a framework and guidance, for appro¥atdoutive

Management Committe&MC), identifying what additional national and/or local information is
required for adequate management of Mi®@ted infrastructure anddilities, as well as future
investment decisns(e.g., based on criteria such as materiality of the offer, risks or introduction
of new offer) and identify protocols and data quality standards required for various contexts
(e.g., data quality requiremerfor utilization of & existing or new facility may vary depending

on the size of the investment).
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Management Response

Agree. Building on Management Response 2, the VP ERVE will develop a framework and
guidance, for approval by EMC, identifying wtadditional national and/or local information
is required for adequate management of M8lated infrastructure and facilities. The
framework will include protocols and data quality standards required for various types and
investmemtevels of facilitiesand types and levels of use. This work will be completed by
December 31, 2013.

Recommendation 4: Strengthening VSO Planning

The VP ERVE should provide additional planning tools to support VE managers in annual

pl anning related t etsforitheVS®di.e. siteywillsdeveleptrepewtats t ar g
least three visitor experience opportunities targeting key market segments and Explore Quotient
types every year for the next three years).

Management Response

Agree.The VP ERVE will evaluate the suite of VE Planning tools and renew a national
approach to planning fofE. This work has started with input from the VE Manager
Council. This renewal will look at existing tools and how they can be improved. It will also
identify any gaps in planning and how they can be filled.

The Council 6s 1 nitial i nput identified the Kk
an analysis of the current situation (similar to a VE Assessment), the definition of the essence

of plaee, the identification of target markets, the generation of ideas for potential products,

the creation of an action plan to develop specific products matched to specific markets, and
ultimately the evaluation of the implementation of the VE site stratdgy VE site strategy

will be a key tool to guide the field in achieving the output targets from the Performance
Management Framework.

Recommendation 5:

The VP ERVE should provide direction on the expected types of analysis to support VSO
planning (e.g.EQ, PRIZM, Postal Code and other related data) and additional training and
guidance in the use of these nationally consistent tools for development or renewal of visitor
experience opportunities.

Management Response

Agree. In 2007, the Agency introducelde Explorer Quotient (EQ) concept. In summer

2010, the Agency acquired an additional and more sophisticated segmentation tool; PRIZM
C2, also developed by Environics. PRIAB2 associates 12 life stages with information

about its members such as market sifmmographics, values, media habits, recreation and
leisure patterns, travel motivatio(tsy EQ type), etc. In 2012 theg&ncy will improve the
collection of visitor information through the introduction of a new generation of point of sale
cash registerd’hese cash registers will provide timely and reliable revenue data and
information on visitor postal codes, party size, gender makeup, and approximate ages.
Combined with EQ anBRIZM the Agencywill be able to implement a common and
consistent approacbh segmentation.
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The VE Branch is also launching market segmentation traininggan January 2012. This
training will provide guidance on the nationally consistent approach to market segmentation.
It will help the field analyze and utilize EQ, PRIZBR, Postal Code and other related data

to develop and promote new and more relevant visitor experiences to targeted market
segments. The training will support the developmenBite Strategies to guide the park

or site in meeting VE output targets.

Reconmendation 6: PersonVisits

The VP ERVE should in the near term develop a proposal for appro\&My outlining the

suite of attendance statistics the Agency will collect, their strategic utility for Agency operations,
and update national standards (eupgrade periods, inclusions, documentation, target setting,
accountability), where relevant, for clarity and uendly implementation.

Management Response:

Agree. The VP ERVE will develop a proposal for EMC for approval by December 31, 2012
outlining the suite of attendance statistics the Agency will collect, their strategic utility for
Agency operations, and any necessary updates to national standards.

Recommendation?: Visitor Information Program Surveys
The VP ERVE should propose and segkroval by EMC as required for the following:

a)

b)

A requirement that Visitor Information Program (VIP) survey sampling plans and records of
implementation of the plans be documented in writing and deposited promptly in a central
location (e.g., on the irdnet or with the office of the Chief Social Scientist).

A requirement that site specific questions on VIP surveys be drawn from a standardized
guestion databank to ensure that the information collected is maximally useful for the
Agency as a whole.

Management Response

Agree. Aligned with response 3 (above), by December 31, 2012, the VP ERVE will seek

approval by EMC for:

a) A requirement that VIP survey sampling plans and records of implementation of the
plans be documented in writing and deposited pronvatly the Office of the Chief
Social Scientist.

b) The development of standard question approaches for similar issues, while retaining
some possibility for site specific questions.

Recommendation 8 Visitor Information Program Surveys

The VP ERVE should @rsee a review of the number of mandatory questions on the VIP

surveys with a view of reducing the requirements to what is essential for management purposes.
The object of the exercise should be to stream line the survey and not just replace national
mandatory questions with additional site specific questions.

Management Response
Partially agree. By December 31, 2013, the VP ERVE will review the VIP surveys to
maximize their effectiveness, including the number of mandatory questions, while ensuring
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the survey fulfills its national and local role of measuring performance and understanding
visitors. VIP surveys will continue to be linked to VE Planning tools.

Recommendation9: Dispute Resolution Regarding PersofVisit and VIP Surveys

The VP ERVE shdd identify and propose for approval by EMC the position with authority to
make a final decision when disputes arise on appropriate survey questions or issues of
methodology for collecting visit statistics or conducting visitor surveys.

Management Reponse

Agree. The VP ERVE will confirm the role of the Chief Social Scientist as the authority

when disputes arise on appropriate survey questions or issues of methodology for collecting
visit statistics or conducting visitor surveys with EMC by June 8022

Recommendation 10Personal Connection to PC Administered Places

The VP ERVE should ensure that additional analysis is conducted of the indicator of personal
connection to PC administered places to identify and address the potential impactdasf c
definitions prior to future public reporting of baseline performance and progress against the
baseline.

Management Response

Agree.The VP ERVE will conduct additional analysis of personal connection to PC
Administered placeprior to the next pholic reporting of baseline performance, which is
required by March 31, 2014 for the Departmental Performance Report.

Recommendaion 11: Web Site Renewal
The VP ERVE should provide a revised and realistic timeline for the website renewal project
takinginto account the importance of this tool for addressingvigié information needs.

Management Response

Agree.The VP ERVE has formed a Web Renewal Steering Committee to provide direction
on priorities for Web renewal. Precise timelines and milestones are being developed by the
committee. Timelines will consider a number of factors includifigeasury Board's new

Web Usability and Accessibility standards which impose strict timelines on Parks Canada to
progress with renewal and meet the new standards by July 2013; External Relations and
Visitor Experience priorities to improve visitor information, increase awassaed brand
recognition; and alignment with the new Parks Canada Reservation system due to come
online for the 2013 visitor season. The VP ERVE will approve these timelines and present
them to EMC by June 30, 2012.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Par ks Ca nmeaddatéisto:( PC)
AProtect and present nationally significan
cultural heritage, and foster public understanding, appreciation and enjoyment in
ways that ensurthe ecological and commemorative integrity of these places for
present and future generations. 0

The Agency is responsible for three major heritage systems:
e 42National Park of CanadéNP)
e 167 National Historic Sites of CanafdHS), administered by th&gency
e 4 National Marine Conservation Areas of Canada (NMCAS)

PCcarries out its mandate through five program activities and twentgciities. The major
program activities arberitage places establishmenteritage resources conservatiorpublic
appreciation and understanding visitor experience(VE), andthetownsite and throughway
infrastructure program (Appendix A).

This evaluéion concurrently assessesfauba ct i vi t i es o programeactivlyge ncy 6 s
the visitorservice offers (VSO) foNPs NHSs andNMCAs, as well as@me aspects of the
Agencyds mhand gdmotioresabetiaity. PCconducted the evaluation as part of its
commitment under th&€reasury BoardTB) Policy onEvaluation (2009jo evaluate direct
programspending over a fivgear period.

The Agency identified th#SO as a high priority for evaluation in its 202011 evaluation plan

due to its materiality (the thré&SO sub-activities represented about 31% of Agency
expenditures in 2008009), itsimpot ance t o the Agencyds mandat e,
subject to previous comprehensive evaluation vfork.

Of particul ar i mp ¥8Qisahe Gae thdt, evith certhineexcapgans) they 6 s
number of visits td°C heritage attractions igported to be declining’he Agency has identified

its competitive position (i.e., the threat of the offer losing relevance to Canadians or being less
attractivecompared to other parks, cultuedtractions, and/or leisure activities) as a key
corporate sk.

2 DESCRIPTION OF THE VISITOR SERVICE OFFER

From a visitor persgctive, visiting a NP, NMCA, or NH8an be seen as moving through a
sequence of steps (tM& cycle) starting with awareness of the offer and the desire to travel to a
uniquePC protected placdollowed by planning and travelling to the site, arriving, visiting,
departing and finally remembering the vidihis may in turdead back to the start of the cycle
with a renewed desire to visit the same or other sites in the sfggerAppendix B for a

description of each phase of & cycle). The subactivities scoped into the evaluation cover
many of the inputs, activities and outputs that supiheE cycle.

2 Some éements of the market research and promotiorativity spendingare not included as it is difficult to

isolaie costs for the elements included in the evaluation.
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The VSOis differentf r om her i tage 1 nterpr eRr@tamActivtyact i vi t i
Architecture (PAA) It includes basic infrastructure and servicesagtivities that provide access

to PC administered places orient visitors on sitéroads, parking lotsvisitor centres), and a

wide variety of specific services and/or activities often with a recreational fideusage
interpretatiorinvolves both personal programs (i.e., period or costumed animation or re
enactment, guided tours) and roersonal programs suels exhibits, publications and audio

visual presentations designed to communicate the meaning and importance of the natural and/or
cultural resourceAlthough distinct in the PAA, heritage interpretation often represelasge
portion of rt hod acetriviilgatthibiss Apearesaltihe SO B sometimes

viewed as encompassibgththeVSO and interpretatiofi.e., the activeffer of service

includesboth of these activitieslrorthe purposes of the evaluatipwe focused on the VSGa

defined in the PAA. Aseparate evaluation of the interpretation-aativitiesis scheduled in
20122013.However, we do present sordata and information on inputs, such asrthmber of
full-time equivalents (FTEs) and expendituretated to interpatation and some analysis using

this data to provide context.

2.1 EXPECTED RESULTS AND TARGETS
Thecorporatehierarchy of outcomes and specificgetsrelateddirectly or indirectly to visitors
is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Corporate Performance Expectations and Target®irectly and Indirectly Related to Visitors

Agency Canadians have a strong sense of connection, throu 65% of Canadians report a personal
Strategic meaningful experiences to their NR;1Ss and connection td>Cadministered places
Outcome NMCAs and these protected places are enjoyed in w by March 2014

that leave them unimpaired for present and future

generations
Visitor Visitors at surveyed locations feel a sense of person On average, 85% of visitors at survey
Experience  connection to places visited. locations consider the place meaning
Program to them
Activity

On average, 90% of visitors at survey
locations are satisfied, and on averag
50% at surveyed locations are very
satisfied with their visit.

SubActivities Market Research and Promotid@anadians visiPC 22.4 million visits aPCadministered
administered places places by March 2015
Visitor Service Offer: Visitors aturveyed NPs, NHSs On average 90% of visitors at survey
and NMCAs enjoyed their visit NPs, NHSs and NMCAs enjoyed theil
visit

Note: TheA g e n apgdaiesl its performance expectation while the evaluatiorundesrway Theseexpectations
were drawrfrom the2010-2011 Performance Management Framework.

The strategic objectivimatCanadians as a whole (i.e., including both visitors anevigitors)
will have a sense dgipersonal connecti@rto PCadministered placds closely associated with
the progranexpectation that visirs toPCplaces will havea personal connectioto the place
visitedand the specific target that®5of visitors will consider a pladbey visitedto be
meaningfulto them A sense of personal connection and meaningfulness & ptacboth
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grounded in an extensive literatweed ad e f i ni ng and measuring a @s:¢
attachment o and deter mi ni r§enseofplacasrdiscesseglthe nt s a
theliterature may involve both cognitive assessmehidace and associated experiences and

emotional reactions and evaluations, altfh the Agency hastressed the emotional connection.

It may arise throughirect experience & place but this is not requiredlt the strategic outcome

level, personal carectionof Canadianss measured by public opinion pollinghe

meaningfulness of a place for a visitomeasured bg single question on surveys of visitors.

The second program activity level target focuses on visibmerall satisfaction with a visit.
Visitor satisfaction is a common performance metric for parks organisaliba Agency

defines overall visitor satisfacti@s a cognitive asssment of the visit experienessuling

from a visitor comparing the experice with their prexisting expectations or standards based
on factors such as previous visits, visits to similar locations, or thégptéenformation they
consumedOverall visit satisfaction is measured by a single question on visitor suileys.
current target of 90% satisfaction was established in 200 following many years in which
the target was 85% satisfactidrne second targgihat 50% of visitors will be very satisfigid
based on research conductedhy Agency during the 1990s whishggested very satisfied
visitors were the most committed and engaged and could act as program ambassadors.

At the VSO sukactivity level, the expected resulttigat visitors enjoy their visiVisitor

enjoyment isalsoviewed as an emotiebased assement of the visit experience which may or

may not be related to pexisting expectations and standards and may or may not be linked with

an evaluation of overall visit satisfactidhis thought to be more likely to be influenced by

factors outsideadheAgency 6s direct control (e.g., weat he
personal event/encount@r the nature of the places themselves

Although there are obviowsmilarities in the targeted areas of performapegticularly between
the conceptsf visitor satisfaction and visitor enjoyment, each of the outcomes is viewed as
distinct and resulting from somewhat different cognitive or emotional assessments of the visit
experience.

In September 2011he Agency has also articulated output tarfmtshe subactivities of the VE
program® The targes state hat 100% of southemNPsand 100% of NMCAs and NHSs will
develop/renew at least three visitor experience opportunities (activities or interpretation)
targeting key market segments and Explore Quotient types every year for the next three years.
The intent is to create a future focus to the service offer rdthersimply a renewal of the

existing offer based on standardized approaches to segmenting and understanding visitors (i.e.,
the Explorer Quotient discussed below).

The other sulactivity scoped into the evaluatiomarketresearch and promotiphas aarget to
increase the calctive number of visits tBCO places by appramately 10% from 20.8 M in
20082009 to22.4 M visits by March 2019n support of this target the Agency has specified

See Graham, Mason and Newman (June 2009), Farnum, Hall and Kruger (November 2005) for reviews.
The TBS is currently consulting on updates to the MRRS policy which may result in eliminating the
requirement for output indicators and targets at theamutlvity level and introduce a focus on efficiency
indicators (e.g., costs per visitor reached by particular VE opportunities).
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visit targets for 32 field units (i.e., geographic groupblBs and/or NHSs under the direction of
a field unit superintendent)Vithin field units targetsfor specific NPs and NHSsave been
identified which aggregatto overall targets for tHeeld units.Managers are accountable for
attaining thdield unit target, not for sitdevel visitor increases.

Although the evaluation icusedon the VSO and parts of timearket research and promotion
sub-activities we reviewederformancelata related tall the expected results and performance
targets included indble 1.

2.2 ACTIVITIES/OUTPUTS

Themarket research and promotionsub-activity involves fourdistinct se$ of activitieswith

the followingsub-components:

e Visitor and tourism research: involves research and related social science to gain an
enhanced understandingP@® s potent i al and actual visitor
Information Program (VIP), communications evaluation, market potential assessments,
situation analyses, product amedia research, and other related audience research).

e Pre-visit communication, marketing and tourism:® involvesthe provision of information
to visitors to assist priip planning and information on the range of activities and services
available to thenge.g.,thewebsite, publications, and the tédée information system).

e Promotional activities to attract visitors to a site involvesthedevelopment, preparation
and approval of marketing plans, publicatiamsiinformationmaterials, advertisingnd
marketing initidives.

e Relationship management activitis: involvesmanaging relationships with members of the
tourism industryparticipating in committees, conducting media relations, participating in
travel trade showsand marketing to individual®f example through-enails.

The first two subcomponent$or marketing research and promotion are covered in the
evaluation while the latter two are not coveradgely to keep the scope manageable and the
evaluation project within budget

TheVSO sub-activitiesincludethe provision of a wide variety of visitoelated infrastructure
such asoads and parkwayse provide access to and within sitessjtor reception and day use
services and facilitiecampgrounds and trail systemesgreational ifrastructure (e.g., hot and
cold pools, golf courses, tennis courts, warming huts for -@ogstry skiing, andacilities for
boat launching), as well as activitigsreceive and orient visitors, collect fetrtge provision of
food and beverages, and popt for many different types of recreational activities on site.
Interactions with staff while on site also provide an important component of the offer, as do
efforts to facilitate remembering the experieneg (gift shopsallowing visitors to purchase
souvenirs to remember their visit

Marketing and tourism as defined for the sadbivity are largely focuesd on marketing individual siteShe
sub-activity Outreach Education and External Communications in PA 3 includes a varietyvitfes at a
national level tdorand the Agency and create a corporate image (e.g., national TV camphigexact
boundarés of this sukactivity and the market research and promotion sub activity are not entireltiear.
certain that activities within the general field of external communications will have some impact on local
tourism and marketing.

OIAE 4 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

2.3 EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES

Expenditures on théSO and market research and promotion-agbvities for the last five fiscal
years are shown in Table Rppendix C provides a detailed breakdown by regions and business
units, and the split between O&M and capital expenditdres table also shows the

interpretation expenditures by year as a separatelimexpretation expenditures represent
approximately 20% to 25% of the yearly expenditures shown in the table.

Most of theMarket Research, Promotion and V8&&penditures (65% over 5 years) are on
goods, services, and salaries as opposed to capital invest@egpital investment in the VSO
averaged approximately $36M per year from 22086 to 2002010.

Table 2. Expenditures for Market Research & Promotion and Visitor Service Offer Sub-Activities

200506 200607 200708 200809 200810

Market Research and

Promotion 8,400,000 9,440,000 10,874,000 13,421,000 14,496,933
Visitor Service Qfer 119,176,568 112,037,00C 143,597,00C 129,660,00C 159,151,252

Total 127,576,568 121,477,00C 154,471,00C 143,081,00C 173,648,185
Interpretation 34,741,000 39,194,000 39,054,000 40,526,000 48,089,000

Source: PAA Fund Centre Expenditure Worksheets from National Officence This summary does not include Employee
Benefits (EBP), Corporate Services and Revenue or amounts for Treasury Function.

Expenditures are supported by apgprations, revenue from visitoelated fees (e.gentry and
recreational fees), and naus special purposes funds (e.g., a portion of the funding received in
Budget 2005 for investments in assets was directed to visitor service facilities and infrastructure).
Budget 2009, Camd a 6 s E ¢ o n o mpravidedl art addd@ional $76M aver twears for
investment in visitor service assets.

The revenue associated with ME Program Activityas a whole is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Sources of Operational Revenue
Entry Fees 41,937,877 48,189,372 50,277,576 52,255,255 52,836,186
Camping Fees 14,772,304 15,315,643 16,711,304 16,598,771 17,633,259
Guided Tour Fees 741,892 792,696 772,141 738,505 713,842
Fees Mooring & Docking 742,414 844,010 921,737 897,398 945,021
Fees for Lockage 1,531,797 1,654,406 1,777,998 1,636,069 1,652,906
Fees for Hiking Trails 1,337,305 1,377,699 1,374,676 1,612,896 1,683,752
All Other Recreation Fees 436,168 378,620 268,668 256,636 331,473
Pools 3,863,014 3,688,086 4,059,967 3,911,192 3,795,494
Golf 1,315,494 1,313,119 1,379,714 1,126,130 1,160,888
Total 66,678,265 73,553,652 77,543,781 79,032,850 80,752,821
Percentage ofyearly Revenue 65% 59% 68% 69% 71%
Source: PCfinancial system, November 16, 2010
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Revenue has ranged from approximately $66.6M to $80.7Megprdsents approximately 60%
to 70% of all revenue per year for the Agendgt all of this revenue is directly attributable to
the VSO .Entry fees cover costs beyond the VSO for which it is difficult to charge separately,
such as basic heritaggerpretdion programs and public safety servicksthe table, guided tour
fees are likely related to the provision of interpretation services rather than the VSO.

Park entry fees represent the majority of visitoe | at ed fees, accoumting f
total revenue generation for 20@910.0Over the past five years, there have been steady
increases in all areas of visitore | at ed revenue, with the excepti

recreati on, OFeeploavelbsen froaen sinceg2008 forgdeeral public and in 2009
for commercial groups.

The fact that revenue has increased each year while visits have reportedly been declining appears
inconsistent at first especially given fee freezes in the last few yé@rever,many visitors do

nothave to pay to access a site so trendsying visits may be distinct frotnends in overall
Opervd®nt so

2.4 HuMmAN RESOURCES, ROLES, AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Figure 1. Trends in FTEs The Agency has had a steady
increase in its human resource
1400 capacity to deliver th#'SO,
1200 .’.\.—?.4 S|m|Ia_r to trends in other areas of
VE. Figure 1 shows the estimated
1000 FTE positions associated with
800 market research and promotion and
600 the VSO subactivities as well as

FTEs dedicated to interpretation,
based on data from tF

200 salary management system.
G ————*

0
200405 200506 200607 2007-08 200809 200910 As part of renewal, the Agency
realigned its organizational
structurego provide more
consistency and to increase
Interpretation capacity in certain skill areas (e.g.
promotions, product development).
More details ar@rovidedin the evaluation findingselated tgorogram design

400

== Market Research & Promotion
== \/isitor Service Offer

2.4.1 Organizational Structures and Accountability
Business unit managers, mostly Field Unip&rintendents (FUS), have primary responsibility
andaccountability for th&/SO.

Field units are supported IBgrviceCentresand National OfficeService @ntres deliver a

variety of services and products to field units including support for plansuat) asssisting

with on-site visitor experiencesgessment$VEAS), social sciences (e.g., overseeing attendance
andVIP activities, analysis and reporting), production of promotional materials, signs and
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exhibits, market research and promotions (e.g., tourism planning and promotion, web content)
and parter engagement.

In National Office, theVice-President (VIPof the External Relations and Visitor Experience
(ERVE) Directorate is responsible fproviding nationafunctional leadership to the field units.
Within the directorate several branches prowdportant direction and support for the VSO.

The Visitor Experience Branch (VEB) develops the overall policy, guidelines, frameworks,
strategies, targets, tools, research and training fov &t It manages the distribution of special
funds related to the prograepnducts assessments of visgervices at the field levehnd
coordinates national initiativessich as MarketinBlHSs Xplorers, Learrto-Camp and the
Explorer Quotient programVEB also provides some direct program management, including
coordinating the dayo-day operation of th€ampground Reservation and National Information
Services.

Social Science Branch produca variety oproducts (e.g. VIP surveys, audiemesearch

nationd polling) used by th&/E stafffor understanding visitors aridr planning, developing,
promoting and delivering théSO. Thereare also social scientists ServiceCentres providing

advice, guidance and/or management services to field units in collecting and processing certain
kinds of data and who mayduct special studies on behaiffield unit clients.The Chief

Social Scientist ifNational Gfice provides functional leadershipr the social science

community in the Agency but does not have line authority over their activities.

The Brand Experience BranghNational Officeincludes the Web Policy and Operations team,
which coordinates t he VEB staffpartidigateswoa bothithe n e wa |
Advisory committee and in working groups to support the development of relevant website
sectionsBrand Experience is al§eCs functional lead with respect to brand management, fees,
signage, and marketing and promotamtivities.

Outsidethe ERVE Drectorate, important policy and direction relatecdaisset management in
generalincluding VSO assetss provided byDirector of Real Propertin National Office, who
in turn reports to the Agency Chief Administrative O#i. The Chief Financial Officer is
responsible for accounting policies related to as€gisrational responsibility for assets is
delegated to thgPs OperationsEasterrCanadaand Western/Northern Canada and through
them to business unit managers whe generally FUS The VPsare supported in their asset
management responsibilities by asset advisors and small teams of technical experts.

Approval of overall policies and directiomsthe Agencyis the responsibility of the Executive
Management Commae(EMC), based in some cases on the recommendation of Operations
Committee.

2.5 STAKEHOLDERS AND PARTNERS

Partners and stakeholders involved inW&O includeAboriginal partnershusinesses, tourism
and business associations, and-poofit organizations (e.g. cooperating associations or friends
groups).Specific additional xamples includadjacent property owners, host communities,
townsite staff, chambers of commerce, tour apmes, and/arious special interest groups (i.e.,
historicalsocieties, environmental groups SUcltC&#AWS, andsports and nature groups).

OIAE 7 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

The bulk of all Agency partnerirgrrangements argith the norprofit sectorFor example, at
the national levethe Agency partnerwith the Tourism Industry Association of Canada, the
Canadian Tourism Commission, and the International Mountain Biking Association (IMBA).

Businesses offer a range of services to visitors including restaumectsnmodations, retail
stores, tours, the rental of recreational equipment and gear, and entertaBusergsses are
required to have a license to operat® @ administered places the 20082009 fiscal year
there was a total of 2,470 active business licences iNRrsysem.

2.6 VISITOR SERVICE OFFER LOGIC MODEL

A logic model showing the relationships between inputs (i.e., the assatan resourceand

expendituref activities, outputs, reagchndoutcomes is shown in Tablel#provides a visual

summary of the prograatescription]l n t he | ogi ¢ model, w¥EOVe over
cycle to provide a reference of how each stag
activities and outputsSome outputs may contribute to other areas of the VE cycle, eithethydirec

or indirectly; however, for the most part the
different stages of the VE cycle.
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Table 4. Logic Model for Visitor Service Offer

HOW? WHAT? WHO? WHY?
(Resources) Stages of the (Products) ((REE)Y) (Intended Results)

VE Cycle i i i
Inputs Yy Adiviiies Outputs Reach Immediate Intermediate Final
Outcomes Outcomes Outcome

PCA Staff Conduct visitor and tourism research Market research, information on Potentialand currenvisitors  Staff have
(approximately attendance and visitor origins, information to
1400) needs, and connection to places adeyuately plan and
implement visitor
Financial Plan forvSO Visitor Experience Assessments  Internal staff experience program 3
Resources: Analysis of service offer against G
(approximately goals and objectives. Partners/stakeholders >
$127M to $173M Pre i i icati isi ial visi 3
: pare and deliver prasit Publications and advertising Potential visitors Awareness oPC 3
invested per year communications, promotions and : =
over last five - ' heritage places, =3
tourism. Partner and stakeholders viewing them as o
years) including travel media and worthv?hile and s
travel industry interestin =
Assets ) Wishing / representatives S S
(Representingan  pjanning destinations, and 2
estimated $4B in Website trip planning Potential visitors having adequate Visits to PC 2
replacement information. informationto plan protected s
Value) ‘éoll-free National Information and organize trips heritage TE
ervice, laces
PC Camping Reservation servict ipncrease %
Develop and maintain signage Signage, publications, amther Visitors e
Travelling way finding o
. . ()
Produce publications 2
Welcoming, orientation & registration Signage, publications, applicable Visitors Visitors 3
Arriving fees collected consider the <
Fees collection place visited 2
Construction, operation and Operating facilities and Visitors a @
maintenance of infrastructu(ee. infrastructures consistent with meaningful £
visitor centrescampgrounds, day use needs of program Partners/stakehadérs to them $
areas, trails, etc.) g
Recreational activities, programs Visitors are satisfied 5
Visiting* Provision of recreational activities and services are available with and enjoy their <
(e.g., backpacking, crogsuntry visit g
skiing, mountaineering, boating, s
fishing, horseback riding,diving, j‘é
mountain biking, hiking, geoaching, >
bird and wildlife watching, and
swimming).
Selling of merchandise or manageme Memorabilia and mementos Visitors
Departing / of third party arrangements

Rememberin Partners/stakeholders
9 Posttrip info and support

Note: Interpretation is sometimes treated as an activity under visiting equivalent to provision of recraatieitials. The replacement valueoisly for VSO
assets.
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3 EVALUATION DESIGN

3.1 EVALUATION PURPOSE AND APPROACH

The evaluation examined the relevance, performance (e.g. effectiveness, efficiency, and
economy) and the design and delivery model oMB® sub-activities consistent witthe
requirements of th&B Policy onEvaluation(2009).The scope includes théSO for NPs
NHSs andNMCAs in addition tatsome elements of the market ras# and promotion sub
activity.

PCevaluation staff, supported by contracted resources, condhetadhjority of evaluation

field work between July 2009 and December 2010, although additional relevant data continued
to be gathered throughout the subsequent drafting of the rApoasssectional multiple mixed
methods approaaas usedo address #evaluation question€ontractors were engaged to
assist with the majority of data collection (e.qg. site visits, VE manager survey, key informant
interviews, and a document and literature revid¥@evaluators designed the evaluation
approach, conducted additional data collection and analysis, and prepared the final report.

3.2 QUESTIONS, METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS

The eval uat (nolf ans expestatisn+ld related to issues of relevance
performance, and program design were originally set out iRrdmaework for the Evaluation of
Visitor Experienc€2009).In the course of assembling the evaluation evidence we have modified
and rearranged the specific questitmeeduce redundancy amdprove the clarity and

conciseness of the presentatidhe revised questions are shown in Tabém8 a detailed

evaluation matrix, with the core issues, questions, expectations, indicators, and dataisources
provided in AppendiD.

Table 5. Evaluation Issuesand Questions
1. Isthe program consistent with broader federal government priorities and with PCA mandate and prioriti

2. To what extent do managers have the informadiah toolsnecessary tassess demand anthke informed
decisions about the service offer and to respond to changing ave¢:de mands

3. What are the extent and dimensions of the demand being addressed in this program?
Performance
4. Is the program producing its desired outputs?

5. Is the prograneffective in achieving its desired results foritgs satisfactiom and enjoymentneaningfulness o
placeand ®nnectedness to place?

6. Is the progranefficient in producing outputervices, facilities and activitipandeconomicalwith respect to
the reach of its offer and producing targeteduiés?

7. To what extent can the number of visits to PCA plagisstor enjoyment andatisfaction andonnection to
placebe attributed to the PCXSO?

Program Design

8. To what extent are roles, responsibiliteesl accountabilities for program delivery clear and effective?
9. To what extent are potential unintended negative impadtepirogram identified and managed?

10. To what extent is the full range of program delivery options identified and utilized.
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3.2.1 Methods
The principal data collection methods for the evaluation are summarized below:

Document and A wide variety of documents including legislation, policy, plans, reports, and publ
File Review literature were reviewed for the evaluation (see Appekdor a list). Approximately
6000 pages of documents were reviewed.

Survey of VE  An online survey was administered in February 2010 to all VE managers, or othe
Managers qualified respondents, for &iC protected places with an activ&0.° The survey had
three modules covering:
e The perceived condition and adequacy of facilitiee demanddr activities and
services by sitand whether demand was being met
The partnerships currently in place for each site(s)
Opinions on the extent to which the current offer addresses elements/& the
cycle, their use and satisfaction with various tools&ke decisions about the
service offer, and observed changes in visitor preferences.

Since a VE manager can be responsible for more than one site, each responden
completed the first two modules for each individual #iy managednd the third
sectionjust onceWe administered different surveysN®sandNHSsdue to
differences in their respective offeMCAs were grouped wittNPsgiven the
similarity of the questions for both groups of sitesrvey reponse rates are shown
below.

# surveys sent
(sites with # surveys
active service completed

% coverage of
sites with
VSO

Location Total Sites

offer)
Modules 1 and 2 (VE managers completing a survey for each site)

NPs 42 41 37 90%
NMCAs 4 3 2 67%
Townsite 1 1 1 100%
Total NP/NMCA 47 45 40 89%
Total NHSs 167 73 63 86%
Module 3 (VE Managers)

NP/NMCA 37 36° 34 94%
NHSs 49 49 41 84%

Interviews and The evaluation team conduct&®7 indepth sembtructured interviews in addition to
observation at  direct observationluring visits tol6 NPs 1 NMCA, and 17NHSdcanals between
PC sites June and September 20H@eAppendixF for list of sites visited)

Some sites werexeluded including newly established parks and those without a significant visitor service
offer.

A survey response was received at the request of a VE managae ftavensite given the significance of its
visitor service offer.

TorngatMountains NP was not included as it was under development with no established VE offer.

OIAE 11 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada

Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

Interviews
with National
Office and
Service Centre
Staff

Group
interviews with
stakeholders

Cost analysis
and
benchmarking

Interviews (n=80) were conducted whBIC staff including site superintendents, VE
managers, VE team members (e.g., product development, marketing and events
officers), other site staff (e.g., campground, assets, and interpretation/sldffjonal
interviews (n=47) were conducted with partnansl stakeholderg&s summary of the
respondent groups by site is provided in Appetrlix

On-site observations followed a protocol guide prepared in advance; the evaluatc
observed elements of the site (e.g. signage, asset condition, and campingsfaciditi
self-selected activities), in consultation with the VE manager, to gain a better
understanding of the sitebs offer.

A total of 25 key informant interviewswere conducted with representatives from
National Office (n=11) and the Service Centres (n=14).

FromNational Office we spoke with VERVE (n=1), staff from the VIEn=7), Brand
Experience (N=1), and Social Science (N=1) branches in addition to a resp&nod
the Strategies and Plans Directorate (niijhe four Service Centres, we spoke witl
ERVE managers (n=3), Social Scientists (h=7), a Product Development Specialit
(n=1), and Heritage Presentation Specialists (n=3).

The interviews explored dtaf 6 s opi ni ons on i ssues ¢
inquiry.

The group interviews were intended to bring together the many parties that have
stake in what parks and sites are offering to visitors (e.g. msrobgrycal
communities and the tourism industry), as well as those that we consider partner
facilitating the overall service offer (e.g. outfitters, IMBA, private contractors,
cooperating associations).

We aimed to hold discussions witHLB participants in 4 urban locations representin
large catchment of different sites; however, due to practicalities in arranging the
groups, the participants tended to be associated with a site or small number of si
close to the meting locations, asdiicated below.

Participants | AssociatedPC Site(s)
location

. . Gulf IslandsNP
Victoria, BC 8 Fort Rodd Hill NHS
Halifax, NS 4 Halifax Citadel NHS

Cave and Basin NHS
Banff, AB 10 Banff Museum NHS
Banff NP

Cost analysis and benchmarking exercises were undertaken primarily to assist w
assessing the efficiency and economy of the offer, assessing costs to users, atte
and usage trends, expenses and revenues, and user satisfaction.

Our gproach consisted of the following analyses:
e Comparing costs and revenues for a samphRsf
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¢ Analysingfinancial information for frorcountry camping
e Benchmarking Jasper and La MauribiBs with similar parks from other
jurisdictions

Park Operator Land Front-country Hiking Trails
Size Camping (# of sites length

Benchmarking Group 17 Quebec

Parc nationatle la PC 536 knf 756 105 km

Mauricie

Parc national de la  SEPAQ 670 knf 120 95 km

Jacque<Cartier

Parc national du SEPAQ 1510 1112 82 km

Mont- Tremblant km?

Parc de la Gatineau NCC 361 knf 323 165 km

JaspeiNP PC 10,878 1858 1300 km/808
km? miles

GlacierNP USNPS 4,102 1013 1200 km/746
km? miles

In addition we also assessed the appropriateness of prieirgiue, and cosecovery.

Analysis of We analyzed secondary data from a number of Agency saaatedingattendance

other and camping statistic¥/|P surveydatat h e A gAssetdvaragement System

secondary data (AMS), andthefinancial systen{STAR). Some data was available through reports
generated from Agency systems, while oshetich as camping dataerecollected
directly from sites.

3.2.2 Strengths and Limitations

The evaluation benefited from an abundance of documents, giving us a gleostanding of
the nature and extent of tMSO, how it compares to other providers, and informatasrmany
of the evaluation questiond/ithin the document review, a broad range of social science
documents, including studies and reports of surveyofisgsitors, stakeholders and partners,
and the Canadian public more broadly) strengthéme@valuation, allowing us twrroborate
some of theorimarydata that was collected.

Input gained fromPC staffthrough key informant interviews and the VE rager survey, was
particularly strongGiven response rates and coverage of these data collection méteatista
obtained can be viewed as representative.

For stakeholders and partners we have more limited samples either from interviews on site or the
group discussions; the views we obtained from stakeholders and partners cannot be considered
representative of all stakeholders/partnéiswever, wewvere able to validate and corroborate
findings from these interviews and discussions with other infoomallected, including results

from theStakeholder and Partner Engagement Su2€09) interviews withPC staff, and

other documents reviewed (e.g. third party studies, academic literature, and other social science
research).We therefore treated tlstakeholder and partner commentaasedible

representation of stakeholder and partner views more generally.
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The secondary data availableioputs, outputs and outcomeehile useful, has some

limitations. Financialdata is most readily available foeld unitsasawhole andessfor specific
protected area®.g., NPs, NHSs)We were able to compensate for this in part by obtaining site
level data from the locations we visitédbwever, even at these locations, financial data is not
always readily linked to particular elements of ¥&O (i.e., particular products and services).

We also reviewed four additional sources of secondary get@ral studies of market trends;
Agencydata on the supply of VSO infrastructure, services and gefivncluding asset data;
data on visitor demandnd data on visir characteristics and outcom@&$e specific strengths
and limitations of this data are reviewed extensively as part @viddeation findings (Question
2).In general, we werrot able to compensate for thgecificweaknesses and instead simply
note the limitations at various points in the report.

Finally, the samplef similar parks in other jurisdictiortat we obtainedbr comparing costs

and operations/as todimited toserve as a standard for comparisons folPtGsystem in

general. Instead, the comparison parks served as case sprdigdingunderstanding and

insight into the costs and nature of operations herosystemQuantitative analysis of

efficiency and economyherefore restedon anecdotal reports of initiatives leadingciost

savings or cost avoidandaformation fromthe Agency showing the extent of management
constraints and flexibilities in dicting operationsand some comparisons between locations and
systemswith the Agency of relativeosts, outputs and results achieved.
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4 EVALUATION FINDINGS
4.1 RELEVANCE

4.1.1 VSO, Agency Mandate and Government Priorities

Question 1 Indicators
Is the prograntonsistent with e Program aligns with federal government and PCA mandate and pc
broader federal government prioriti€ «  Other government jurisdictions are providing similar services and
and with PCA mandate and programs to support visitors #heir protected places

priorities?

Expectation: Program is aligned with . . . . .
federal government and PCA strategic Since the founding of the firstP at the Hot Springs in

directions. Banff (1885), these places have been set aside not only

for purposes of protection but for the use and enjoyment
of Canadian§ NHSsare also set aside for public use; however, this is largely within the context
of educational and presentation purposes in addition to the general enjoyment of Camhdians.
emphasis on use and enjoyment continues to the present day and is refldequtearmble of
theParks Canada Agency At998), theCanadaNational ParksAct( 2000) , and t he A
current vision, strategic outcome and performance expectations as outlined previously.

Facilitating use and enjoyment throughy@O is intended to &lp ensure the places remain

relevant, meaningful and that they are unimpaired for present and future genelatioiss.
view,theVSOcontri butes directly or i nwWhoteefctl y to t
Government Frameworutcomes o& clean andhealthy environmentanda vibrant
Canadian culture and heritage’®By maki ng the Agencyo6s protecte
Canadians to discover and enjoy, knowledge of Canadian culture, history and natural and

cultural heritage is increase8upportingvisitor experiences in heritage places also contributes

to the g goeaefrStomebEtdndrsc Growth visitation and visitor experiencesRAC

sites has economic benefits to local communities, supporting the tourism industries in all regions

of Canadd’

Expectation: TheVSOis consistent with ~ The nature and extent of the visitor service products and
government practices in other services to support the use, enjoyment and, ultimately,
jurisdictions. meaningful connections @Cplaces, is not mandated in
legislation or policy (i.e., there are no requirements to provide a specific product or sackice

as camping in P@dministered places, although some services or products may be specified in
particular park establishment agneents)In the absence of specific requirements, the nature of
the offer is dictated by what is logically required to create opportunities for enjoyment (e.g.,

°® A Brief Histor y o f, 1983 Wd d atlias., pNideealsoineRockyAvibuntaia Parks

Act, 1887 and th€anada National Parks Ac2000 for speific examples of wording dedicating parks to public
use and enjoyment.

Noted in theParks Canada Agency Performance Report for the period ending March 30, 2010

See for example Canadian Parks anitd@/ness Society Yukon Chapt&gonomic Impacts dflational Parks
Yukon Territory and Northern BR006)http://www.tc.gov.yk.ca/pdf/CPAWS_Yukon_nationadrks
economieimpacts.pdir Industry Canaddaeport on Fedeal Contributions to Canadian Touris(@2008)
http://dsppsd.pwgsc.gc.ca/collections/collection_2010/ic/IluB3B008&eng.pdf

10
11
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roads to access a site), and public expectations/demands of what should be available at a park,
historic site/canal, or marine conservation area.

The nature, scope and litmiof these facilities, servicesd activitieoffered inPCsites are

governed by specific policies and directives (2§20 &uiding Principles and Operating
Policies1994)whi ch set out parameters for ensuring i
Afessenti al arSdmeladistiesovill soehbe alloweed is specific parks (e.g.,

snowmobiling) while otherhave specific policies or directives governing their usg,(geo

caching, traction kiting, and mountain bikingYhere activities can occur in particular locations

is alsorestricted(e.g., by zoning regulations MPs and NMCAS).

We reviewed the types of offer in the US and Australian systems, variousgebsystems,

and Gatineau Pamnd found thatite range and type of services in these systems is generally
comparabléo what is offered in thBCsystems.While the nature of the offer is similar across
jurisdictions, there areariations in how the offes provided (e.g., use of third partieghis is
explored in more detaiih the section on program design.

4.1.2 Tools to Assess Demand and for Managing the VSO

Question2 Indicators
To what extent do managers have ¢ Evidenceof the existence of relevant, reliable sources for informatior
the informatiorand toolsnecessary and tools for monitoring demand and changing patterns of demand
to assess demand anthke e Theperceived usefulnessd relevancef the information and tools for
informed decisions about the planning and adjusting the VSO
service offer andaspondtothe  « Evidence that changes or adjustments to the VSO are made as a re
changing needs artttmands? theuse of information and toals

Expectation: The Agency continuously  |n this section we review the various sources of
monitorsthecurrent and changing needs  jnformation regarding visitors and naefsitors and tools
\"’/‘ir;?t:rimands of visitors and potential - 5ssessing the offer againstitds needs. Where
' relevant, we examined the extent to which the
information being gathered is consistent with other protected area organizatitmraitished
guidelines, as well as VE managersé awareness
souces and tools=inally, we identified limitations of the tools and suggestions for improving
sources of information. The actual extent of demfandr use ofthe VSO is reviewed under
guestion 3.

The information available within the Agenmsyrelated @her to general tourism or market trends
(i.e., market size and whether the market is expected to increase or decrease in tha future)
information related taise of ~Z administered place (deman@nd characteristics &fCvisitors

(or nonvisitors) andnformation on the nature and extent of YO andchanges in the offer
over time.

In addition to the formal tools developed by the Agency, VE managers reported using a number
of other sources of information to plan, implement and adjust the VS@stgiich they
manageThese includeonversationsvith visitors consultations with partners, a variety of

external reports from government, input from academic or tourist organisations, spec#isdore
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posttrip surveys, and visitor comment car@omnents on a few of these sources of information
are included below.

4.1.2.1 GENERAL TOURISM TRENDS

The Agencydrawson a number of sources to understand the general tourism market and changes
in markets over time A key source has been Trayadtivities and Motivation Surveys (TAMS)
administered by Statistics Canamtabehalf of several federal, provincial and territorial agencies
responsible for tourismThe Canadian Tourism Commissidwas also conducted this type of
analysis The data is ued to classif travelersaccording to their motivations and intere&s.,
cultural tourism enthusiagtanddescribemarkets for particular activitige.g., campinggday

hiking, climbing, backpacking, and cressuntry skiing and snowshoein@gjanagemntalso
reported additional sources of informatiéoliowing trends in various kinds of equipment use
and sales, using iteetworlks to stay upto-date within the tourism industrgnd following trends

in provincial parks organizations.

The various sowes of data take a variety of perspectives to wstded broader contextual
tourismtrendsrather tharPCo s v i s i t o.While theiefarmation is gehdrally seen as
useful, local VE managers were more interested in obtaining information sped¢ife sites
they manage and the local markets including profiles ofungitors aswell asvisitors (e.g.,
social values and beliefs, motivations to travel, expectations, and sources of trip planning
information).

Additional sources of information on use or demand include periodic poulcon pollsof
Canadian$2002, 2005 and 2009)hich poseguestions on past use®€locations and othe
intentto visit a site over the next two years. The Agency has alseriakén periodic special
studies such as tl#10Qualitative and Quantitative Research to Better Understand Urban
Markets (Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreafich identified barriers to use BIC managed
locations. These produdterm partof the generainformation basgsimilar to general tourism
research, rather than providingesgipecific information

Respondents from tHERVE Directorateexpressed interest having aP G-specificannual
national outdoor recreation study of Canadians to track market demtmeyeneral populatign
rather than travellers specificallgnd trends in w@ous activities in a standardonsistent
manner.

4.1.2.2 ON-SITE USE AND VISITOR INFORMATION TOOLS

Measuring Use or Demand: Measuringand publity reporting onthe use of parks and
protected areas wide spread There are somaublishedguidelines and genefplaccepted
practices botlonwhat to measure and how it should be done (Kajala et.al., Padidback and
Eagles 1999).

Attendance monitoring in some form has existethe Agencyfor more than three decades.
Currently, attendance is measure@aiNPs, 2 NMCAs, 82 NHSs and all nine historic canals.
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Attendancemay focus on the number of usersaaite (reach) or the number of visits to a site
(demand).A visit can be of any duratiofrom less than an hour to extended stays of several
days.

. . PersonVisits
Usess or visits @n be dividedetween thoserho enter A personvisit is counteceach time a
a place forfipurposes for which it was intendel.e., person enters the land or marine part
called a personisit within the Agencyxompared to of a reporting unit for recreational,
other types of entrants (i.@ass through traffic, educational or cultural purposes

. during business hours, excluding
employees or volunteerspther stadard metrics through, local, and commercial traffic

include the extent (Ii_v_er-nightstays(visito_r _nights), Sameday reentries and rentries by
thelengthof a visit(visitor hours and/or visitor days) visitors staying overnig in the
or the types of products or services used while on site reporting unit do not constitute new

(e.g., pattats of visitor use). In the case of the Resomisis e siogulibelconnicd
as multiple persomwisits if they enter,

Agency metrics related to lengtii stay for example leave and renter the location on
thesmave been CO||€Cted through the program Of Separate daygor this reason, persen
visitor surveys (see next section) rather than from visit counts will always be greater
attendance monitoring. than the numberfainique visitors to a

location in a given yeaf.otal person
visits include both Canadian and

Another basic distiction isbetween paying and nen international Visitors.

paying visitorsAs noted, nany locations have

unrestricted points of access thatit is impractical to

chage every visitor who enters the siRaying visits argtherefore for many locations a sufet
sometimes smalbf the oserall number of visits.

At the national level, the Agency tracks persasits (i.e., overall demand rather thamque
users) Local statistics for other types of use/demand have been collect@th@iNPs/NMCASs
(e.g., camping or trail use data, visitoghts or time on sije

An attendance statistic may be a precise count of use (e.g., the number of people entering a
location where there is only one controlled point of access) estamateof number of visits

(i.e., when there are many uncontrolfemnts of access). Estimating attendance requires some
basic counting ofraffic (i.e., persons, cars, boagd)various points within a locatidne., entry
gates, parking lots, campgrounds, on roads) and adjusting these counts based on periodic
observéional or survey studies that identify factors such as the average number of people
travelling by vehicle, the reasons for visitifige., so that pass through traffic can be excluded)
and the number of people-eatering the site on the same day.

If the methods used to estimate the number of parisds is not robustthe resulting estimate
may not be aalid indicator ofthenumber of personisits as defined by the Agency (e.g., it
may fail to properly identify and exclude pass through traffict wray not adequately capture
visitors at alllocations within a particutasite). Methods which prodawalid estimates at a
particular point in time may lose validity over time for various reasons (e.g., shifting patterns
use so that it is importat to periodically review and update the methodology to ensure it
continues to provide valid data.
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Invalid measurement @fpersonv i sit can | ead to systemically o
number of visits to a locatiol Past experience in the Agency has shown that systematic bias

leading to invalid estimates can be significant. For example, the recalibration of the attendance
methodologym the Mountain Parks in 2004di¢o the Agency restating its total estimated

persar-visits downward by almost 4M for 20€ED01* Other large changes in reported person

visits have also followed from changes in estimati@thods. Tie Agency does not have a

protocol on if and when these kinds of changes should lead to restating pubtidyata or

adjusting targets and expectations within the Agency.

A recent study commissioned by the Age(@2910)concluded thaproblemswith thevalidity

of the persoyvisit estimates are likely wide spread and suggestedithat ound Wwillp 0O si t es
require major methodological improvements, while the other sites will still need to preserve the
gual ity of data they report by wupdatithag t heir
been estimated that it would cost the Agency betv&énhto $10M over five to 10 year®

ensure consistently valid estimates of pergisits for the attendance monitoring system as a

whole!* Whether the investment is worthwhile, depgatfimately on the balance between
manager8information needgheuses othe data relative to the costs @hdsustainability of

the efforts required to produce it (Hornbasid Eaglesl1 9 9 9 ) . I n the past, t
Finance Committee (October 2001) endorsed the importance of continuing to trackyistson

data and specifically directed that the 20 sites with the most visits should improve their

methodology, where necessary, to have at least a moderate level of confidence in its accuracy.

A valid estimate of persewisits will still have some inherent errdue toits reliance on

sampling. Thextent of thikind of error carbe calculated and reportdgipically as a

confidence interval around a precise estimate of the number of visits to a place. For example, it
is reported that there were an estima&gkb1,751personvisits toBanff NP in 20162011,

implying a degree of precision in the estimate that is not warranted. If sampling error were
included the estimateould be 3,151, 75%isits, plus or minus 500,00@isits, so that the true

number of estimed visits is between 2.7M and 3.6 times out of 26° The Agency does not
calculate or report confidence intervals for its visit data. Other parks systems attendance data are
also publicly reported as precise numbers without reference to errorsesstithates.The use of
confidence intervals fdPCvisit data has been suggested or recommend in the padtisee
1987PCBulletin on Attendance and subsequent guidejinaad2004Review ofPCO s

Attendance Monitoring and Visitor Information Programs

12 Technically, a method thatdoesmt oduce a valid-vestiitmatmayofbea viap e rds avn t

some other indicator. For example, if all visits are accurately estimated regardless of the purpose of the visit,
then the method may produce fa wiasliitds de shtutmaatne -ionfv alhied f
visits.

The estimated methodstine mountain parksere recalibrated i0032004at which point it was concluded
thatthe old method overestimated persuisits by 13% to 16%n the previous two year$his lead to restating

the overall visit totals both for specific parks and for the Agency as a whole back t@@000 he original

estimated Agency total for 20D01 was approximately 27.7M person visits while the revised total was

23.8M a decline o&lmost 4M persovisits.

The study documented details of the methodology at about 50 locations where there are the greatest challenges
in obtaining accurate estimates of visits and provides additional limited information for other locations. This is
the first time details of the complete monitoring program have been available at the national level.

The example is for illustrative purposes and does not reflect the true error of estimate which we did not know.

13

14

15

OIAE 19 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

Even if it is not clear that estimates of visits are accuraggigesentingi p e rvsiosni t s 0, t he
may still be useful for tracking trends over time. That is, comparing an estimate at time A to an
estimate at time B, can provide an accurate indicaifatrend,although it may be the trend in

say overall visits rather than persaisits or a trend in a sufet of persoivisits rather than all
personvisits. Being able to compare trends over time is premised on using the same method to
estimate theisits at two points of time. If the method is changed or adjusted it will not be clear
whether a trend (up or dowis due to a real change in visitsto the changi the method used

to estimate visits. In the Agenoyhen to change and upddbeation attendance monitoring
programss decided byocal management and not managed nationally. It was reported that some
monitoring programs have used the same methods for decades whisarkerchanges or

updates every year or twd.

The identifcation of trends in visits also needs to take accotisampling error. If
hypothetically the true number of visits to Banff NP falls in the intes¥@l7M to 3.6M at time
A, and the estimate at time B puts the range of visits at 2.5M to 3M, thealstererlap and a
clear trend independent of sampling error cannot be identified, although comparison of the
precise estimates of visits at the two times would indicate a decline

Althoughthe potential bias and the existence of sampling error ima&&s of perscnisits is
widely acknowledgedvisit data is still use@xtensively both nationally (e.dar identifyinga
trend of declining visits and setting national and field unit targetsresauring progressgainst
the targetsandby local managemeior assessing demand and adjusting the ¢&ey., VE
managers weurveyedvere generallyware of attedance statistickr their sites, andeport
that the data isomewhat or very useful i.€1% for NPsand 79% for NHS) Personvisits by
location, systemand for the Agency as a whofer a period of five yearare routinely made
availabl e on t'haadpubliskeedncthe drmnual PerfoenantesReport.

Despite the manwiiss & we d av iasdmeeitlgreeosethep | ac e d
information throughout the evaluation. It is likely that the data provides at least order of

magnitude estimates of the tot al number of Av
order of magnitude of visits between locago We also concluded, consistent with the
interpretation in the Agency, tchnaidtendyuofithei t so a

declines reported across many places over time. It is unlikely that this pattern of results would
arise from purgl methodological issues or failure to take account of sampling errors in the
estimates.However, precise statements regarding overall attendance (i.e., there were 20,211,
253 visits in 201€2011) or changes in visits (i.e., visits declined by 15% betwegenA and

time B) need to be treated with caution.

% An important question in this reghis whether changes or updates in estimation methods are correlated with

changes in trends in visits. If updating estimation methods is consistently associated with a decline in visits, an
obvious conclusion is that visits were being systematicallyestienated in the past and therefore an apparent
decline reflects more accurate measurement rather than a real underlying decline in visits. We did look at this
issue for a sample of sites reporting changes in methodology and found no consistent asisetiatean

changes in the methods and reported increases or declines in visits. In contrast, social scientists in National
Office reported, using a different sample, that about 70% of the changes in methods were associated with a
decline in visits.

17 Seehttp://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/pc/attend/table3.aspx
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Information on Visitor Characteristics and Outcomes: T he Ageadittoyabssurce
of information orvisitor characteristics and outcomes isMt® surveysA total of 119 sitesare
requiredto conduct a visitor survey, consisting of standard national questions and questions
specific to each site, at least once every five y&8asftor survey programs are generally
consideredanessential component of protected area management along witbetbfestatistics
noted above (Kajal et. al. 2007, Hornback anddies 1999)Many of the parks organizations
we examined conduct visitor surveys of various typeting targets for and publiclyeporing

on data derived from surveys, in particuiarvisitor satisfaction.

ThePCVIP producesiemographic informatioon visitors (e.g.age,country of aigin, party

size, whether it is a first visit), as well as data on the national outcome indicators: visit
satisfaction and enjoyment, and meaningfsénef placeThere are also a number of additional
standard questions on the survey about various aspects of satisfaction (e.g.,-wéit pre
information, quality and availability of services and activities and with various dimensions of
interactions wi staff).In recent years, the visitor surveys have also included standard open
ended questions asking visitors to report on sources of information to plan their visit, what they
enjoyed most about the visit and what could be done to make their nertatisienjoyable.

The site specific questions on the survagsdetermined by local managalthoughthe aspect

of the visitor or the visiexperiencdhat isbeing assessed may #eommoninterest ina number

of locations. It is reportethatlocally designed questions may sometimes overlap or duplicate

the nationally mandated questions (eagsessing the perceivsiginificance of the site as well as

including the national question on the meaningfulness of the pldceys suggested that local
mangger s i nformation needs could continue to b
the information and removing duplication, if local managers were required to select their

questions from a standardized question Bank.

Visitor surveys, like iendance data, can be subject to systematic biasaamplingerror.We

were told that sampling plans that are the basis for ensuring that the results of surveys are
representative of all visitors to a siteenot always documented (i.e., described ie@ort) and

that information on the extent to which the plan was implemented on site as intended is also not
routinely available.The absence of this information creat@sertaintyin the validity of the
results.Response rates to VIP surveys vary between sites and over time with an average rate of
44% reported for surveys administered in 20EMon-responders to the survey differ
systematically from visitors who respond, the results haesystematic biased. Sampling

erroris identified and reported for the VIP survelys2010 for example thaverage errofor 19

sites where surveys were administered wa%.5 (e.g.,hypothetically90% of visitors +/ 5.5%

were satisfied)

18 A similar suggestion was made with respecatigitor comment carglwhich are designed and collected locally.

If the cards were standardized and information collected nationally, the Agency would have another source of
gualitative datasimilarto data for th@penended questionsonthe VIP,or under st axpedencesy vi si t
and concerns.

The Agency does have some procedures to compensate foespamse bias, notably the use of tally sheets

which collect data on visitors who decline to accept a survey so that adjustments can be made to final samples

to more cbsely match the population of visitors.

19
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Survey data is collected apdocessd nationally each year for surveys administered between the
beginning of June and the end of September. Particular locations may also have data from
surveys administered in May or October which would typically be added to the national data by
socal scientists irBerviceCentres for their field unit clients. As a result field units may have a
national analysis of the data coveritigg June to September period and a second report prepared
by aServiceCentrewith data from May to October includirapalysis of site specific questions.
The reports can reach different conclusions although the results are typically not dramatically
different (i.e., a few percentage points difference in the percentage of visitors who are satisfied
with their visit). Snall differences in survey results can however have implicationsHeth&r

or not a location has rha corporate performance target (e.g., the target that 90% of visitors will
besatisfied may or may not be tréepending on the data that is included alwded from the
analysis).

A national reporsummarizing the data from thésitor surveg administered each operating
seasons produced each year (i.e., again based on the thuough September data).ptovides
information onvisitor charactastics and detailed survey results, as well as performance by
surveyed units against relevaairporateargets The quality and comprehensiveness of the
reports has improved overtime (e.g., comparing the 2000 to 2010 reports).

Which locations condu@ survey each year is essentially a local decision although all 119 sites
that are part of the program must conduct at least one survey every five years. Because the
specific sites surveyed each year are differthetresults are not usedttack yeard year trends

in either visitor characteristics outcomes since is unclear to what extewearly differences

are due to changing the surveyed sites or to more general changes in visitors or outcomes.
Recently, sociascientists ifNational Gfice haveorganizedhe data in survey waves or cycles
(e.g., all the surveys administered between 2000 and 2004, and 2005 thougso26@8jrends

can be track based on complete and comparable data between waves.

Awareness of the VIP surveys as a tooldoderstanding visitors and visitor outcomes wate
spread irour survey of VE managershevast majorityrated the VIP asery or somewhat
useful although it was more likely to be characterized as very uaefiliPSNMCAs compared
to NHS (i.e., 72%s. 50% of the respondents respectively).

Innovations in Visitor Segmentation:  In the past five years the Agency has adopted two
new approaches teetter defining market segments and the motives, values and interests of
visitorsand nonvisitors In 2007 the Agency introduced thHexplorer Quotient(EQ) concept.

EQ was developed lihe Canadian Tourism Commissiamcollaboration vth Environics a
marketing and social science research fi&Q. clusters travellers into nine different groups
based on their social values, exploration traits, travel lifestyles and interests, guektoe
experiences they seek which are linked to key demographics. The premise is that the social
values and lifestyles of travellers play the most significant role in influencing the desires and
experiences pursued in travEtaditional economic and dexgraphic factors, while important,
play a secondary role.

In summer 2010, the Agency acquired an additional and more sophisticated segmentation tool
PRIZM-C2, also developed by Environics. This system draws on a variety -@xmseng data to
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clusterCanadian neighbourhoods into one of 66 lifestylges, providing insights into the

behaviour and mindset of consumers (i.e. who they are, their preferences, where they shop, likes
and dislikes, social values, et®. As implemented in the Agency, the toalrcidentify 12 life

stages (e.g. empty nesters, starter nests, singles scen&aeto.)ife stage is associated with
information about its members such as market size, demographics, likes and dislikes, values,
media habits, recreation and leisure patietype of accommodation they prefer, community
involvement, travel motivations (by EQ typegstaurant and retail habits. Appen@provides

brief descriptions of the EQ and PRIZM segments used by the Agency.

Use ofbothtoolsgenerallyrequirescollecting the postl code of visitors eitlr through VIP
surveys, standlone exercises specifically focused on collecting this informaisonas done at
some sites i”009 and 2010or potentially from point of salsystems (see below for more on
this latte point). The various segments are linked to neighboats so that a visitor coming
from a particular locatiors assumed to belorig a particular segment.

The toolscan be used in several ways:

e Local, regional and national markets can be descubed) EQ/PRIZM segment$he
Agency haglevelopedProfiles of Canadian Metropolitan Area (2010%ing2006 census
data which characterises 33 Census Metro Areas (CMAs) and 33 census agglorEbgtions
EQ and life stage segmenit$ie Scial ScienceBranchhas also produced maps of the top
CMAs showing breakdowns of new immigrant populations.

e The EQ/PRIZM profile of existing visitors can be documentadi @mpared to either
national or regiongbopulation dat#o identify particular segments that are ev@runder
represented at specific sitesfor the Agency overalEQ and PRIZM profiles of visitors to
36 locations in the summer of 20hAve now been developed.

¢ Communications and promotion products can be designed to appeal to either existing or
potential market segments. The Agghas guides and examples of B&sed
communication products available on its intranet.

e Visitors onsite can be asked to complete a shadsgionnaire and based on their responses
be directed toward products and seegithat are most likely to appeal to their interests and
motivations. Workshops have been offered at 21 locations to introduce this appEsadtas
been introduced at 16 locations since 2008.

It was also noted by respondents in Nationid® that thePRIZM tool could supporthe useof
new social medi#oolsto reach potential and actual visitors although this would require that the
Agencypurchase additional data showing social media usR&M segments.

A majority of VE managers reported that 8@ tool was somewhat or very useful althioulige
percentage reporting it &ery useful was much higher in Ne8ompared (63%) compared to
NPsNMCAs (38%). VE managedsatings in our survey were made priottheir having access
to EQ profiles of visitas to specific sites. The perceived utility of the PRIZM tool was not
assessed given it was only being introduced during the course of the evaluation.

20
21

Seehttp://www.environicsanalytics.ca/data_consumer_segmentation.aspx?item=prizmc2
A CMA hasa population of aleast 100,000while census agglomeratiohsivepopuation of at least 50,000
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Segmentation of visitors into distinct groups is a common tool among VE managaenfung
and implemating their VSO, as shown in Tale

Theexact form of segmentation usedTable 6.  Frequencyof Use ofVisitor Segmentation Profiles

by the respondents to our survey w: [N NENEN IECETETY

not clearbutcould inprinciple range  np/NMCA

from simple demographic (n=34) 8.8% 26.5% 441%  11.8% 8.8%
segmentation based on visitor origir NHS
or travel distance, to more complex (n=40) 5.0% 40.0% 37.5%  15.0% 2.5%

segmentation based on the new EQ

data.Thelack of astandardized approach to segmentation was a concern expressed by
representatives of tHeERVE Directoratevho would prefer @ommon and consistent
segmatation based on EQ/PRVZ categoriesas well as other common informatitmmaximize
the utility of thetools for the Agency as whole.

Improved Tools for Collecting Visitor Information: In support of better visitor data

collection, the Agency is also introducing a new generatigrowit of sale cash registersThe

new terminals improve the timeliness artiability of revenue data and can be used to collect
information on visitor postal codes, party size, ggndakeup, and approximate agks.a pay
based system, it will not capture information on all visitors since in some cases visitors are not
required to pay to access a site (e.g., foot traffingla national historic canal).

VE manager so0 r at i thgesistimgfintohSale syseenf@p)lware s s o f
somewhat less positive thather tools with jusbver a third rating it as neeryuseful in

NPsSNMCAs and 17% providing that rating for NASThis likely reflects the fact that existing

POSs were designed primarily as a financial tool and not as a means of gathering information on
visitor characteristics.

4.1.2.3 INFORMATION AND TOOLS FOR DOCUMENTING AND IMPROVING THE VSO
Supply of Infrastructure, Services, and Activities:

TheVSOincludes a large variety of esite infrastructure and many specific services and

activities as well as ofite services which support the VSO. Exarapliethe m-site

infrastructure, services and activities availahlat least some locations are shown in the
accompanying side bar. Additional important elements of the VSO include the camping offer and
associated products or services, as well as alternative tdracsommodation and trajle/hich

are not included in the sidebar

There are two principle sources of informatabout thesupply of VSO infrastructure and
services/activitiednfrastructure counts are available froime Agengy 6A$/S and financial

system (SAP)However, tle counts of asseis the two systemdo not agree for a variety of

reasons In addition, the quality of the management information (e.g., condition of the asset) is

widely recognized to be imperfectand dategeE v al uat i on of Par ks Canad:
Management Program, 2008 a more detailed discussion of problenfsy a result, even basic
information on the supply of core VSO infrastructure, such as the number and lengtlsof roa
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Examplesof VSO Infrastructure, Services

and Activities

General Assets and Infrastructure
Roads and associated bridges
Way finding signs
Parking lots
Visitor centres
Washroonfacilities
Picnicareas
Playgrounds
Boatrampsmooringfacilities

General Services
Conveniencetore
Food services
Gift shop
Rental equipment
Wirelessinternet &cess
Lifeguard ®rvices

General Activities
Guided ativities (e.qg., hikes, climbing,
riding but excluding personal
interpretation)

Geocaching
Mountain/rock émbing/ Boulderng
Golf/Mini-golf
Horseback riding
Waterfall Iceclimbing
Tennis

Snowmobiling

Ice fishing

Dog dedding
Rollerblading
Volleyball

Ice kating

Bocce ball, buffleboard
Baseball

Downbhill skiing

Caving

Water Based Activities
Calm water bating (canoe./kayalsea
kayaking)

Motor boating

Fishing

Swimming

Sailing

Scuba ding

Surfing

Waterskiing

White-water canoe/kayakingafting
Wind surfing/sailing

the number of visitor centse parking lots and

their capacity, or washrooms is not known with
certainty. In response to the evaluation of asset
management, the Agency made a number of
commitments to improve information but progress
has been slow and all the commitment# not be
completed until 2016

A second source of information about supply was
developed in 2010 when tlE&RVE Directorate
undertook to document tmeimber of

NPsNMCAs and NHSs that offer particular
products, services or activitiesThe intent was to
providea searchable eline inventoryto assist
visitors with locating a particular service or
activity within the systemslhe data was
compiledbased on existing sources of site specific
information (local web sites, marketing material)
and was sent to field units for validatigkt.the

time of the evaluationeveral location®iad not
respon@d torequess to validate the information

so this inventory representsteest theminimal
number of locations offeringavious VSQrelated
products at a specific point in tinfe.

Information is available nationally on thiseof
those components of the VS@at are manayl
centrally:the National Information Service (NIS)
and the Parks Canada Camping Reservation
Service (PCCRS) for reserving frecountry
campsitesNational information regarding the -on
site use of various components of the VSO
infrastructure or the usd warious services or
activities is virtually mn-existent. Some locations
do collect use statistics for limited components of
the offer (e.g., camping occupancy, trail use)
although not necessarily consistently across or
within sites or for every year.

Parks organizations we examined do not produce
public statistics on the use of speci§iervices or
activities, with the exception of camping statistics
(i.e., available fothe Unites StateNP Service

As the compilation of the inventory was occurring at the time of the evaluation field work, we deliberately
avoided collecting independent data on supply of infrastructereices and activities to avoid possible
duplication and confusion with the ERVE directed work.
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(US NPS) as well adgor eight provincial parks seises in CanadaThe nature of the metric

involved is not always consistent between organizations (e.g., the number of overnight
recreational stays, camping visits, occupied campsite nights, camping permit nights, and number
of campers)Typically, the data is reported as absolute numbers without reference to the supply
of thecamping offer An internal review within the Agency of literature on camping industry

trends and information on camping in Canadiéits (Murphy,2007)concludedhatthere was

value in collecting and storing this information nationally, but no action was taken.

The Agencyin conjunction with PWGSs currently preparing request for proposatis
acquire a new campground reservation system for implementati@i &iThis system is
intended botlior inventory management and reservatiotishould include a complete
inventory of the supply of campground and campsites regardless of whether a Iclvatises to
offer reservatioathrough the system. According tcamagement, this will allow better tracking
of theavailable inventory and usage.

Nationally, qualitative information on changing patterns of use or demands for particular
services or activities is obtained indirectly from reviewing responsgsei@ended question on
VIP surveys particularly n  r es pons e thatheAgency qoule dotoimake a fiitie
visit more enjoyabl® @s noted, local managers have access to comment garasis
consultationsand simply from talking to visitorsr observiig occupancy in camp grounds
which helps them develop a qualitative sense of demands and changing demands.

Expectation: Managers have sufficient Tools for Evaluating and Planning the  VSO:In

informationand toolgto evaluate and 2008, the Agency issued management bulletin (2.6.10)

plan the VSO RecreationalActivity and Special Event Assessments
help managers assess new or existing activities and events that piggséioant opportunities
or areas of concerin assessment typically involvaswide range of staff, partners and
stakeholders and the output is a set of guidelines to follow for implemeniEti@assessment
may be national or local in scof#x national assessments have been undertaken sincggissu
the bulletincoveringgeocaching; mountain biking; traction kitinguided interpretive canopy
walks, zip lines, via ferrata and aerial parkgyn-motorized hangyliding and paragliding; and
community and collective gardeningational guidelines haveeen produced for all but nen
motorized hangyliding and paraglidingf a field unitdeems that special circumstances exist in
their park (i.e. no hangliding during certain months to protect the nesting of a particular species
of bird), then a local @g@ssment of the same activity would be ddoeal assessments are also
undertaken if there is a proposed activity in a local park/site that is not of national scope (e.g.
creating a mingolf operation).

In 2005, the Agency introducedstructured VEA processfor use in the field irassessing a

sitebds service offer against tymdayworkshapd obj ect
bringing together a crodsinctional team to examine the current stat€Bfopportunities from

the perspective of thesitor. It incorporates information from the kinds of tools noted above

(e.g., national and regionakdhographic and social trends that could affect visitation now and

into the future and a review of past s#@ecific visitor studies). This is followed bystructurd

review of strengths and areasimprovement relatetb research and planning, staging

experiences (i.e., essentially a review of\iecycle as it applies to the site) and organizational
capacity (i.e., staff, partners and capital assets).
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A criticism of the VEA process is that it too focused on improving the current offer and does not
pay sufficient attention to potential markets and new products or services.

In 2009the VP Operations Eastern Canada initiatdiséior Experience Oppeunity Concept
(VEOC) processss a planning exercise to generate ideas for new VE opportunities at a park or
site based on the EQ tool. The VEOC process uses a workshop format with-gectmssof site

staff as well as external stakeholders to gen@matiential new opportunities that the site could
develop in the midto longrange. To date, five locations (Old Quebec NHS, Grosse lle NHS,
Gros Morne NP, Terra Nova NP, and Fundy NP) have used the tool. In 2011, the ERVE
Directorate began integrating theocess into th® C &uwste of VE planning tools and tested an
in-house delivery of the VEOC at Kejimkujik NP/NHS. The results are currently being evaluated
and the process is being refined with the intention of making it available to all sites across the
country. The process has the potential to support the output targets of for the VE program (i.e.,
yearly development of three new or renewed VE opportunities each year at most locations over
the next three years as notadection % as well as encouragy more consistent use of the core
segmentation tool®(g.,EQ and PRIZM) in VE planning.

4.1.2.4 SUMMARY OF RESULTS REGARDING INFORMATION AND TOOLS

It is clear that there iswide range oformal and informakources ofinformation available to
assist manageet various levels in describing gener@ltism trends, assessing demand
changes in demand, identifying visitor and nsitor characteristicaassessingisitor
outcomes, and asssing and evaluating the VSAEII of these sources of information atwbls
have some limitationglthough the issuesith respect to the validity of persaisit data and to
a lesser extent VIP survey data are partitylanportant given the role theseurces of data
havefor understanding trends, setting targets andihglmanagers to account within the
organization.

Despite the limitations in various tools and information soufR€staff from all parts of the
organization we spoke with acknowledged the Agency is makgmgfisant progresin
developing nevappraches to gathering information and assessing the. YB®majority of VE
managers in the field are aware of the varioadstand sources of information. ost made
some use of thesBnding themat least somewhat useful.

VE managerslid, howevergxpress the following concerns

¢ Difficulties in finding and accessg relevant tools and information either on thiganetor in
some casefsom Service @ntres

e A need for more sitgpecific information on tourism markets, characteristics of existing and
potential markets idluding their social values and beliefs, motivations to travel,
expectations, and sources of trip planning informatii@n, as opposed to the TAMS type
information that identifies general tourism trends and a national or regional level).

e A lack of time, reources or expertise to analys®l exploit the existing data develop,
market, and facilitate new and more relevant experiences.
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Some of these concerns may have been addressed since the survey of VE managers was
conducted (e.g., e@mges to the oapization of the Intranet data apdsting of EQ/PRIZM
analysis of visitors for specific locationgdditional mechanisms for sharing information and
tools are reviewed in the section on program design.

At National Gfice, the major aremidentified for improvement focusea:

¢ Documentingand standardizindata collection across the Agen@g., when changes to
personvisits methods are made, ensuring VIP survey sampling plans are recorded and
complied with, develping question banks for local VIP survey questions, standardizing
comment cards and collectittge information nationally)

e Expanding the range of data collected at the national level (e.g., occupancy rates of specific
infrastructure such as camping or altemeticcommodations, the number of paid entries
and use of particufgproducts such asational passs.

e Expertise in the field, echoing reports from VE managers, particularly with regard to the
attendance monitoring system. We were told that managentm system is not formally
assigned to specific individuals (e.g., embedded job descriptions) and thavtifugz®pare
and report the numbers sometimes do not understand what is being measured by the system
(i.e., the validity of the data, the qualidfthe methods).

Some of these concerns may be addreasthdtheintroduction of new point of sale systems and
the new campground reservati®ystem. In theory, these systems Wwélable to produce real
time data on paid entry of various types adl\as associated visitor characteristics,amdhe

case of the camp ground reservation syst@roupancy rates for this type of facility.

Although not specifically identified by many respondents to our interviews and surveys, a major
issue from our piat of view continues to be a lack of reliable national inventories of the basic
supply of infrastructure, activities and services that make up theavi@he utilization of key
aspects of the offer

4.1.3 Extent and Nature of Use/Demand

Question 3 Indicators
What are the extent and dimension: e  Attendance data (PCA and other jurisdictions).
of the demand being addressed in e Inventories of supply and records of demand/use of particular proc
this program? and services.

EXpeCt:‘j“O”: Tgire is e\{idencega . This sectioreports on measuratmand and changes
generakdemand Tor services and suppor : A
for people to visit/enjoy protected heritag in demand for the A g .e ncyos pr
places. at the aggregate level or at the level of specifi

infrastructure, products or services.

Market Size : Research ogeneral tourism trendstends to demonstrate the existence of
sometimes sizable markets for #ieds of offer and experiences provided®@. As noted the
existing research takes diffetgrerspectives on markesegmentindife styles and motivations
versusdescribingmarkets for particular activities.

OIAE 28 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

For example, th€anadian Tourism Commissiamsing 2000 TAMS datadentified several
segments of the tourism market rel evaltutal t o t h
tourism soft outdoor adventurand harecore adventuréenthusiast®™ The size of each of

these segments éstimated a2.2M, 5.3M and 16M adult Canadians respectivebl three
marketsareexpected to increase within the next 25 ge@imilar studies from the CTC indicate

there are comparably large markets to draw from in the USA as well.

Studies of markets for particular activities, based on TAM®&, have covered camping (3.1M
adults),day hiking(4.5M), wilderness hikers and backpackériM), crosscountry skiers
(1.1M) and snowshoeing(0.8M). Markets are generally growing althoudte tcamping market
is not expected to groat the same rat@sthe growth otheadult population.

Aggregate Demand/Use : T h e A g egoregatéperseaisit data by the four major
Asystemso i s7fwamneyearpeniodTabl e

Table 7. Estimated Number of Visits toPC Protected Heritage Places 2002/03 to 2010/11
|

NPs 11,689,381 11,169,139 11,556,546 11,469,263 11,576,886 11,681,639 10,611,950 10,934,390 11,167,795
NMCAs 887,314 798,667 798,975 1,442,268 1,473,652 1,460,192 1,309,301 1,347,782 1,381,138
NHSs 6,713,947 6,073,523 5,382,260 4,900,263 4,406,100 4,598,689 4,784,484 4,773,735 4,357,089

Historic canals 4,478,280 4,031,718 3,699,538 4,331,247 4,328,848 4,362,250 4,072,322 3,610,753 3,305,231

TOTAL 23,768,922 22,073,047 21,437,319 22,143,041 21,785,486 22,102,770 20,778,057 20,666,660 20,211,253

Several points should be noted:

e The total number of visits tBClocations remained above 20M for the peribd.

e The total number of recorded visitas declinedhetween 20022003 and 2012011 by
approximately38.5M visits although we cannot be certain of the degree of accuracy of the
figure. Reported visits are algteclining across all of the systems exceptNMCAS, which
showan increase. The decline in visits is greatest for NHSs

e Although the overall trend in most of the systems is a decrease in the estimated number of
visits, the trend is not consistent fromay to yeafNPs increase in some ydaryear
comparisons).There are also some noticeable discontinuities in the data (e.g., estimated

28 Cultural tourism enthusiasts are travelers who have taken leisure trips in Canada or to other countries which

included cultural experiences at a minimum ibemof places surcas historic sites, Boriginal attractions, and

historical replicas of towns or siteSoft outdoor adventure enthusiasts have participated in at least two

activities such as cycling, canoeing, hiking, crosantry skiing, horseback ritj etc while on a leisure trip.

Hardc or e0 adventure enthusiasts have taken an overnigh
adventure and excitement and have participated in at least one high energy outdoor activity such as mountain

biking, scuba diving, rock climbing, etahile on trips.

Persoavi sit totals in the 19906s wer e BiMdorkéMand han t hose
peaking in 1992000 at 26.7 M (i.e., 10.4M at Nd&anals and 16.2 at BMINMCAs). However this data

likely overstates the true number of person visits given the problem with systematic bias and subsequent
adjustments to perserisit data discussed previously.

24

OIAE 29 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

visits at NMCAs are around 800K to 90@&t the first three years of the series but them
jump to approximately 1.4M td.5M for the last six years).

e There are alswariationswithin systems Some NPs have reported relatively little or no
decrease in visits while otherave seen a significant increase (eBanff, Yoho and Pacific
Rim NPshaveall reported moreisits). Similarly, while most NHSs have had overall
decreases in attendance over the eight year peried, (@&ort Langley and Banff Museum
NHSs) have had report@acreases.

Some but not all of the other park systems we examined also report dedisitiaigon to their
locations.For example, th&)S NPSreported a net decline of 3% in visitsN&s between 2000
and 2010In contrast, attendance at national historic pfdeshe USNPShas increased by 5%
from 2000 to the preser@@ther jurisdictionsuch as Japan, some state park systemastralia,
and some Canadigmovincial park systems have also reported declining viddasieer, the
trend is not consisterffome provincial park systems (i.e., Ontario, British Columbia, and
Saskatchewan) repanet increases in visits over the last 7 to 10 yeesalways, there are
limitations with the data, including differences in methodologies for counting visits, and
increases in the number of administered sites in the systems over a givenwtdadbdhay

serve to mask declines at traditional sites.

The decline irpersonvisits toPC administered placéswidely accepted in the Agencly.is a
key factor supporting the view reflected in many Agency document®@latcations and
programming have become less relevant to Canadiansimesand was one of the primary
drivers of theorganizational changes starting in 2005 (i.e., with the creation ofRNEE
Directorate in National Office) and the subsequent Agewicie renewal activities beginning in
2007.

Unique Users : The estimated number oépsonvisits can be seen as an indicator of overall
use/ demand f or Thishnambér s eentany greatesthah taesnumber of unique
users of the sites in any giv@eriod.The latter statistic provides an indication of the overall

reach of the service offer (i.e., the number of persons who visit at least one PC location during a
given period).

Reachcan be estimated from tiRC general population surveys of Caraats although the data

is not without its limitations (e.gretrospective selfeports of use may not be accunateesults
from the 200 poll indicated that perhaps@0of adult Canadians could be considered current
visitors (i.e., visited a NBr NHS inthe last three yearshere they could correctly name a PC
site they visitell In real terms thisranslates int@pproximately 7.8 unique Canadian adult
visitors during the time perio@n a yearly basis the estimated number of unique visitors varied
widely with perhaps 1.3M to 4M unique Canadian adult visitors @ar.While the data

25 Only two NMCAs are included in this tren@ihe jump in overall numbers appeardi related to Saguenay St

Laurent NMCA revising their attelathce monitoring program in 20%06.

We included national historic sites, historic parks, battlefields, battlefield parks, memorials and monuments.

For example, the increase in attendaat Ontario Parks may be, at least in part, a result of the increase in

number of parks reporting visit statistics (i.e., 272 in 1998 to 330 in 2B@8)ever, between 2002 and 2003,

the year when the number of reporting sites increased by 30 from 284 to 314 there was an aggregated decrease
in the reported number of visits.

26
27
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provides at best a rough order of magnitude of the number of unique adult Canadian visitors, it
does suggest that the reach ofanadiarepopllgtiemcy 6s o

The Agency has also estimated future demand based on

High Potential of Future Visit responses to several questions in the poll. Those with a

High potential visitors are those who high potential for a future visit (see text box for

visited aNP or NHS in the past 3 years definition) represent 17% of all respondents. This group
(but whose last viswas to a nofPG excludes those who have visited a &ininistered
administered placegnd who have a place in the recent past. When the percentage of recent

special favourite park or site (PC L. s . L
administered or nogind who definitely visitors who definitively intend to visit a NP or NH%

intend to visit aNP or NHSin the nexttwo  the next two years are included, high potential visitors

years. increases to 37% of respondents. Again, this represents
sever al million adult Canadi a

potential o of visiting NPs and/or NHSs in the

Figure 2. 20102011 PersonrVisits by Month and System

Seasonality of Demand: Not 3,000
surprisingyd e mand f or t |

offer isconcentrated during certain parts 2,500
of theyear as illustrated in Figure 2, © 2,000
reflectingboth availability of the offer S

(i.e., many sites are only open during 3 1,500
certain parts of the year) and the demar £ 1,000

for specificactivities and services (i.e.,
demand for winter camping experiences 500
is much less than for summer camping)

At the aggregate leveb, 7% of person 0 - > 2 > 25 > 9 58 E_
visits are concentrated in the June, July g} ~ 332w 024~ 1L =
and August period, arg4% between — National Parks

May and October. — National Historic Sites

Historic Canals

Table 8. Number of Locations by Range P€mand/Use by Location : The extent of demand

of PersonVisits (20102011 as measured lpersonvisits varies considerablyy
T I EEE)  location. Table 8 showthie number of locations falling

+ 1M 3 2 in various persowvisit ranges based on 202011

500K to 1M 3 38 data. The eight NPs with less than 1,000 person visits
100K to 500K 16 8 are alllocated in Northern Canadilore thanlM

50K to 100K 0 10 visits are recorded in Banff anthsper NPs and

10K to 50 5 39 Saguenay St. Lawrence Marine Park, alvbich are

1K to 10K 3 25 close to major centseof populationSimilarly, the

Less than 1K 8 2 least visited NHS(i.e., York Factory and Fort

38 89 Edward) are located in remote regions. The most

visited NHSsmclude the major historic canals (i.e.,
Trent Severn Waterway, Rideau Canal, Lachine Canal) as well as the Fortificat{gunshafc
and the Halifax Citadel NHSall of which are located in alose to major population cengre
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Collectively, approximately8% of all persotvisits in 20162011 were accounted for by the 20
most visited locations (i.e., 14 NPs and 6 NHSSs).

Supply and Demand for Specific Products and Services  : As illustrated in the text box
on page25the onsite VSO includesa variety of infrastructure and many specs&vicesand
activities. Additionaimportant elements of the VSO not shown in the text box include the
camping offer and associated products or services, as well as alternative forms of
accommodation and trails.
. . It is unreasonable and impractical for the Agency to
Expectation: A reasonable inventory o
exists of the supply of elements of @S collect quantitative data_ ahe supply_o!c _and_lemand _
and demand is measured for key elemen for all the facilities, services and activities included in
of the offer. the VSO. However, we did expect that the Agency
would havequantitativeinformation on thesupply of
and demand for at least some elements of the VSO tfeegnost costlyservicego provde or
themost heavily used elements of the ofietg. In fact, the Agency has little quantitative
information abouparticularaspects or elements of the service offer

We know thatlie specifics of the offer vary by systems (e.g., NPs in generabhaider range
of recreational type services and activiteslcamping is extensively available NPs andonly
a small number dHSs) The extent oflie offer also varies by locati@s discussed in more
detail in the section on efficiency and econoie also know thatasne types of infrastructure
and services are more commenToss the systesr(e.g., visitor centeeandcamping in NPs,
trails forNPS/NMCAs and NHS).

In the absence of quantitative data, we adkednanagerso rate demandh{gh, modeate, low,

noneor dondét know) Heovices anddivitiesraf each of the locatis thay e

managed, aswellgsr ovi de an i ndication (i thedemandwas , no,
being metMore informallymanagers were asked talicateif they hadobserved or been made

aware of changes in visitor needs or preferences, and if there wesemnaves or facilitieghat

could be provided to better meet their visito

Ratings of the extent of demand for various services or activities are of course subjective and not
necessarily indicative of th@resence or absence of an actual service offer at the location (i.e.,
managers could be aware of derd in the absence of affay). In addition, they do not provide

a clear indicator of the absolute size of market for a service or activity (i.e., high perceived
demand might result from a small number of users consuming a limited supply of a product or
service).

Survey resultsdr many specific aspects of the offer are reported in Appéthdixformation
from various sources on the supply and demanddonping, alternative accommodations and
trails is presented below.

Camping: The camping offer consistd both physical infrasucture(e.g., campsés; kitchen
shelters; washroompit privies; showers; picnic tabletnt platforns; fireplaces; play
structuresfood gorage; sewage dumping statioasgdwater, sewerandelectrical hookups)
and services (e.g., sale of fire vahgarbage collection and removalhefinancialsystem
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contains an inventory of 449 campground as@&ts not just campgrousdoer séut also other
types of associated infrastructure such as shelters and washrooms)

A basic distinction in the campirservice offer is between frerand backcountry campingThe
front-countrycamping offeiis generally understood to include parts of a location that are
accessible by vehiel The backcountryoffer consists of more remote areas accessed by foot,
canoepr horseMost of the VSQn generalbnd most of the campgroffer is located in the front
country.

Most of the camping offer, botfront and backcountry, is found in NENMCAs.?® Within any
one NP/NMCA or NHS with a camping offer, there can be one or more campgrounds, with a
varying number of campsites whighturndiffer in terms of the amenities and services that are
available (e.g., somsampsite can accommodate RVs and halextrical hookups and others

do not).Back-country camping provides fewer amenities and services (i.e., usually a site, pit
privies, food storageand signage)

The Agencp s i nt e r frcarpingrtrends (Munphy007) identified 121 fronicountry
campgrounds with 1375 sites in 27 NPs, and a bamkuntry camping offer in 30 NP$he
majority of theNP campsits at the time wee unserviced (i.e., no electricity or water hook ups)
but with showers and flush toilets in a campground building (52%jtbrflush toilets onlyin a
campground building (18%Pnly nine percentfdhecampsite ar ewd@dy dr gie. e . ,
water, sewage and electrical heaks) Nine percent of the sites are classified as primitive
meaning they we serviced only with pit priviesT'en of the sixteen NPs we visited provided
data on the number of campsites in their offer for a totappfoximately 8,700 campsites with a
rangeof 39 to 2,46amgsites within theeparks.

The AgencyOs wvatianpygtenorecoraElD3,6& Saad 108,279 freobuntry

camping reservatiornge., either by phone or dime) for the2009and 201Geasons. bwever

this is an incomplete record of actual occupancy since not all campgrounds or campsites are
available fo reservation through the system and visitors who show up without a reservations are
not captured in the data.

Ratings of demand by VE managers indicated moderate to high demandiéte aebessible
camysites at most location86%) with lower rates ofmoderate to high demand foull through
camites®, group camgrounds, and watn camsites (50% to 60%). Demand was reported
to be mein a majority of location$or the various types of camping offer with the exception of
pull throughcampsite wheredemand was onlgnet in 284 of the locations Demand for bek-
country camping in N9NMCAs was reported as moderate to high for 72% of theitmtsat
where it was rated (n=32pemand was being meet at 76% of these locations.

Demand for camping atitSs was ratedor 27 sites Only about 15% of locations reported a
moderatdo high demandvVE managersndicated that demand was nottrae46%of locations

8 Five NHSs are known to have sermamping offer based on the ERVE inventdiwo Historic Canals have

somecamping available at lock statians
A pull through camp site that ontgquires a driver to "puthrough” or "drivethrough” to access and leave the
location without having to back up or turn aroufitlis is particularlyuseful for large vehicles and RVs.

29
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with some demandn about a quarter of the locations they were unsure if demand was being
met

Table 9 lists various types of infrastructure and
services associatedti front-countrycamping Table 9.  Front-country Camping

and the minimal number of NPs where the Infrastructure Reported For NPs 6 Ca mp g
infrastructure or service is available. Demand w M'”'mall# of
reported as moderate high in a majority of aclityser/ce S

locations that offered the product or services wi Freweod 26

the exception of ice and laundry services. The k Flush toilets 23
areafor whichdemand was not being met was tr £ommon water tap 23
provision of ®wage, electrical and/or water heol Kitchen shelter 23
ups (i.e., 68% of the respondents rating deman re Piton Site. —
across 29 NP/NM&s indicated demand was not Vheelchair accessible sites 22
met). Outhguses . 20
Additional Parking 20
The Agency hapartnered witiMountain Show‘.ers - —
Equipment CeOptointroducea Al ear n Dump.mg Station —
programod to increase Ef::;'gi:/:;’ﬁ;“g’ms E or th
camping offerparticularly amongey target e =
groups such as families with young children anc lce - =
new Canadians in urban are@ke program
includes both a virtual component (i.e.;lore Sewage “°°?‘f'° -
Laundry Facility 4

direcion on where and how to camp and what tc
do while camping) andaged camping events either at a&@ninistered placer off-sitein
major urban area®©n-site events involveisitors participating ihow tad workshopsand
camping overnighat a heritage plaocghile taking part irotherregularon-site programs and
activities.Off-site events in major urban centadfer fihow tad workshops as webls providing
exposure to associateecreationabnd interpretive activitieS.here were reportdy more than
1,100 participants at 14 locations in the first year the program was offered.

Alternate Accommodations: Alternatives to traditional campirigcluderental cottages

offeredby private sector providers under contrast well aszarious productsupplied by the

Agency such asottage tents, yurtsent trailers, tipi camping, anéntal oftraditional buildings

(e.g., a historic Officerldaleabtwrelcdse tme@lteimaiives e, a
accommodation is aied at groups (i.e. rentaf a period barracks) rather than small parties.

Amenities provided at the different types of accommodations vary significeaniging from a

basic living space with beds to compete packages including meals and tours.

According to data collected by the ERVEmBctorate (December 201a¢ locations (i.e.nine
NPs and five NHSs) offesome form of alternative accommodationke size othealternative
accommodationeffer is very smallelative to the traditional camping off@re., perhaps
between 40 and Gflternativesites/spaces depending on how these are cquustpared to
thousands of campsites of various kinds
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An alternative accommodation offerreported tdoe commonand increasingn many
provincial parkorganizatios consistent witlpreviouslynoted themehat visitors are looking for
more amenities and comfoE managers tad demandor these forms of accommodation as
moderate to higlat47% of their locationslt was also reported thdemand was oglbeingmet
at 18%of the locatios. At more than a quarter of the locatiphe managers were unable to
sayif demandwas met

The Agencyhas recentlentered into a standing offer providethreeor-four season canvas
tents that sion a platform. Tese tents arequipped with beds, a dining area, and a stove for
heatingif required.It is anticipated that up to 50 units will be deployed ovemntd fewyearsat
up to 10 sitescross the country.

Trails: As with camping, there are frerand backcountry trails Again, there is no ufo-date
information on the number of trails managed by the Agendgrmthof trail networks Staff in
the ERVE Directorateestimated there araore than 2,500 km of fromountry trailsacross the
country andmorethan 4,200 km of baekountry trails (principally in parks), and more than
1,400 km of mountaktiking trails.In the financial systemmore than 1,000 trail assets are
inventoried including major trail bridges.

Demand for frontcountry walkng/hiking trals was ratednoderate or higlat 77%of the 40
NPs/NMCAswhere it was ratedand was being met 81% ofthesdocations Demand for
walking/hiking was rated at 27 NHS, and reported as moderate or high at 85% dbthésas
and as meait 84% of thdocations. Demand for baclcountry trails was reported to be moderate
or high at 75% of the NPs/NMCAs where it was rated (n=Mi@pst locations (71%) with some
demand report that it is being met.

Trails may be used for @ariety of purposesther tharwalking or hikingincluding crosscountry
skiing, cycling, mountain biking, and snowshoeiige ma n aufgjexivesabings of @mand
for these activities are shown in Tabl@ 1

Table 10. Minimal Supply and Reported Demand for Selected Trail Activities

Minimal # # for which % for which % where
known to demand was| demand was demand is
have rated moderate or met
high
Cross-country NPNMCA 40 50% 68%
Skiing NHS 7 27 18% 75%

. NPNMCA 23 40 42% 33%
Cycling NHS 10 27 37% 47%
T e NPNMCA 21 40 45% 33%

NHS 3 27 30% 25%
SreraEesis NPNMCA 29 40 37% 57%
NHS 7 27 7% 25%

All of these traibased activities are relatively common in NPs/NMCAs and infrequent in NHSs.
Demand in NEENMCAs is met at two thirds dhelocations for crossountry skiingand more
than half for snowshoeing but at less than half for the cytlasged activities.
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Not surprisingly only about a third of the NHSwith some demantbr these activities,
characterized as moderate or higihgain, demand is most likely to beetrfor crosscountry
skiing (i.e., 75% of the locationd)emand for the other activities is being nreless than half
of the locations

An estimate®9 NPscollect some fornof trail-usedata although it is not alwaycollected
consistently and manyarksdo not record data for all the trails within their boundaras
consistently over several yeaFsfteen of the NPs visited during the course of the evaluation
were able to provide some traite datagenerally in the form of the estimated nunsbhef
fiuseso duRecorded esesyapge frapproximately 6,00Qer yeain Pacific Rim
NP to several hundred thousand in each of Banff and Jasper NPs

Changes in Demands and Agency Responses : In our survey of VE managerhe vast
majority (85%for NPs and 79% for NH$ indicated they hadbserved or been made aware of
changes in visitor needs or preferences with regards to services, activities and facilities at their
locations Similarly, at a majority of locations they identified at least sactevities or services
where demand is not being met or where new services or facilities could be provided to better
meet their visitorsoé needs.

VE managers identified a wide range of specific sewviar activities where demand wasd

being mé or newdemandsvere emerging (e.ghorsdoack riding zip lines paragliding hiking,
crosscountry skiing, snow shoeing, geaching, mountain bikirjgat the locations they
managedGeneratrendsin demandnclude the previously identifieidterest in more

A ardf o r t expgeriecés such as maervicedand/orpull though campsiteaswell as more
shower facilitiesand the increasing demand for alternative accommodafitvese is also an
increasing demand feechnology(e.g., onsiteinternet accesandpodcastbased tours and

more infrastructure or activities for families and children (e.g., play structures, picnic tables that
can be moved to accommodate a large family group).

Other suggestions frothe VE ma n a gservey alosely mirrogualitativedata from the WP
surveyswhich includessuggestion$or improving the quality of an existing aspect of the offer
(e.g., the condition of roads or highwapetter maintenance of washrooms, or improved garbage
collection as well as suggestions pointirigunmet demands for
1) Information (e.g., both prior to a visit and on site)
2) Interpretation (e.g., a desire for meoers, interpetative panels, costumed staffore access
to the historic structurgs
3) Elements of the VSO propé&e.g, more or better signage, trails, showers, electrical services,
food services/snacks#verages; hi | d r e n ¢penicdablesiwithisun umbsellas
changes imperations)

In generalit is reported thatisitors have higher expectations in terms alise for their dollar.
They want highly knowledgeabpeersomel that providgersonalized servicandmoredynamic
interactive programmingyhich requires staff with theatre and presentation skilkstors
expect offers to respond to local tourism contpebfferings.

3 Aswithpersonvi sit data, counters track fAusesdo and not wunigq
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Decisiors on if, and howto respondo demands for improvements to the VSO or for new or
additional services and activitiase madet the localevel within parameterthat are set

nationally. Thi s refl ect s t hteatlosa reamaggade bestpahle td ideatibyp h y
needed improvements to the existing V#O one respondent noted, a manager is well aivare
the unservicedcampsite areunder occupied while there is a line up for serviced sites.

There is some evidence thie application of these tools at the local le##ek example, two local
Recreational an8pecial Event Assessmerdre reportedonh e Agenc e.g.sfori ntr anet
bouldering in aNP andfor theprovision ofa kitchen shelter facilitin a NHS).The VEAtool

has been used more extensively, with 93 locations coimplgne assessment since 2006e

Agency targets approximately 25 assessments per year with the timing sequenced to correspond

to the siteds management planning cycl e.

Our analysis of VEAsanducted at 25 locations between 2005 and 2009 idenZifggt8 action
items or an average of 77 per site. HRVE Directoraténas been tracking implementation of
action items and reported that average about two thirds of the listed items hava bee
conpletedor are well underwayThe remaining thirdlependon funding or stakeholders be
completedAction items cover all the elements of ME cycle with emphasis on getting neor
specific social science data amdre strategic thinking in planning apcbduct development
(Market Positioning, Interpretation and Activitieay well as responding to the issues in VIP
surveys regarding things that could be done to im@enjoyment of the next visithe panned
changes tend to be incremental rather thaolesale (i.e., gradual change to more serviced
campsites over time, gradual introduction of more diversified accommodation dffegme
cases they are supported by national actions such as the creation of a national standing offer to
acquirethree or four-season canvas tent

Characteristics of Visitors:  Table 11 shows data from the VIP surveys over three cycles (i.e.,
a VIP cycle is typically five yeaJ. The last cycle shown has only two years of data.

The VIP data suggested that the partod Canadian visit@relativeto American visitors in
particularis increasing over the last decadéie portion of visits from each growparies

significantly bysystem and location (e.g., recent analysis based on postal code data showed the
percentage of &adian visitor$o particular locations during 201@ried from 34%at Banff NP

to 99%at Prince Albert NF.

Theavemlge agef visitorsis over 50,with about 40% o¥isitorsin the last cycl&5 yearsor

older. NPsare reported tattract younger visitorsompared ttNHSs The average length of

time visitors spend on site haxreased from the first cycle oBghly85% of visitorsin the

current cyclespendan hour or more at the locations compared to 69% in the first cybke.

average party size is just under three people and only about 20% of the parties include children.

Public opinion pollingoundthat those classified as current visitbtended to be better
educated, with higher incom@3ecima 2009)They are more likglto be born in Canada

3L A current visitor was defined as someone who reported visiting a PC administered site he or she could identify

in the approximately 26 montipsior to conducting the poll.
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compared to nowisitors, and if not born in Canada to deesident in Canada forrger periods
than nonvisitors.

Table 11. Visitor and Visit Characteristics by VIP AnacllySIS gaj’eq on postal ngiodataéG
Survey Waves conducte uring summer at

% R el locations (i.e., those with at least 900 valid

Origins postal codes) found that collectively the
Can 73 78 80 Agency sites attract visitors from virtually
Otﬁesr 188 18 191 all EQ and PRIZM segmentalthough
Age some groupsre over or underrepreser_ned
03 e wnle 18 14 relative to the portion of the segment in the
17-34 16 15 population The details of Wich segments
3544 15 12 are over or undaepresented are shown in
45-54 19 19 Appendix G In general, this data serves to
55-64 19 23

confirm and elaborate on the basic pattern

65+ 13 17 : : !
Visit Type evident fro_m_ analys_ls_ of de_mographlc
i 70 64 64 characteristics of visitors (i.e., older, less
Repeat 30 36 36 ethnically diverse, etc).
Visit Hours
>1 31 13 12 Data from all of these sources provides a
1-3 59 72 63 consistent picture of th
: 3+ 10 14 25 visitor base at the aggregate levals
Party*éﬂﬁg’riis 20 noted there will be \ariation in the profile
Adults only 56 of visitorsbetween particular locationghe
Seniors 23 consistent pattern of results led thgency
*All parties including children are counted under childre to concludethat thecore visitor base stems
seniors includgarties with senigonly or adults and from the 1970s, but the children of these
senios mixed families (and new Canadiankpve yet to

return in lage numbers to compensate for the aging visitor ffdseresponsette Agencyis
seeking tadentify marketsegments with lonterm potentialof growth andn particular is
giving special consideration emgaginghew Canadians, young families, young ad(d&i 34)
and schoehged children.

SUMMARY: RELEVANCE

Providing avSO continues to be relevarAVSOi s consi stent witth
standing mandate to manage its sites for the use and enjoyment of Canadians and su
ensuring the placeemain relevant, meaningful and that they are unimpaired for preser
future generationd he offer contributes to the Whole of Government Framework outco
of a clean and healthy environmgatibrant Canadian culture and heritage and indirectl
strong economic growth.

The nature and scope of th&0 isnot prescribd in legislation or policylnstead, the offer

32 see Parks Canadan Target: A Strategic Focus for External Relations and Visitor Experigiaceiary 2011).

The presumption that visitors were on average younger in the 1970s is a logical hypothesis but there is no data
on visitorsé characteristics from the period that col
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follows logically from what is necessary tasit the placesife.,roads, parking lotsyaswell
aspublic expectationandhistorical precedent of what should be availablsfisand

NHSs. P C 6 s is\sitnilar inmostrespects with the offer in other comparable national .
provincial park systems.

The Agency has developed a number of formal and informal souraéefoanation toassist
managerst various levels in understandiggneral tourism trends, assessingent and
changingdemand, identifying visitor and nensitor characteristics and visitor outcomes,
and assessing and evaluating the VS®@ere is evidence managers are aware of and us
various tools and sources of information to plan, implement and adjust the VSO and a
general sense that progress is bemaglein assessing the VSa@nd addressing current and
changing needs

Although progess is being made, fieldvel managers were looking for improved access
information with specific relevance to the particular sites they manage and indicated a
for more time, resources and expertise to use the information avaflalihe. natioml level
there is alesire formore standardization and consistemtylata collectionbetter planning
of new and renewed offer based on consistent visitor segmentatialiis,expanding the
range of datavailablenationaly. The Agency is continuing timtroduce and update its
systems (e.g., point of salgstems and an updated campiagervation system) whichaill
address some of the current limitations.

Potential markets for the kinds sérvices, activities anekperiencesffered by the Agency
likely number inthe millions.Aggregate use d?Csites asneasured eithehrough public
opinion polling or orsite monitoring continue® be high with an estimated3k adult
Canadian visitors between 2007 and 2009andrder of magnitude estimaterobre than
20M visits peryear It isreasonable to conclude that the number of visits has beénicig
over the last tegears although the extent of the declinengpossible taqquantfy given
various sources arrorin the estimates.National analysis of visitor characteristics sugge
the population of users @derrelative to the Canadian populatiand that the offer is not
attracting families or new Canadians consistent with the representation of these groug
population &large.This is widely viewed in the Agency asidenceof thedeclining
relevance of the offavhich ha in turn sparked many initiatives to reverse the tréhd.
Agencyis focusing on how to better engage and atmmaet Canadians, young families,
young adults (18 34) and schoeaged children

While it is unreasonable for the Agency to mainguantitative éta onthe supply ofand
thedemand forall specificfacilities, servicesactivitiesthat constitute the VSO, it is
striking that there igirtually no reliable and complete natioflal/el quantitative
information on almost kpecific aspects of the offer includinig our view significant and
continuing gaps in the inventoand utilization of theore VSOfacilities.

Subjective estimates of demand\Wy managersuggesteat least moderatgemandor
many of the core products and serviaethe sites they managehere isconsensus osome
areas where demand is not being met and/or where demand is increasipgndig to
changes in demand is generahg responsibility ofocal management based on a genera
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framework of permitted activities and various kinds of structured assessment processt
There is evidence from the VEprocess in particular that the service offer at many locat
has been evaluateihce 2005 and many specific actidra/e beemndertaken to improve
the offer.Actions tend to focus on gradual improvements and expansion rather than la
scale change.
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4.2 PERFORMANCE

This section of the report subdivided into three parts. The first focusesaspects of
performance related to activities and outpultiesecond relate® the achievement tfie
corporate targetsThethird sectiorfocuseson the efficiency and economy of thi&0O and the
related issue ovhether and to whaixtent the various outcomes can be attributed to the
Agencyd sfforts

4.2.1 Activities and Outputs

Question 4 Indicators
Is the program e Keyinformants report that they have the right services, facilities and activities to meet
producing its needs.

desired outputs? ¢ Visitors are satisfied with the availability and quality of services, facilities and activities
e Facilities are in good repair.

aEzgzcég\t/ii‘t’igiszerg‘g;flﬁﬁgvei‘ée;;aggigre;r The assessment of outputs is structured based on the

as intended or there are reasonable plan phases of the VE cyclEore_achpha_se we review what

place to address gaps in requirements. W€ know aboubf the quantity, qualyt, andor
availability of outputskey informantevaluationsand

visitor satisfaction with the outputs; aridence of plans or initiatives aaddress gaps

4.2.1.1 WISHING AND PLANNING
It is clear that the Agendg producingoutputsthat support wishing andaotning including
publications and advertisingelvste trip planning informationand services to make trip
planning easier (e.g., thell-free rationalinformationserviceand thePC campingreservation
service).

Figure 3. Perceived Extent of Visitord®Access to
The Agency has asked visigdp indicate sources of TP Planning Information (%)
information on the Agency and its locatio#s.
national summary of this information (2069)
found that visitors typically usen average less that o0

60 537

44 T—A44T

two sourcesThe most common sources were 40 317
previous visitsand friends and family. This is 30

followed by tourism information censgtravel

books/brochure?Cwetsite, other miscellaneous 118
sourcespther websitesandP® s t ol | f 10 1 o0 o0
information line.Analysis of howusefuldifferent 0

sources are suggests again that previous visits ar Agreat  Some Alimited No Extent
most useful, followed by theCwetsite, family and extent  extent  extent

friends, and tourism information cengeThe results ®NP (n=34) " NHS/Canals (n=41)

at individud locations vary somewh#tom the
overallpattern of results.

33 VIP 2009: Sources of Information used to plan the visit to Parks Canada Lod¢&iemsnarized (June 2010)

which summarized data frof¥ participating locations and kurveys (e.g., visitors to the St Ours Canal in
Quebec were divided into boat and land based visitors resulting in 16 separate analysis).
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We asked VE managers to rate the extent to which they thought visitors have access to sufficient
information and resources to plan their tiijpe results are shown Figure3. Clearly, theextent

of visitor access to information was rated more positively for NPs compared to NHSs.

majority of external stakeholders (n=30/44) interviewed throughout the evaluation were satisfied
with the availability of previsit and promotional material

Table 12. PercentVisitor Satisfaction with Vi sitor ssatistadidn Wlmbesavadab'“ty

Availability of Pre -Visit Information of prewisit informationfrom VIP surveys for a three
_ PhnE] BRG] BIG]  Vear periodare shown in Table2l
NPs/NMCAs 71 79 79

Although approximately 75%f visitors are satisfied

— I N N o very satisfied with the availability of presit
Historic canals 75 75 n/a information it is worthnoting that this percentage is
NPs n=4,2,4:NHS n=10, 11,15, HC n=1,1,n/a, respectiv  relativdy low compared to other ratings of

lolEalSle ol satisfaction with outputs.

Key informants inNational Office and Service Centriefnded to believe that there was
considerableoom for improvingpre-visit information in order tancrease awarenessB€o6 s
sites.Advertizing and media campaigns are natural vehicles for raising awareness and increasing
interest in travel téClocations but as noted by management there are limitations in the
government context on how much advertggcan be done as well as budget limitations within

the Agency.

Almost all staff within the Agency dent i f i ed tsiteas pidldeenatic (1ed, swf we b
date and cumbersome to ubet alsoasa primary source of presit planning informationin
recognition of this issue, the Agency began a web renewal pvdjgch as o2011wasin the
procesf developing a strategic plan and vision to redesigrsiteand setting up the
governance of the project (i.e., a steering committee of-twossioral representativgésThe

target dat for completionis scheduled for Jy2012. However, he initial steps of this exercise
are at this pointlelayedby approximately six monthand it is unlikely thathe original timelines
will be met.

4.2.1.2 TRAVELLING AND ARRIVING

Traveling and arriving is supported by signage and publicatibesds when the visitor arrives
at the location anoh some casegsays a fee to enter the siRuring the course of the evaluation
no issues were identified with publications.

The extent of signage available, and its condition and utility are not well underatsmphage
renewalprogram was launched 2007 following the updating of tHexterior Signage:

Standards and GuidelineResponsibility for implementing signage renewests with the sites,

with a sigrageplanning team from National Office providing suppditte asset inventory in the
Agencyds financi al system |lists 175 signs wit
(i.e., the youngest of any VSO asset gatg). However, this figure isnisleading since it likely

reports on groups or collections of segrather than individual signs, and only records signs with

an acquisition cost over $10KRVE staff estimate that the Agency owns, at minimum, about
70,000signs.
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On si t e ke yewson thecondiion and quality of signage in creating a sense of
arrival varied significantly by sitdNational Office key informants tend to believe there is a gap

in signage and reception, feeling more could be danguiding visitors to the site, providing

more information on transportation options and, generally, improving signage to create a sense
of welcome.The qualitative data from thélP surveys suggests that improvadgnage is a

common visitor conceramorg theminority of visitor whoprovide feedback

We observedluring site visitghat entrance signadeadtypically beenupgradedmaking it easy

to recognie that one is entering a sitdowever there wasubstantial variation in the quality

and newnessf signage within the sitetn some parks, signs are small and difficult to read, even
inacarate, not having been dated for yeardVe also noted that in some locations it is
particularly challengingo createa sense of arrival, despite the availability of sign@geg.,sites

with no entrance kiosk generalimdurban sitesvith unrestricted points of entrguch as

sections ohistoric canals in urban areas and The FOIKS in Winnipeg.

Table 13. PercentSatisfaction with Service Time at Entry

1 2005 | 2006 Additional relevant data on arriving
93 94 90

— comes from the VIPwhich in the past
: o assessedisitordsatisfaction with wait

National Historic Sites 98 97 97 . - .
Histori times at entryThe datas shown in

istoric Canals 89 n/a 86 . .
NPs n=5,3,3{HS n=129,14, HC n=2,2,2, respectively for years shown Tablel?" The vast mqjorlty Of.VISItOYS.

indicated they wereatisfied with service

time at entryThe slightly lower results fazanals may reflect the fatitat entry in this case
means waiting for locks to open and clésea boat to transit the canal system and/or waterway.

4.2.1.3 ON SITE OUTPUTS

On site outputs includihe quality/condition of the infrastructure supporting the VSO, visitor
perceptions of theuglity of interactions with staff while they are-site, quality of recreational

activities availableand visitoroverall assessments of the quality ofedissnd serviceResults

relevant taheinterpretatiorprogramap art of t hes &i gig @@ evieoddf er o f

Assets:As noted previously the AgencyoOassemabded et i nf
the fAibest eoognizingahat thésanaychet ticaurately reflect the true state of VSO

assets within the Agency. We drew on data from both the financial and asset management

systems to create a general picture of VSO assets shown in Talfleoid the finanial system

we were able to identifthe date on which assets were capitalized (i.e., the date on which

amortization is apjd for accounting purposes)/e used this as a proxydicator of the

acquisition datef the assets arttie likely age of the assefghe AMS gstem provided a profile

of condition of the assets rated as good, fair or.ffoor

% Assets with a ficl os e daconditon ratimggwerexcludedhfrons the tadble. not have
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Table 14. Average Age and Condition Ratings for Classes of VSO Assets
FROM SAP [ FROMAMS |

Category Type Count Average of | Average Age- Good | Fair | Poor
Capitalized | Capitalization i
Asset Year

Major 142 1984 27 170 32% 42% 15%
Bridges trail 2550
Road 209 1956 55 102 48% 26% 25%
_— Public 2083 1964 47 1777 42% 44% 12%
Buildings UseS
Camping 449 1969 42 615 28% 48% 6%
grounds
Day-use 542 1970 41 441 36% 50% 13%
grounds
Grounds, g 13 1967 44 2550 7 14% 86% 0%
monuments
course
gpodugzgues grounds
' Parking 304 1972 39 217 37% 56% 7%
areas
Signs 172 2000 11 69 32% 45% 17%
Trails 893 1967 44 854 44% 40% 14%
Locks 146 1908 103 17 71% 24% 6%
and
marine
Marine rails 25-80
Wharves 249 1970 41 195 46% 46% 6%
and
docks
Access 350 1966 45 274 41% 33% 25%
roads
Roads Rural 158 1962 49 40 108 36% 31% 32%
roads
Urban 132 1962 49 18 22% 56% 22%
roads
Total 5,842 4764 40% 44% 13%
Average 1966 45

With respect tdhe age of the assets, with some exceptions (i.e., trail bridges and signage, and
locks and marine facilities) the majority of these VSO assets were acquired in the late 1960s and
early 1970s (i.e., average acquisition date9B6land average age is 45 yedtspn average

assets are at the latter part of their original useful life. This of course is not the whole story since
many of the assets woulthve been subject to some foofrecapitalization orepair to extend

% The draf Agency FiveYear Investment Plan reports the condition profile of 1,927 public use buildings

managed by the Agency and recorded in the Directory of Federal Real Property, as only available information
regarding visitor facilities. The reported profile38% good condition, 47% fair condition, 13% poor condition
and 3% closed. This is similar to, but not identical with the asset count and condition profile for these assets
shown in the Table.

Removing the locks and marine facilities which were aeglion average more than a century ago, does not
change the results significantly i.e., 1970 as average date of acquisition for remaining assets and 41 years for
average age.

36
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their life. Condition ratings can provide some indication of the current state of the assets
although as noted thidata is considered unreliabldne condition profile of the assets suggests
53% of the assets are in fair or poor condition with the portion af,gao and poor assets
varying by type of asset.

In additionto the system datave asked/E managers to rate the condition of th8 assets in
their field units.Just over a quarter dfi¢ respondents (27%) rated thessets as being in good
condition, 28% in fair condition, and 20% in poor conditidie remaining 26% were classified
as a mix of good and fair, faand poor, or good and pod¥hile not technical assessments of
condition, these ratings do suggest tiegets are seen toibgpoorer conditiorthan is suggested
by theflawed data in the AMS.

The ceteroration ofassetf all kinds, as welas the visitor service assetswidely seen aa

problem byPCstaff atall levels of the organization (i.e., in th&ld Units, Service Centres and
NationalOffice). Staff in the fieldindicated that there issufficient fundingfor infrastructure,

with the latest large scale infrastructure renewal effort happening 20 or more years ago. This has
created a cul t usrtee aodf offp artecphliancge nuepndt iannd s o me
t o go eanteifunding fgr.assets has been made available re@emtlfeconomic Action

Plan Budget 005, Si ghutatgeviddyeseersmsufficieRtrelatigertcathne)

demand forreplacement and upgrading.

In contrastto perceptions within the Agency tapje 15 PercentVisitor Satisfaction with
visitors are generally satisfied or very satisfied condition of Facilities

with the condition of facilities they encounter 0|_

site.Relevant data from the VIP is shown in

Table15. Concern with theondition of various N /NMCA
assets does emerge as a theme in-epeed NHSs 94 96 96
comments to questions on the \A@rveys anit  canals 95 95 Na

is reported thateedback from comment cards NPs n=4,2,4;NHS n=10, 11,15, HC n=1,1,n/a, respectively f
collected on site often flags tleendition of years shown

assets (seBvaluation d the Asset Management Pragh 2009 pages 6651). The qualitative
feedback is of course provided by the -slh of visitors who are motivated poovidecomments
andas such are less likely to bepresentative of visitors as a whole than the quantitative survey
results which areni principle designed expressly to be represemati

It is not certain whytaff has a generally more negative view of the condition of the facilities
than visitors although it appears reasonable to assume that staff evaluations represent a more
informed view of the real condition of the assets (i.bgland the scengeerspectiviecompared

to visitors.

In summary, &cilities and other assedse central tahe VSO.The Agency has limited and poor
quality data on both the supply and conditionh& majority of its assets. Subjective

impressions of staff point to a major concern with the condition of the VSO assets in particular,
although this is not necessarily shared by the majority of visitors. The Agency has recognized the
importance of thesset base for its program delivery and has identified asset managesaent

key risk in its corporate risk profile. It has committed to a number of actions to address issues
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identified in a 2009 evaluation of the asset management program (i.e., witheal rend updated
management response prepared in 2011) and continues to malendlbmitedprogress in

addressing the identified issue In the meantimeéhe Agency hadeen stressinthe need to

move away from Abr i ckefthaViS®O and focus aniess expensanelt s d e |
more flexible approachesGiven the limited information on assets it is impossible to know if

and to what extent the desired shift away from bricks and mortar in the VSO is occurring on the
ground.

Staff: Staﬁ interactions with visitors are Table 16. Average Percentageésatisfaction With
key activities throughout théSO. Results  pimensionsof Staff Service
for a few example dimensions of staff Staff Courtesy 2008 2009 2010
service assessed thgiutheVIP are shown
in Table 16 Average ratings tend to be higl \sional Historic Sites 98 99 99
for all dimensionsRatings are highest for

Historic Canals

courtesy (close to 100% satisfied and very _
satisfied for all locationsf h e A v er Crmueiing] AueEelE --_

satisfiedo ratings NPs rs to
NHSs in all the categoes and significantly National Historic Sites 96 97 o5
so for knowledgeThis may be due to Historic Canals 96 93 n/a
several factors including differences in
visitors between systems and/or the likely ps 88 88
greater levebf interaction with PCA staff National Historic Sites  NA - -
at NHSs. o

Historic Canals 97 n/a
Overall Ratings of Availability and
Quiality of Service and Activities: As part  NPs 88 83
of the VIP visitors have been asked to rate National Historic Sites ~ NA 96 95
their satisfaction with the overall Historic Canals 91 nla

availabilityand quality ® both services and Notes:Some variation in overa#lverage levels of
activities.Ratings of these aspects tend to satisfaction by year is likely due to the fact that different

be highly correlated (r=.78 for availability fri]tes ad(;*,“”iSt]?r thte, o ey eat‘?h year. In some C(ases 2

: : _ e wording of particular questions may change (e.g.,
and. q”"?‘!'ty OfserVICe_ and r_'sj.' _for 2009 guestion on staff knowledge compared to the qumes
availability and quality of activitigs from the previous year)

suggesting they may not be measuring

distinct conceptOn average over the last
five years the percent of visitaatisfied or
very satisfied with the overall quality of service has rangem 88% at NPs, to 95% at NHS.

NPs n=4,2,4;NHS n=10, 11,15, HC n=1,1,n/a, respectively for years
shown

4.2.1.4 DEPARTING AND REMEMBERING
Existing ativities and outputs in this phase of WME cyclelargely consist o$elling of
merchandise, for the most part in gift shops run by third party organizatiofrignds

37 A series of public opinion surveys examining service quality of municipal, provincial and national government

serviceqCitizen First 1998, 2000, 2003, 2088d 2008) havall found that parks type services (i.e., municipal

park and recreation programs, pircial parks and campgrounds aXBs) all score well above the average
government services on ratings of service quality (i.e., a scale of 1 to 100 where 100 equals highest quality) and
in the case oNPs have scored in the top four federal services asuseys.
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organizations). All of the National Office representatives and miegiresentativeBom Service
Centregeported thalittle is done with respect to departure and remembering; a few noted that it
is not even part of the planning process.

VE managersvere asked to ratheextentto whicha site agquatelyaddressedvisitors'
departure and faciliated remembering the exgmee for the visitoResults differ by systenfror
NPs about 32% of respondents thought the site adequately addilegsetireand 42% thought
it facilitatedrememberinghe experiences for the visitdn NHSs the comparable figures are
56% and 63% respectively.

According to respondents in National Officee Agency islevelopinga merchandising program
to develop &#C-brande line of souvenirs (gifts, clothing, etcl)was felt that providing visitors
with something to take away with them is an important aspect of service delivansalsc
sense of pride in visitors about where they have been.

4.2.2 Outcomes

Question 5 Indicators
Is the program effective in achieving its e Estimated number of visits
desired results for visitor satisfaction and « 9% of visitors who enjoy, are satisfied and find their visit
enjoyment, meaningfulness of place, anc meaningful

connectedness to place? e Clarity and distinctiveness of outcomes.

In this section we review the extent to whamrporate targets have been are likely to be
achieved based available data collecteby the Agency.

Person -Visits Target s: Targeting an increase the number of visits is relatively common in
heritage protection organizations (e.g., in the US NPS, and some provincial park organizations
within Canadaglthough there are those who argue against siilegen the number of visits as

an indicator of sccess?

T he Agtargetiytéashieve22.4 million visits aPCadministered places by March 2015
compared to a baseline of approxigtgt20.8 M visits in 2002009 or about a 8% increase

from the baselineAs noted32 field units also have targets to increase visits in suppanteof
overall corporate targethe field unit targets are in turn based on notional increases in visits at
127 locations (i.e., 40 NPs, 81 NHSs, and 7 Historic Canals).

Targeedincreass in the numberof personvisits across the field unitange from 22 to more

than 214,000 representing between 7% and 17% increases over the field units respective baseline
attendanceTargeted increasdsy regionsfield units or systems are proportional be t

distribution of visits in th0082009baselineyear. That is, if a field unit, region or system

accounted for a given percentage of total visits in the baseline year it also accounts for the same

% Shulis and More(20117) for examplearguethat the focus on increasing the number of visitsoth the US and

Canadian parks system is driven largely by an interest within the bureaucracy of securing public and political

support for the ayanizatioss (i.e., continued appropriations) and that potential beneffeaat visits (i.e.,
preservation values) are systematically ignored in fe
government and more reliance of user fees.
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percentagef the total number visits the final tar@t® In effect, thefield unit targes will result
in growing the patterns of visits that existed in 2@0®9rather than a change in the overall
pattern of visits.

The targetloes noexplicitly align with the strategic objective of attractididferent types of
visitors as reviewed in the section on existing visitor characteristics (i.e., younger visitors,
families and children, new Canadians) although it is gelyemakumed in the Agency that
growing the number of visits will mean attractimgre visitors from underrepresented segments
of the populatoan d many of the Agencyds strategies
expanding the base of visitolt present thoughany visit counts toward meeting the target
regardless of the charactgics of the visitor.

The estimated total number of penvisits for several years wasown in Tabl&’. Between the
20082009 baseline year and 202011, the mst current year for which visit dataasailable

the total number of estimatgersonvisits decline by approximately 560,000 he results from
20102011 are the lowest for thadt nine years, assuming the precise estimates are accurate.

Compared to the 2068009 baseline year we found that 22 of the 32 field units registered an
increa® in visits in 201011 (i.e., ranging from increasesawbund600 to over 81,000 person
visits). Eleven of the field unit§33%) actually met their March 2015 target based on recorded
attendance in 201R011.Two NHSs (i.e.Fortifications of Quebeandthe Rideau Canal)
collectively accounted for approximately 62% of the overall decline in visits relative to the
baseline year with decreases in both cases exceeding 430j0@0rtantly, the significant
decrease in estimated visits at the Rideau Canal NHS was associated with an updating of the
methods of estimating visits, so as ngveeviouslythe significance of the change is unclear.

The overall pattern is therefore many individual sites and field uniiscreasingheir estimated
number of persowisits since 2002009 A continued overall decline in visits at the aggregate
level due in large part to significant declines isita at some heavily used sitds somecases it

is unclear to what extent the decline reflects real change or an artefact of changing estimation
methods. Given the uncertainty in the estimates it is sitoplgarly toconclude tavhat extent

the Agency will meet itdlarch 2015visit target.

Canadians Perso nal Connectionto PC Administered P laces: At the strategic outcome
level of the PAA, the Agency has set a target @86 of Canadians report a personal connection
to PCadministered places by March 20RP&rsonal connection is measulesded on responses

to several questions on public opinion surveys as shown in the tekelmw If a person meets

all the criteria in the definition they are classified as having a personal ¢omiecPC
administered places, so that by definitaoperson either has or does not have a personal
connection(i.e., there is no scatd the degree of connection).

% For examie, visits in Eastern Canada accounted for 54% of the total visits in the baseline year, and targeted

visits to Eastern Canada locations will account for 54% of the overall visit target.

A comparable analysis at for the 127 locations with notional targets showed 72 (57%) with increases in
attendance in 2012011 compared to 2068009. A total of 41 (32%) met or exceeded their notional March
2015 targets in 201R011. The results should reated cautiously given the various errors in the estimation
noted previously.

40
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The Agency first reported results relevant
to the target in its 2012011 Personal Connection to PC Administered Places
Departmental Performance Repattere

it was notedhatapproximately 5% of ,1A person is classified as having a connection if

They have visite@ PC siteecently,or they

C?nadians have asense O_f connection " havea special favourite PC park or historic sii
with Canada's national heritage places or they aredefinitely planning on visitinga NP
The 2009 poll result providga baseline and/or NHSn the next two years

against which progress to achieving the 2 And, they agreer strongly agree they are

interested in learning moabout PC sitegnd
overall corporate target can be measured. i oy AeIEE T (e el ree Nes

A follow-up poll is beingconsidered for NHSsif gone,and that theNP/NHSs are
early 2012. important to them even ifthneyon 6 t v i

Enjoyment, Satisfaction, Meaningfulness of Place , and Personal Connection
among Visitors :
The measurement @fsitor satisfactions common
e 90% of visitors enjoy their visit. _amongheritage to.urism mViqer.S(e.'gf’ in the US NPS,
e 50% of visitors are very satisfied an |1 several Australian Parks jurisdictions, in New
90% are satisfied or very satisfied. Z€aland, andni other provincial parks jurisdictions in

Expectations:

e Onaverage, 85% of visitors at Canada including those in British Columbia, Alberta,
surveyed locations consider the pla. Saskatchewan, Quebec and Ontatiokontrast, we did
meaningful to them not identify other examples of organizations that

measure enjoyment or meaningfulness of place as ptmtiofoublic reporting programs.

TheUS NPS, some Australian state parks, and the Alberta parks sydtshare the 90%

visitor satisfaction target with the Agend3ublic reports all show the targets are achieved or
nearly achieved (i.e., 89% satisfaci) at the aggregate level over several years in these systems
(individual location results vary from this averagedme jurisdictions, for example BC, do not
report overall visit satisfaction but focus on specific aspects of the(béesatisfaction with

grounds omwith day use aresawith targets irthe +/- 70%rangg.

Performance in the Agency is judged based opéneentage o¥IP surveyrespondents who
report 1) they enjoyetheir visit somewhat or a Id?) they were satisfiedravery satisfied with
the visit,and 3) who strongly or somewhat agree that the place visited is meaningful to them

Conclusions about whether targets are achieved can be based on two types of tnealysis:

average percentage of visitors who enjoy or are gatiatross all sites, within a given year or

across two or more years, or the percentage of sites surveyed in any one year that met the target.
Obtaining an average rating across surveyed sites that meets or exceeds the targeted level (e.g.,
90%) is moreeasily achieved than having all locations meet the target level (i.e., average rating
can exceed 90% while one or more do noétrttee target). The tgets apply to all of the
surveyedocations regardless of whether it is a NP, NHS or historic canal.

Table 17 shows the average ratings across the surveyed sites for thrée Yéaether viewed
across or within systems, average satisfaction and enjoyment has exceeded the current 90%

*1 Asnoted (page Pthere is a secortdrgett hat 50% of the vi s ibasedorsthewi | | be fAve

assumption that thesgsitors were the most loyal users and dog#rve as program ambassaddossimplify
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target level in all but one case (i.e., 9MNPMCAs in 2008 when the taggwas still 85%
satisfaction), although sometimes results at specific locations fall short of the target.

Table 17. Results of Outcome Indicators 1 N€ target for meaningfulness of plagasintroduced

in 2008andmetin that yeabut has not been msince
el el Gy Pased on average ratings across surveyed Sites

wording of the question assessing meaningfulness of
NP/NMCA 91 93 92 place changed between the 2008 and 2009
administrations of the visitor surveys with the new
NHS 94 96 97

wording retained for the 2010 survdyifferences in

Historic Canals 98 92 nfa  results over years may reflect either/or both the changes
Who Are Satisfied With their Visit in wording or the fact that different groups of sites

92 90 participate in the survey each year.

NP/NMCA 87
NHS 9% 9% 9 Many locations (i.e. 9 NPSMCAs and34 NHSs)have
Historic Canals 98 95 nla  conducted more than one visitor survey between 2000

Who Consider the Site Meaningful and 20090ver survey administrationthe change in
NP/NMCA 90 82 76 the_ percentage o_f responde_n_ts W_h(_) are _satisfied or very
NS gE = — satisfied with their ovetbwgt is mlnlmal (|.e.3 + 3%)
although there are exceptions ranggfrom an increase
Historic Canals 87 70  nla  of 11% for @ NHSto a decease of 8% in &P. In
generalwe concluded that ratings:dhis key outcome

measure arstable over timé?

Clarity and Distinctiveness of Outcomes:  During site visits, respondents expressed some
confusionand frustration with the outcome measunesluding the potential overlap between
enjoyment and satisfaction and questioned whettwecepts ofimeaningfulness gf | a, ore 0
fpersonal connectiancould really be measured quantitatively (i.e., the Ageragtrying to
measure thenmeasurable

Given this and the consistently high percentage of visitors who indicate enjoyment of and
satisfaction with their visits and that the place is meaningful to them, it is reasonable to ask
whether these indicatorseameasuring distinct resulfgo test this wanerged the data for a

sample of seven VIP Survefram 2009,andexamined the correlations between a variety of
measures of overall enjoyment, satisfaction and meaningfulness of place as well as satisfaction
with specific aspects of the infrastructure, products, services andl§&fioyment and

satisfaction are distinct results we would expect them to be at best moderately correlated with
eachother and have distinctpattern of correlations with otherdicators. If this is not the case,

we would conclude that the measures of the enjoyment and satisfaction are assessing different

the presentation we have rpybvided data on this target, which largely mirrors the results for the 90%/85%
targets.

The Agency has produced similar results comparing the average percentage of overafisfagition over

three waves of the VIP program (i.e., 2e8004, 20052008 and 2002010) and found that average

satisfaction ratings across NPs and NHSs combined were identical at 95% for each wave the survey
administration. Average ratings per cycle stightly higher in NHSs (96% to 97%) compared to NPs (90% to
92%).
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aspects of theisitor experience. The sameasoning applies to ratings of meaningfulness of
place

The observed correians suppordthe claim that the indicator of meaningfulness of place is
measuring something distinct from either enjoyment or satisfaction with a visit<i45 and

.35 respectively) The correlation between ratingéenjoyment and satisfaction whaigher

(r=.66) althougmot high enough to reject the idea that they measure different aspects of the
visitor experience. The pattern of correlations between the three outcomes and ratings of
satisfaction with specific aspects of the VSO (facilities f stpfantity or quality of services and
activities)is also consistent with the claim that the outcomes are diftmgctratings of
meaningfulness of places are only weakly related to ratings of specific aspects of the VSO, while
ratings d overall visitsatisfactiorhave the strongest associations with ratings of satisfaction

with specific aspects of the VSO).

Based on theattern of resulté our sampleand some indirect confirmation from the Agedcy
own analysis o¥/IP dat&®, we concluded that ¢houtcomes are measuring distinct aspects of the
visitor experience althougiven the size and pattern of correlations between rating of
enjoyment and satisfactipmorerigorousanalysis of a larger data set is warranted.

OVERALL FINDING: EFFECTIVENESS

There is considerablpualitativeevidence from documents, observation and survey findings
relevant activities occur aralitputsare producedQuantification of the number and distributio
of inputs, a&tivities and outputs imostly absenas discussenh the relevancsection.

Evaluations of the availability and quality of the services and outputs vary somewhat betw
different sources although the majority of all types of respondents tend to be p@¥éithie.the
Agency, respondentended to identify gaps pre-visit information (wishing and planning),
signage(travelling and arriving)the quality ofinfrastructure (visiting)anda lack of activities
and outputs to saport departing and rememberirf@ me of these issues are besntively
addressed through web and signage renewal programs and the developmeatobfandizing
program.

The percentage of visitors expressing satisfaction with many diomsog theAgency 0 s
services, activitiesr with Agency staff is very high across almost all disiens assessed
through the VIPThis includeghe overall availability and quality of servicastivities wait
times at entrythe condition of assets, and afipects o$taff serviceThelowestlevelsof
satisfaction (i.e., approximateRb%visitors satisfiedpre reserved for thavailability of pretrip
information.

On manybut not #, of these dimensionshe percentage of satisfied visitors tends to be
consistently lower in NPs/NMCAs compared to NHS (i.e., the former achieve 85% to 90%
satisfaction ompared to 95% plus in NHS4)is not clear why this should be the case althou

3 Reslts from stepwise multiple regression analysis of predictors of the outcomes at 19 locations using 2009 VIP

data imply the same underlying pattern of correlations within the m&déodicators and between these and
ratings of specific aspects of the VSO. The relevance of this research for the distinctiveness of the outcomes
was suggested by social scientists in National Office.
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it was speculated thatis may be due in part to visitors having less frequent staff contact at
compared to NHSs.

Staff and visitordiffer in their viewson the condition of facilities (assets).he vast majority of
visitors ©@0%+) on averageate the condion of VSO &sets as satisfactory, although asset
issues are sometimes identified through qualitative feedback solicited from visgerscy staff
on the other hand reports a variety of assets in poor or deteriorating condition, consistent
data orassetonditiors and the average age of the assets relative to their normal life cycles
Agercy has clearly identified assetanagement askey risk for the organizatioim its
Corporate Risk Profile.

Regarding the corpomatarget to increase overaieiof PC administered sitege foundthat
while many individual sites and field units have reported increpsesbnvisits since 2008
2009 the aggregate number of visits continued to decline due in large part to significant d¢
in visits at some tavily used sitesAt this point, it is simply too early to conclude to what extt
the gains reported at various units since 2B089 can be sustained and the decreases at otl
reversed by March 2015 in order to meet

We concluded that the outcome indicators of overall satisfaction with visit, enjoyment of a
and meaningfulness of place are indeed separate and distinct outcomes, although more v
warranted to replicate and confirm these resakpecially with respect to enjoyment and
satisfactionThe corporatéargets tha®0% or more of visitorsill enjoy and be satisfied with
their visits are typically met averaged across surveyed losattihough individual locations d
not always medhe targetThe target that on average 85% of visitors to particular locatdhs
rate the place as meaninghds not yet been metithough the average result over the last thr
years is approaching the targeted level.
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4.2.3 Economy , Efficiency and Attribution of Results

A program isefficient to the extent a greater level of output is produced with the same level of
input, or a lower level of input is used to guze the same level of outputdlevel of input and
output could be increasesaecreases quantity, quality, or bothA programis economicalto

the extent theost of resources used approximates the minimum amountchiedehieve
expected outcome3 B Policy on Evaluatio2009).

In the case of the VSQnputs consist of thexpenditures, staff and assetsituts include
information, decisiog plans, as well as maintained and operated assets and deliveregkservic
and activities on the groun@utcomesarethe uptake of the service offerigits) andvisitor
enjoyment, satfaction and connection to place.

Attribution concernshe causes of, or influences @nprogranis outcomes of interest and in
particularthe extentto whichthe outcomesanbe attributed to the programactivities.
Questions of attribution are logitarelated to the economy of a gram since economy
presumes eelationship between prograinputs/outputs and outcomes.

Question 6 Indicators
Is the program efficientin e Extent management has used available flexibilities to encourage efficient ol
producing outputs economical operation relative to demand and quality considerations.

(services, facilities and e Prices are comparable to other similar affendsatisfaction with "value for
activities) and economical money"is high.

with respect to the reach 0 «  Extent to whicHevel ofexpenditureginputs)is proportionalto others who

its offer and producing provide similar levels of servig@utputs) andextent to whiclinputsbutputsare
targeted results? proportional to others who achieve similar results

Examples of Costs Saving or Cost Avoidance

Management is able to provide many examples of actions taken to either decrease or avoid costs
in the VSO. For examplepanagement reported tAgencysaved millions from tapping into

existing sourcesf marketresearcHEQ, PRIZM) rathetthanconductingits ownindividual site

based researdb identifywho is visiting, barriers and interests.

The new point of sale systemdsplicitly intended to inaasehe efficiency ofrevenue
management (i.eby eliminating duplication of data entry and reconciliatiandto makethe
information on revenue timelier (the link between point of sale and SAP systewmdl) also
provide a more efficient way to collegsitor informationon a continuous basis fararketing
andplanning the offerA new Agency data staadd will facilitate comparisonisetween local,
regional, and national trends.

Changes tthe operation of the #acentreover time are another example of modifications to the
program delivery driven largely by considerations of efficiency and economy of operatidss.
initial configuratian the call centrgvas contracted to a third party who provided both génera
information and camping reservatioR®llowing a period of implementation, the Agency
decided to take over the informatiprovision aspect of the operationsetosure a better quality

of service in both official languages, better trip planning infolmnais well as improved

general information to better reflect tR€ brand. Manageent reports that the call centre
answers approximately 30% more calls for the same cost as the formgrattyr@peratorThe
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campground reseation aspect of the call sgewas retained by the third pamgywentheir
greaterefficiency in hiring to meet peak period demands, and a lower overall cost compared to
what the Agency could provide internally.

Management Flexibilities, Constraints and Decision -Making
Management has variety of flexibilities and constraints in operating the VSO that contribute to
or inhibit the economic and efficient operation of the progrEmese include:

e Whether or noto have a VS@t a particular location and on thature and scope of the

offer. In practice, the Agency identifies _
four service level categories (SL®) Table 18. NPs andNHSs by Service Category Level

NPS/NMCAs and five in NHS as set out NN D T
i n the Usg EBeesapdRevenue --_-_

Management Polic§f Table 18shows the

Level 5 1.2%
profile of the number and percent of c 11 000 X —
locations by levelFor NPs level 1is Level 4 9% 8%
defined asa NP without a basic level of  Level3 14 33.3% 17 10.2%
front-country visitor serviceg.g., Level 2 7 16.7% 37 22.20p
:\Iahlafnnl l\_ihtlonalkPe_lrrI]( Res_(]—:,-_rywhllg _ P 16 — T 108 64.7%

v ri rkwith significant visitor
evel four is goarkwith significant visito — —

use,offering multi-day visitor experiences
with yearround roachetworks and igitor  Source:National Pricing Compendium, 2010

activities as well as extensive visitor

services, heritage presentation and bamkntry opportunities (e.g., Banff NAFHor NHSs, a

level one site providgsasic heritage presentation or visitor services (e.g., S.S. Klondike
NHS)while a level fivesite hassnhanced dajpong heritage presentation experiences through
tours and animation, with extensive historic grounds and built heritage (etgesBaf
Louisbourg NHS).

Levels are linked to pricing so that higher levels are associated with eigingfees.Levels
were largely set at the time the revenue pol@g put in placand have not changed since
then.We were told a few NPs are interested in changing their lgweard togeneratenore
revenue.

¢ Therelslalso SoméleXI.b”Ity n Table 19. Percentage of Sites by Season of Operatic
structuring the operatingeason anthe
. - Year May to | Mayto | Other
hours of operatioof particular products round Au Oct
and servicesTable 19showsthe number \p/nMcA
of NPYNMCAs and NHSdy different NHS 16 13 65 6
operating seasonshe majority of Source: Survey of VE Manager©010)

NPs/NMCAs are open year round while
the majority of NHS are only open from May to Octobe

4 see Appendix J for a description of the sendgategory levels.
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e Within an operating season, management has flexiloNiey how assets are managed (e.g.
opening certain campgroundsspecific times to nee high levels of demanar opening only
certain loops within a larger campground to render camping operatimnesefficieny.
Management maalso set hours of operation fervices, visitor centse gate booths, and for
other products and service$here is no national level information on these variations on the
offer within an operating season.

T . Table 20. VSO and Interpretation FTEs by
¢ Within limits set by collective agreements anc Type of Employee (201€11)

5
the Canadal abour Cod’, there are

flexibilities in the composition of the work

. . . Indeterminate 438
force (i.e., the mix of full time, seasonal, term
and student employees) dieliver the program. Seasonal — —
Table 20shows the distribution of employees Student 128 86
by type for one year. Term 269 98
Total 1317 520

e Salaries and benefitge set in collective
agreementsr in the case of students by wage
rates set out by TBLhere is limited evidence from the case study comparing salaries for
similar positions at La Maurice NP and provincial parks inSE®AQthat wage rates
(salaries) ee higher in PCAFor example, an empjee working at the visitor centvell
earn between $19.75 and $22.3®P@&tand between $12.16 and $17.3B&EPAQ.We were
unable to generate data for othgnssdictionswith a similar service offer.

Source:NO Finance Directorate (2011)

e The Agency haalso made the choide invest significantly in the quality of the program
staff through trainingn quality visitorexperienceln 2009 and 2010180 field staff trainers
weretrainedwho in turn provided training tover 4,600 staff in théeld (i.e., this includes
bothVSO and othesstaff).

e There is flexibility in whetheand how tacontinue to maintain existingfrastructure
facilities, programs or servicedli t h respect to t he€apmlsset base,
Planning Process Dirente (2005)specifies that assets are to be designed for typical rather
than peak demarghd in ananner that minimizes net increase in the asset invewtuoh
in theory should contribute to efficiency and economy of operatibmaddition under the
Parks Canada Asset Management Directive (200@stments are to deEsed on an
understanding oflient needs i.e., demarghd potential us& In practice, it is difficult or
i mpossible to know given t hegethentsystemada i es i n
lack of utilization data on particular assets or serviebgtherthese are in fact designed for
At ypi c a ltowhasextent management has usetlakibilities to modify assets or
dispose of unneede$setslue to lak of denmand or other factors.

" For example, the CanadlabourCode and Canada Occupational Health and Safety Regulations specify

minimum personnel requirements where there is a risk of drowmitpy/laws
lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/requlations/S@R-304/index.html

Specificdly, the directive requires h at  maAssasg @ser/sisitdr needs and expectations for visitor
facilities and educational assets through surveys, focus gamuapather tools; determine how current facilities
respond to current and anticipated future requirements of users/viaitditrequired, identify actions to adapt
existing facilities to meet user/visitor requirements including removal if no longeredqnd replacement by
new innovative facilitie®

46
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e The management of asset investment®isstrainedy the TBCommonServices Blicy
(2006)which mandates PWGSC as the project manager for investments over a specified
level. Managers often report that the PWGSC costs for projaciagement are
uneconomical compared to directly accessing services from the private sector

Pricing and Revenue Generation
The VSOQis supported by both parliamentary appropriations and revenue generated from fees
paid by users of the offer.

Under t h dseARpesmard Révenue Management Pghigges are set and revenue
recovered for products and services that are intended to provide personal and/or commercial
benefit with a goal of recoverirg} least gartof the costs of providing these servicése
pol i cy s ticastfoe gersdndidmefit séryices will be set to recover as much of the
associated costs as possible without curtailing use by a significant number of people or
compromi sing policy obj ect iRrieesaressetbasdnlbrittsdee d by
factors: value, coparability and cost of serviceshat is, the Agency is not aiming to be the
lowest cost provider but to set a price taking into accountthetuality of the experiee

_ _ _ offered and other factor$he majority of VSO services are
Expectation: Prices will be subject to pricing witla goal of patial or full cost recovery
comparable to other providers of . e 4
similar services and not represent a (€-9, camping, fishing, firewood, golf, hot pools and
barrier to the usef the service offer. SWimming pools, mooring, parking, tennis).

In addition to pricing of specific aspects of the VSO service offer, the Agency also charges entry
fees which serveo cover costs of private benefits that are not easily captured at point of
consumption (e.g., VSO dayse facilities; visitor reception, orientation and basic information;
some basic heritage presentation programs; public safedypublic conveniences).

Consistent with the practices of other service providers, Agency management has established
differential pricing within a product/service category (i.e., entry fees vary depending on the
service level category of the place, camping fees vary with vieéd¢ services/amenities in the
site).It also has implemented a variety of package prices (i.e., families) and discounts for
specific groups (e.g., seniorfees have been frozen the general public since the fiscal year
20082009 and will remain athe same level until April®], 2012 at the very least.

I n government, managementoés ability to modify
typically constrained given requirements for consultation with affected groups, advance notice of
changesanda requirement to table fee changes in parliantéotvever, management did obtain
delegated authority in June 2010ofter price incentives for promotions, packaging, seasonal

discounts and partnering price incentives, with a stated goal to increasagaiteaattendance.

The delegation was piloted in the 2010 operating season, and is being broadly applied in the

2011 seasorunder thenstrument, th&/PsOperationsEastern Canadar Western and

Northern Canaddyave the authority to administratively apprdoeal and regionalprice

incentives and packages, and the CEO can administratively ap@beral price incentives

and packagesExamples of the way the tool has been used include discounting prices-on non
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peak period(i.e., to provide a promotional offen Mondays and Tuesday$)ackage pricefor
entry, camping and firewoodgeducedcamping fees for extended stays; aaduced fees for
entry to twoNHSs when purchased together

The Agency has ats
introduced new passes (e.g. Table 21. Comparison of User Feedn Canadian Provincial and NPs

My Parks Rss given to Location Per Person Entry Camping i Camping i
school age children / Day Use Unserviced Serviced

ambassador pass for local Parks Canada $6-10 $5-$22 $25$38

visitors when they bring ig $0§3 $;$g :ijﬁg

paying family or friends) as = — $22'26

well as making the existing MB $0 (until 2011)  $9.45$16.80  $13.65 $24_ 15
national pass available for : : : -

sale on line. to increase ON $1018  $27.75$37.75  $34.25$42.75

visits QC $3.50 $17-20 $20-38

' NB $7 $11-25 $20-$37

NS $0-$5 $18 $24-31

0 owas o

NL $5 $0 $1523

A n 0 N P
gencyos S *Fees vary significantly from park to park

Provmc_lal Pek systems are . )5 Nps Parkgrices vary significantly; day use fees are generally on
shown in Table 2IMany of  per car basis.

the provincial park systems Source: http://www.canadatrails.ca (recreational resource that has comg
do not charge an entryeeor lists of the various provincial afdP user fees)

charge only a nominal fee parking fee PCentry fees are on the higher end compared taethos
provincial parks which @ chage a feeCamping fees foPC campgrounds are comparable to
Provincial Park camping feés.

Perceived Value for Money

Expectation: Visitors are Vi si t cFigure4. Percentof Visitors Satisfied with Value for Entry Fee

satisfied with "value for ratings of 100% -
their

satisfaction with the value for money of . . .-—-I-—'._-\-/.
their entry and camping fees are
routinely collected as part of the VIP 80% - \
surveysResults from the surveys from ‘
2005 through 2010 are showg system 709 -
in Figure 4

60% -

As with other VIP results thgercentage
of the satisfied visitors tended be high ~ 50% -

at leasin 2004 at the start of the series 20004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

BaseLine \p —8—NHS Canal

4" We also examined the estimated costs flamaily of two adults and two children to spend a weekertavof

days and two nights camping in a parlour case studies (La Mauricaad Jasper NPs compared to Gatineau

Park, two provincial parks in Quebec and Glacier NP in the US)agpegated Parks Canada price in this
scenario is about 35% higher than the average price in the other service providers (i.e., $81 vs. $63). Given the
limited sample, the significance is this finding for the wider system is unclear.
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(i.e., 81% forNPs 91% for NHSs and 85% for CanalBpr NHSs and canals the percentage of
visitors satisfied withthe value of entry fees has remained relatively stable over the period.
However, forNPs the percentage has declined from 81% to 57% in £000.

The percentage of visitors MPsreporting satisfaction with value for fees is typically 10% to
20% lower tharthe percentage reporting overall satisfaction with their visit. In contrast, in the
comparison parks included in our cases studies, the variance between overall visit satisfaction
and satisfaction with fees is less pronounced §%.to 10% for the twQuebec provincial

parks, and only 2% to 4% for Glacier NP in the)Uhis may simply reflect the fact thigtes

are lowerlin the comparison parks.

PCA staff generally thought the Agencyds pric
thought that théees were low relative to the extent and quality of the product off€hexy. also
reportedthat pricing complaints wematenlinked to camping costs, which are seen as too high
particularly when added to entry fees. Visitessnetimeexpress the view #t they should not

pay fees to visit heritage areas managethbyAgency as thegre paying income taxeSee

reductiors wasalso a theme identified in the analysis of respstsepenended questions in the

2009 VIP surveys, moreommonlyin the two NPs in the sample compared to the NIR8se

was also identified as a barrier to visitin§lB in one of the public opinion surveys conducted by

the Agency

It is tempting to link the decline in satisfaction with value for moneguatitatve feedback

abouthigh pricesto the decline in visits to PC administered platesvever,declines in

satisfaction withvalue for moneyareonly evident in théNPs system which has had a relatively

small decline in visits while the NHS systawhich haghe greatest decline insits, has

maintained steady ratings of satisfaction with value for money for several yeaddition,

paid visits represent only a portion of all visits and it is unclear if paid visits are in fact declining
(i.e., visitor basd revenue is actually increasing despite price freezes as noted previously). Given
these various inconsistenciege areunable to determine,iind to what extenprice, or more

likely relative price compared to others, is having on the observed trefgits.

4.2.3.1 QUANTITATIVE INDICATORS OF ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY

In this section & explore relationships betwerputs (i.e., investments in théE Program

andbr the VSO and interpretatipnoutputs (i.e., service level category as a proxy for the extent
of the outputs), reach of the service offer (i.e., number of visits), and outcomes (i.e., levels of
overall satisfactiorvisit).

We focus on theelative efficiency and economy of the VSO winhdifferent parts of the

Agency (i.e., between the NP, NHS or Historic Canal systems; between individual sites) since
there are no objective criteria within the Agency for judging efficiency and economy and we did
not havesufficientrelevant @ta from otheorganizations tgerve as @oint of comparison.

The analysis is based on data from a sample of NPssHBirtECanals visited during the
evaluation.The sites themselves may not be representative of all sites managed by the Agency.
In addition, the aalysis is based on only one year of data (20090).Results may ndbe

8 gatisfaction with value for camping feissalso declining i.e., 2% satisfied in 2004 to 62% satisfied in 2009.
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generalizd beyond this sample for this particular ydarseveral cases, the small number of
historic canals in the sample meant we could only compare NPs toRdH®ese reasonthe
analysis should be seen as tentative and exploratory rather than definitive.

Drawing on the definition of efficiencgndeconomyin the TB Policy on Evaluatiorwe
developed two criteria for assessing relative efficiency and three criteria foriagsetive
economy.

Our criteria generallyassume &énearor curvilinearrelationshig betwee inputs, outputs and
outcomes (e.gexpendituresvill be scaled to the size of the VShbth expenditures and the size
of the VSO will be scaled to the nuethof visits to a place, anchore controversially, thahe
magnitude of expenditures and the scale of the offer will be associatedsitith outcomeps
However, many extraneous factors are not accounted for in this simple Fadekample,

costs of providing th¥ SO will vary based on thgeographic locatioof thesite (i.e., more
remote locations have higher coiisthe equivalent offgrand the mix of facilities, products

and services on offer and how these are disperssieofi.e., a more dispersed offer likely
entails higher costs per visito8imilarly, the ability to generate revenue depends omgadle

to charge for a servic&his is more difficult in places with mamnrestrictecpoints of access.
The extreme eample of this is historicanalswhere revenue igrimarily collected fronthe
smallminority of visitorswho travel by boat on the canBlecause of these unaccounted fagtors
we anticipated that the observed relationships between inputs, outputs amdesueould
deviate somewhat from the simply linear relations assumed in the criteria (i.e., expenditures will
not be perfectly correlated with the size of the VSO as assumed in the criteria).

Criteria 1 In practical termghis criteria implies thaexpenditure®n
An operation isfficient if the VE program or its components (VSO, interpretation)
eﬁ/peennlde'\t;gle;fs('er;sEgssf?efoﬂios;;‘?ea should beproportional to service level categories of sites
groportional 10 what others W'ioth simila (i.e., SLC is a proxy for the size_ of the output) _
offersinvest. We found thabverall VEexpendituresvere associated
with SLCsfor both NPs and NHS8 our sampldi.e.,
about 64% of the variance in expenditures actalifor in NPsand 726 in NHSs)* NP SLCs
are associated with both VSO and interpretation expenditures when these are considered

separately, whereas NHS S&@re only associated with interpretation expenditures.

This data providesome modest evidendest inputs, at least in osamples, tend to be
proportional to outputg-or NHSs, the key relationship between expenditures and the magnitude
of the outputs is the investment in interptieta rather than the VSO per se.

Criteria 2 . L . ..
An operation issfficient if it recovers a In theo_ry, _thls assumption implies that the most efficient
greater portion of its costs through operation is one that recagel00% or more of its costs.
revenue In practice, as the Agency does not specify cost

recovery targetor acceptable ranges of cost recovery,

%9 The analysis is based on identifying a trend liné biest represents the relations between expenditures and

SLC. The line may be linear, curvilinear with a slow increase in expenditures over low service level categories
and a rapid increase in expenditures at higher SLCs, or polynomial where for exarmgpls thdrop in
expenditures from category 1 to 2 and then a rapid increase in expenditures in categories 3 to 5.
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we focusedn the relative cosecovery within and between the groups of sites in our sample.
The Agencyods t ot adssogated\SO feeenues wsrewninST@blea Zaad
3. Over the five year pestd VSO expenditures averaged4M and revenues averagéd5M

per year, so thd&2% of VSO costsvere recovered.e., includes the costs of marketing and
promotion).If the cost of interpretation is included well the Agency recovers 43% of the
expenditures.

The percentages of various Table 22. Percentage of ExpenditurefRecovered Through
Revenue

expendituresecovered through - VSO Revenue As a % of Expenditures on

revenue generation for three groups o e T 0
Interpretation

sites in our sample ashown in Table

22. NP n=16 68% 80% 88%
NHS n=15 30% 36% 102%

It is clear that NPs are more likely to 5141 n=2 10% 10% 11%

recover their total VE and combined

VSOlinterpretation costs compared to NtHfs Historic Canalsinterestingly, he NHS are more
likely to recovery the strictly VSO costs from revendewever, this likely arises because VSO
costs ara smaller portion of the total VE costs irH$ compared to the NPs or historic canals
so it is easieto demonstrateost recovery fothis portion of the expenditures

Similar to the previous indicator, this data provides some modest evidence of the greater relative
efficiency of the NP sites, compared to the NH&sed orthe ability to recover costs. Historic

canals are clearly much less efficient from the point of view of cost recof/¥ify expenditures
almost certainly due to the limited revenue generation opportunities associated with these
operations

Criteria 3 Thefirst part of the criteriamplies that expenditures on
An operation issconomicalif a given the VE program or its component parts should correlate
level of expenditures (input) or a given  with the number of visits to a siten our sample of NPs
'e."etl' °flser‘|"c$ Off% (°”tp‘ét) at”f;]CtS a_th we found consistently high positive correlations
e oo e S OTETWET hetween most categories of expendituned the
puts or outputs) A )
number of visits to aite (r=.75 to .82) althougthe
correlation between expendituresioterpretatiorand visits was more moderate (r=.36).

In contrast, within the sample of NHSs we found weak or no cooelagtween the number of
visits and expenditures on the VEogrram or its components (& to .20or in one case OY.his
latter finding may reflect a few anomalies in the d&t.example, if thé&ortressof Louisburg

NHS is removedrom thesample, tk correlation between visits and ékpendituresnd
expenditures on interpretation botitiease substantially (r=.51 and .64 respectiatitpugh

the correlations between the other expenditures components and the number of visitvemain

% There are significant variations within the systems as well. Within NPs, twd $8tsff and Jasper NB

consistently recover more tha@% of thei costs while other NPs recovieom between 3% and 100% of

VSO costs. Within NHSs, twsites (i.e., Green Gables NHS,Graham Bell NHS) recover more than their
combined VSO and interpretation costs while the other NHSs only recover betwestl 34% of their
expenditures. In contrast, the two historic canals in our sample only recover a small portion of their costs
whatever expenditure base is used. This is not surprising given their limited sources of revenue and high VSO
expenditures.
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Again, this provides modest evidencettimputs are scaled to the usiethe VE in NPsThe
relatiorship between VE inputs and usesomewhat less robust in NBIS

The second paof the citeria implies that visits shouidcrease with th&LC ofa site (i.e.,
where SLC isaproxy for the extent of the sece offer). We found that visitsveremoderately
associated witlsLCsof NPs (R=.60) but were only weakly related with t8&Cs ofNHSs
(R?=.13)% Removing certain obvious outliers from the analysis (e.g., Halifax CitadelWt4S
very high level of visits relative to its SLC) provides onlgdest gainf the associ#on
between visits and SLCEherefore, on this criterion, we concluded NiPsur samplevere
relatively more economical to operate tithaNHSs.

Criteria 4

o i , At the aggregate levethe average VSO expenditures per
An operation iseconomicalif, relative to

othersif i t 6 s visit betweerQQ(_)SandZO(I),was $6.7Gand the average

a) Cost r user are low, and/or revenue per visit was $3.51 (see tgbles 2, 3_and 7 for

b) Revenue per user is high. source data)Table 23showsthe equivalent ratios for the
sitesin our sample.

Table 23. Expenditures and Revenues per Visi{2009-2010)
System

Expense Per Visit ($ Revenue
VE Total Interpretation per visit ($)

Average Range Average Range Average Range Average Range

NP n=16 16.33 2.20to0 49.63 1.21 0.71to 2.63 11.09 .02t0 32.88 6.51 0.79to0 21.82
NHS n=15 17.68 2.50 t055.88 10.40 0.48 to 48.64 5.76 0.06 to 23.16 3.61 0.08to010.01
Canal n=2 3.48 1.90 to 5.06 0.15 0.0t0 0.30 3.30 1.89t04.72 0.42 0.11t0 0.72

The twocriteria (costs per visit, and revenue per visit) do notigeoa consistent picture of

which group of sites is more economicBhlsed on the criteria that economical operations should
producethe most visits for the least cost, the historic canal syst@tearlythe most economical

of the three groups. Total VE spending per visit in the sample of NPs and NHSs is roughly
comparablealthough they differ, consistent with expectation, in the portion of the expenditures
per visit on interpretation and theS®.

The amount of revenue generated per visit suggestthtidPs are oraverage ma economical
thanthe NHSswhich are in turn more economictilanthe historic canalsChis replicates the
results of the analysis of casicovery bygrouplargelybecause the number of visits to a site is
moderately correlated with the amount of revenue generation.

Criteria 5 The criteria implies that outcomes suchvesstor
An operation is economical if a given leve satisfaction should increase, at least in pantesponse
of investment (input) or serve offer to increases in eith&r boththe quantity of the
(output) produces the equivalent results : -, /astmentsn VE or its componentsr the level 6
others withsimilar investments/or levels . o . . .
of service. service offerln fact it is unlikely this is the casgiven

thatthe majority ofvisitors aresatisfiedat virtualy all

L Historic Canals are not included in this analysis.
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locations regardless of the sometimes substantial variati@genditure®n the VSO between
sites,and within allSLCs for bothNPs and NHSs

For example, irl0 of theNPsin our samplethe range of satisfied visito(based on the most
recent VIP results available for each pasl@s88% to 97%. VSO spending per visitor in these
parks ranged from $2.20 to almost $%8erefore, even at the lowest levels of spending per
visitors the vast majority of visitors are satisfied aubstantialncreases in expenditures per
visitor could at best produaamall gains in the percentage of satisfied orsit

The results of thearious tests are summarized in Table 24

Table 24. Summary Quantitative Analysis of Efficiency and Economy

Efficiency Economy
Inputs and outputs Inputs/Outputs and Use

NPs A moderately strong link between VE/VSO expenditureand SLCs werenoderately strongly
expenditures and SLCs linked to # of visits

Best recovery o¥/SO/Interpretation costs  High costs per visit and highest revenue per visit

NHSs A moderate association between VE/Interpretation expenditures linked to # of vidits
expenditures and SLCs SLCs are not.

Second best recovery of VSO/Interpretatic High costs per visit and moderate revenue per visit
costs

Canals Weakestecovery of combined Lowestcost per visit and lowest revenue per visit
VSO/Interpretation costs

At agereral level, the results reinforce the notion that we heard thoautthe evaluation that
interpretation is a critical iatérpetagonialamér t he N
portion of the expenditures in NHSs and is more strongly adsdavith the SLC of a site than

are VSO expenditures; interpretation expenditures are more strongly related to the uss of NHS

than are VSO expenditudes

The preponderance of the indicatel®wn in the table suggestBatthe NPs group was more
efficient and economical than NHS or Historic campitsupsalthough the results regarding
expenditures per visitre an exception to this trenthere are likely several factors that account
for this including the more recreatiomadture of NPsvhich allows for more revenue generation
and on average more visiative to expenditure§ he concept of SLCs may also be inherently
more aligned with the nature of NPs than NHBtere are also unanswered questions about the
direction ofcausation in these results (i.e., does increased spending and a bigger offer lead to
more visits, or does increased demand drive an increasingly bigger offer).

The general pattern of greater efficiency and economy in NPs does not imply that NHSs or
historic canals should adapt their operating model to more closely match the NPsTinigdsl.
both unreasonable given the different mandates of the systems and impractical given the
operational realities of the different placksfact, from a managemeperspective the more
relevant focus may be on the individual differences on the indicators \aitdibetween the
various groupsather than the group resulkey areas of inquirynight include a reasonable
level of cost recovery for ate to ensurehe future sustainabilityf operations or whether it is
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practical to sustainperations whiclspend $50 per visitor when otkapend only pennigser
visitor to achievanore or less the same results with respect to visitor outcomes.

Question 7 Indicator s
To what extent can the number of visits to e  Evidence of a framework identifying the drivers or influenc
PCA placesand visitor enjoyment, points for the desired outcomes
satisfaction and connection to place be e Research shawg howdrivers or influencgoints under the
attributed to the PCA/SO? Agency 0 sire affecting thedutcomes

In this section we focus on the kinds of factors the Agency has identified as drivers or influences
on the outcomesow it accounts for the trends over tifhe., declining vsits, consistently
positive visitoroutcomes) and the reasonableness of the various explanations

Visits: The Agency has identifiedraumber of social and economic factors beyiadiirect
controlthatare hypothesized taffect the mmber of visitdo PCplaces.

Macro social ctangesthought to affect attendance inclutlean aging populationwhich is less

able to travel and who are looking foore comfort when they do travel) increased

urbanizatiorresulting in audiences beingrfaer awayfrom PCadministereglaces than was

previouslythe case;3) thechanging ethnic profile dfanadiansresulting in a greater portion of

the populationi(e., new Canadiapsh o don o6t have artionohudirglPst andi n
or a connection to historic place®;more competitiorin the travel market’s) the rise ohew

travel demands/interestsot tradi ti onally servecdeasing t he Age
demand foradventurebased recreation such asuntain biking, geecaching, and GPS based

activities) 6) less interest in nature or outdoor activitiegeneral particularly in urban youth

(i.e., the nature deficitpnd7) less leisure timeThe macro changes are not always consistent

For example, there &n aging population seeking more comfehile atthe same time there &

segment of the overall market seeking new and different kinds of recreation such as mountain
biking.

Transitory factors which vary over timéut affectnaional or regionahttendance in any given
period includdhe following 1) the stateof the economye.g., employment levels and
disposable incomeprice of gas, exchange rate®);weather patterns (i.e., yegainy summers
reducevisits and converselfot dry weather which can impact on traditional activities such as
being able to have a camp fire may also reduce yisitsl3) health or safetgoncernge.g.,
terrorism incidents or pandemic alertshichreduce travel in generat to particulaiPC sites

An additionaltype of transitory factor woullde the existence of a special event (e.g., the
Vancouver Olympics in 201vhich can boost regional tourism with spill over effect$@h
locations particuldy in the case where the Agency creates a presence at the event to create
awarenessf theoffer.

The relevance of several of the macr bavessoci al
beensupportedn two studies (Nthonal Survey of Canadian2009;Decima Resear¢ipril

2 In our interviews with stakeholders and parks staff the importance of increased competition in the tourism

market and relative pricing (i.e., the availability and affordability of package tours todetkamations) was
frequently mentioned as a cause of declining visits.
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2010) onbarriers to visiting?Clocations.ldentified barriersncluded a lack of time for visits,
travel distanceo sites (i.e., they are too far away) and competition (i.e., the desire to visit other
places) Other barriersnclude lack of awareness of the offer and price.

The existing information on visitor characteristics (itleey are older, better educatédrn in
Canada or longerm residentsand looking for more creature comforts than in the past) is
consistent uth the general theme of an aging population.

The identification of macro social trendsmbined with Agencgpecific information on visitor
characteristics and barriers to visiting providesur view a reasonable and plausible

explanation for why visits are declinirad PC administered plagedthough itdoesnot account

for the fact that visits are not decliningdgamesimilar systems in other jurisdictions.

Management actions in response to tinesadso plausible responses to the situation (i.e.,

focusing on awareness building and marketing, continuously evaluating and adapting the offer at
sites, introducing and supgimg new types of offer, etc.)

The Agencyo6s wendsmths rmbena visitsg likelyfto improve in the future
now that it has started to define and profile visitors at a national level (i.e., both in terms of
demographic characteristics and by tourism motivations and life stages).

Expectation: There isevidence that ON-Site Visitor O utcomes : TheA g e n basiémodelof
addressing visitor needs and desire: the visit experiencassumes that thiserviceo f f er 0 i nc |l u.
is linked to increased satisfaction ar  bothrecreational and learning oppanities as welasthe
enjoyment of PCA heritage places.  gpecial characteristics of each location (i.e., pristine nature,
authentic history)Visitors have interestglesiresand
expectationsThey selfselect a location to visit based on a perceived matthden the totality
of theoffer and their particular interests amielsiresThey make a visit ira socialcontext that is
predisposedo a positive experience (i.e., gacation or having a relaxing day out, #elling
with friends or family) Managemeidt sole is to facilitate access to the experience of the site and
deliveron the promise of specific activities or services that are expected.

In this model any site canchievestrong visitor outcomesvhatever the scale of its
VSO/interpretationas bng as the experienoé being on site is consistent with prior
expectations and needhe factthat high levels of satisfactipfor examplehave existed over
many yearsmpliesthatvisitor expectations andn the grounexperiencéhavebeen and

continue to belagnedovertime. The generally high levels of satisfaction reportedthrer parks
systemssuggest that they tagenerally meethe expectations and desires of self selected \ssitor
to specific locations.

The Agency haa few sourcesfaqualitativedata that provide support for the model andgest
how managenentcouldinfluence the outcomeBor exampleresponses topenended VIP
survey questions suggest thajayment is influenced by theatuml setting of a place, its beauty
seeing wildlife(in NPs) the peadeguiettranquility experiencedspending time with friends and
family, andor the opportunity to explore historic buildings and structufastorsdirectly under
management contraiclude improving the conditions of &ts (e.g., generally roadgroviding
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more information bothne-visit and onrsite and improvingor adding tomany aspects of the
interpretation programmingnd/oramenites on site or thhours ofoperation.

The AggoDeg)pabimalpoli denti fied r espreandcdadntisavwiutrh ta of
NHS (i.e., closely related to meaningfulness of place and personal connection outemues),

asked them what made it so specldle most frequently cited factors refer to general aspects of

the pgace or the environment (i.environmental aesthetics, being close to nature, experiencing

wildlife, diversity of ecosystem/landscape, the importance or significance of the historical
monuments), past connections to the place (i.e., fond memories, gteera, visited often), or

the social setting in which the visit occurred (i.e. traveling with family/frieriRisherences to

specific aspects of théSO under management conti@ke., recreational activities, camping,

hiking, trails, site maintenancdeanliness, a special event that occureee)less frequent but do

occur.

Quantification ofthe extent to which management actions influence the outcanuésllenging
First,the model implieshatmanagemenrdctionseven when they involve significant effort or
costsby the Agency(i.e., a major investment in a road asset, extensive training of Agency staff
in quality service delivery) will have a limited or perhaps undetectable impatsitorsdratings

of their oveall experiencesince the intervention is one of many influences on the overall
outcome (i.e., the inherent characteristics of the site, the social environment, the Wweather).

A secondsignificant practical issue is that ratings on almossgdicificaspects of the VSO and
on thethreeoutcomes argenerally quite high so that in many cases there is little room to
demonstrate incremental impacts of management actions on the outcomes.

A few quantitative exploratorstudies of predictors or group diffei@s in outcomes have been
conducted in the Agencin oneanalysiSERVE 20®) visitor rating of satisfaction with the
components of the VSO (e.g., with assets, information, staff, etc.) were examined to see which
were the best predictors of the threesita outcomes? Each of the outcomes was also allowed

to be a predictor of the other outcomeéke resultshowedthree outcomes to mmong the

strongest predictors of each other, although the relationships among them were somewhat
different (e.g.enjoyment predicts satisfactigioth satisfaction and meaningfulness of place
predict enjoyment and enjoyment preditcisaningfulness of plage

Additional predictive power for overall satisfaction is provided by ratings of various components
of the VSO (e.g.quality of activities and services, condition of facilities, and meeting needs and

3 |tis sometimes argued that management interventions and actions serve to maintain visitor outcomes rather than

create measurable improvements (i.e., if management had not cortrioedvate and adapt in response to

visitor feedback, ratings of visitor satisfaction would have decreased relative to past ratings). Arguments of this
type (i.e., if X hachot occurred, y would have resulted) cannot be tested empiridallgrinciple,ratings ofa

specific component of the VS€lich as theondition of facilitiesshould bemore sensitive to specific

management interventions. However, even here it might be anticipated that a particular intervention is too
specific to impact ooverall raings of a componerge.g., theoad improvement is too specific to be detected in
ratings of satisfaction with the conidit of facilities in general).

The analysis was conducted separately on 2009 VIP survey results from 19 locations. The prethetors of
outcomes are not identical for each location. We focused on the frequency with which a predictor was identified
across the locations and to a lesser extent the strength of the relations between predictors and outcomes.

54
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expectations The results are useful in showitige interrelations among the outcomes and in the
case of overall visit satisfaction pointing to some aspects of the V$@&yebe redted to the
outcome.They do nothowever provide insight into what drives the outcomes independent of
other outcomes or what drives ratings of satisfaction with components of the VSO.

A second analysi€ERVE 2010) focused on thaifferences in outcomes based on visitor origins
(Canadian, American and Internatibmisitors) and first time versugpeat visitors to a sife.
Theresults didhot show consistent and robust differences between these groups over the sites
although someatterns areonsistent with expectationierived from the literaturen sense of
place(i.e., repeat visitors are more likely to report a place is meaningful to them in several but
not a majority of sitesAnalysis of this type is not intended to idéytihe drivers of outcomes

so much as identify particular types of visgdhat management might focusio the futurein

order toinfluence outcomes.

Another analysis of group differences focused on differemcesitor and norvisitori s ens e o f
per sonal connect iphaoedi.et defindd ©n paggnisingidata frem thed

2009 National Public Opinion PollThe analysis

distinguishes between visitors (recent attendance at it Table 25. Percentage 6 Visitors/Non-

PC administered site), high potential visitors (i.e., Visitors Who Have A Personal

defined on page 35), low potential visit¢i., who Connection Ta PC Administered Places
indicated they have visited a NP/NHS at some point ] NonRecentVisitors |

their lives although not necessarily a PC administeret V'ii‘iigr F'L‘:‘L:"re Fiiﬁﬂe \F;ies(i:t?)rr]t
place) and nowisitors (i.e., never visited a NP/NHS). potential | Potential
Thepercentage o_f each grou_p_classmed as _havmg a 110 38% 70% 88%
sense of connection to P@mainisteredplaces is shown

in Table 25

The portion of respondents who have a sense of connection with PC administered places
increasesonsistery from the norvisitor to the group of recent visitorshis has been

interpreted as showing the importaméevisiting a PC administered place in creating a sense of
connectiorand more indirectly as evidence that the VSO is contributing to the sastdtby
inference the visitor consumed some parts of the eftker prior to or whilen site.The results
arecertainlyconsistentvith this interpretation although they do not provide unequivocal support
for it.

It is clear for example, that many respondents can have a sense of connection even when they

have not visited C administered placd leastecently (i.e., 43% of respondents who have not
visited recently have a fisense of connection)
amongthe smallportion of those who have never visited and likely never will visit. This is

consistent with the literatusghere it is clear thatonnection or attachment to place can occur

* The analysis was conductecpaeately on 2010 VIP survey data from 20 locations (with two canals having

separate data for boaters and land based visitors) usingsa@re test of group differences. An example of an
inconsistent result is that while some differences in percentaggisfied visitors were found in some

locations, there is no one group (Canadians, Americans, International visitors) that is consistently more satisfied
than other groups. In 8 of 22 locations Canadians were more likely to rate a place as meaningiuipased

to US visitors, although not necessarily in comparison to international visitors.
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without physically experiencing@ace. As a result, there isome uncertaintin these results on
the extent to whickisits drive a sense of persor@nnectiorto PC administered placegrsusa
senseof personatonnectiongriving visits (i.e., uncertainty regardirige direction of
causation).

There is also a potential cirewity in these results given that the existence of a personal
connection is determined in part by whether a person has visited a site or intends to visit a site in
the uture In effect, responsem the surveysed to define the groups of visitors, pdign

visitors and noyvisitors,arealsoused tadefine whether a personal connection exibhe

impact of this issue, if any, on the pattern of results shown in Table 25 is nat kftbaugh in
principle additional analysis of the polling data could/edo clarify the situation.

Additional exploration of possible predictors of group differences jthe outcomes based on

VIP data in particularshould be possible but is hampered to some extent by the lack of
standardization in some questioamsd the reliance on testing for patterns and relationships within
data generated at each location rather than combining the information into a single national
dataset. Combining data would provide bigger samples and more power for identifying possible
relationslips. Analysis of differences in outcomes based on EQ and PRIZM segmentation, which
should be of particular interest, was only becoming possible at the close of the evaluation.

In conclusion, we notkthatthe lack of empirical association betweenghmes of thé/SO or its
componentand outcomesnpliesboth challengeand opportunities for managemelfbr
examplemanagement is challenged to demonstrate theaded of particular interventions
(e.g.,investment in training many staff in qualitgrsice delivery every yeagiven that ratings
of staff tend to positive both prior to and after itiieoduction of therainingprogran). In
suggesting this we are not dispgithat staff and the qualiof their interactions with visitors
are importanelements of the VSO, only that the benefits of the particular intervention for
achieving the outames have not been demonstrated.

More generallythe fact thabutcomes are achieved regardless ofttae of input®r outputs
suggestshatmanagementas someléxibility to achievemoreefficient oreconomical

operations in some or many plaeeslong asa potential visitor self selecs to visit based on
knowledge of therevised more efficient or economicaloffer. Management flexibilities in this
regad are not unlimited (e.g., dramatic changes at a particular site are unlikely to pass at least
initially without reductions in achievement of outcomes, actions that improve the program
economy with respect to visitor satisfaction may have unintended isnpacither goals such as
increasing the number of visitsHowever, n pursuit of more efficiency and economy,

especially in a time of fiscal restraint, management may be served by asking not what could be
done to make a visit more satisfying or enjoydhlewhatis not essential for maintaining the
already positive result#n this regard, we noted that field units are currently in the process of
preparind ong term dsplkamas nahi ¢ ht gaddress preciselythis d i n
issue.
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OVERALL FINDING: ECONOMY, EFFICIENCY AND ATTRIBUTION

The evidence that the VSO program is managed economically and efficientigrrbsth
anecdotaéxamples of particular initiatigghat resulted in increased efficiency or economy
relative to alternaties andmanager8useof a number of flexibilities in the selection ¥50
inputs and over wére and how outputs are offered.

Our quantitative analysis of the relationships between inputs (expenditures), outputs (SLC
reach (visits) and outcomes fiséaction) across five indicators lead us to conclude that, at le
within our sample, NPs were relatively more efficient and economical (i.e., in the sense th
inputs and outputs are bettdigned to each other, and each of these is better aligtied to
number of visits to the plagéhan NHSs or historic canals although there are exceptions to
trend.On-site outcomes (i.e., enjoyment, satisfaction and meaningfulness of place) are cle
not related to either the quantity of inputs or the ex@ééputputs.Theresults point to some
general differences betweésystems. From a management perspectitree more relevant focu
may be on the individual differencasross the whole range BC sites and whether it is
ressonable and practical to pro@a VSO with very different cost recovery ratiandbr which
spendvastly different amounts per visitor reached.

The Agency attributes the declining number of visits to PC administered placesrtiar of
large-scale social demographic changesagiety as well as more transitory or cyclic change:
related to economic conditis or seasonal weather pattedbbas triangulated these social
trends with some data @urrent visitor characteristics andrgeys of barriers to visiting to
provide a plasible explanation of the declin@n-going efforts to define and profile visitors at
nati onal l evel wildl i mprove the Agsovecting s
and provide more direct empirical evidence of what might accoumdogases or decreases ir
visits in the future.

Consistently positiveisitor on-site outcomes are largely attributed to visteelfselecting a
particular location to visit based on knowledge or awarenes®site andna n a g e me n |
to deliveryon the promised offeilhis model accounts for the fact that the qualities of inputs
outputs are not related to outcomes, since visitors can have a positive experienceiveaspe:
the inputs or output$ it meets their expectations.h e A g easicmodebf théinfluences
on theon-siteoutcomes is supported by qualitative data from various sourbegqualitative
data also points to a variety of management actions that could pdyenfiaence the
outcomes.

Translating the qualitativesights into quantative demonstrations of the effects of managen
actions on the outcomes is likely to be difficupecific management actions may have smal
impacts on overall evaluations of a visit and already highly positive ratings of the visit
experience make it difficult to detesicremental improvements due to management actions.
Efforts to quantifywarious influences qror group differences jmesults have been limitexhd
exploratoryto dat andhave not produced clear consistent evideegarding the drivers of
various results.

Thelack ofassociation between the VSO or its components and outamn&sns both
challenges and opportuniti€sn the one hand management is challenged to show that parti
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interventions are worth the investment when they do not show any effeslegantoutcomes.
On the other hand, managenthas opportunities to change the offer to achieve greater
efficiencies or economy without impacting on thesiie outcomes, while lencing
achievement of other outcomes (i.e., increasing Vvisits).
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4.3 PROGRAM DESIGN

In this sectionwe review three issues related to program design: restructuring of the program
and associated issues of clarity of roles and responsibilities andweffexss of communications
theextent to which there are unintended consequsarfdbe program and how they are
managedand the use of alternative delivery mechanisms.

Question8 Indicators
To what extent are roles, responsibilities and e Selfreports of awareness and understanding-of re
accountabilities for program delivery clear and alignment, staff attitudes towards communication
effective? mechanisms and change

In 2005, the Agency conducted/asitor Experience Situational Analyss understand the

current state oVE (i.e., internal capacitySeveral issues were identified including lack of

national leadership, inconsistency across the system, no dedicated organizational capacity, a need
for more research and planniragydmore tods and trainingAs a resultthe Agency created the

ERVE Directoratan National Office.

In 2007, the Agency launched a series of organizational renewal initiatives one of which
involved a complete analysis and reworking of organizational structures and positions for both
the public appreciation and understanding ¥Edorogram activities ati field level For the

VE program activitythis involved the creation of 11 generic posifitm be applied locally as
appropriate to increase both t@nsistency and capacity the program (i.e., includes the

position of VE manager as
well as variougypes of Table 26. Visitor Experience Staffing

ositions related to

marketing, promotiorand

product development) VE Managers 96%
Product Development Officers 59 44 15 75%

Table 26shows the status  promotion Officers 285 23 55 81%

of this effort as of Promotion & Norpersonal

November 2010The Media Officers 7.5 4 3 53%

procesdas largely been
completed during the
course of the evaluation.

Stand Alone Prevention Officel 1 1 0 100%
Source: VPsEast and West/North offices, November 2010

. Most of the data we gathered the perceptions othe
Expectation: Staff at all leveldas a clear . I .
understanding of the changing clarity of roles and responsibilities were obtained from
organizational structures and their roles  interviews vith staffbetween January and August 2010.
and responsibilities within the new is not certain to what extetite issues haveskn
structures. addressed since that time.

Key themes from our interviews with respect to roles and responsibilities included some
confusion over the respective roled\ational Office and persomelin the ServiceCentres,

particularly althoughot exclusively within the ServiceCentrepersomel themselves (i.etheir

roles were often characterized by wordsfike ncer t ai nt yo, fAoverl apo,
Ai nconsi s tirtmeamiddesobthe ERVEeefo r g a n BathaNiatioraln®fice .
persomelandVE managers thought their own rolesre clearalthough othepersonneht the
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field levelweresametimes unclear on the role of Nationdfi€e. There was also some
confusion at the time, particularly at the site level, on the distinction betieeoles and
responsibilities and external relatidiusictions.

Ensuring consistent and complete communications is generally recognaetaenge ér a
decentralized organization like PCA, with its 5,500 employees in approximately 200 kges.
challenge is compounded in the current situation involving large scale changes in structures,
positions and staff.

As part of the realignment of structui@sd positionsthe Agency put in place a number

initiatives and toolso increase theffectiveness of communicatiomtiatives to create networks

and | inks betheddhy ssyusgtierm@, gwh ifieehstaff memites one N:
with the VE Managers of a small territory to provide them support), thematic teleconferences,
newsleaters, regular bulletins from National Offic&orkshops, community of interest sub

committees, andregular VE Manager Forum.

At the time of our interviews there wemgxed opinions regarding the adequacy of the
mechanisms currently availabMational Office persomeltended to report there had been
significant improvements in communication as a result ovénmus initiativesService @ntre
and field unitpersomel were more likely to identify areas of concern or subjects for
improvementService @ntrepersonnkconcerns stemmed in part from their lack of clarity on
their rolesand responsibilities via-via National Qfice. There was some feeling that
communication depended more o youknewo (i.e., personal relationship and knowledge)
rather than systematic sharing and exchange of informé&tieladl. level personieeported
generdy limited communication with National fiice, and characterized it &rmal and
unidirectionaleven at the managerial levél.common theme at the field level is tlaege
volume of emailed information that they receive, making prioritization difficulpezsally in

the tourist season.

Allgr oups Vi ew t heas@dkpenmeanyg @ esnsuring goodaconentunicalibe.VE
Toolkit, which is available on the intran@tas see as both a great resouraed as aeffective
communications tools for sharing current directions and expectations.

Question 9 Indicators
To what extent are potential unintended negativi ¢ Existence of analysis and platesaddress potential
impacts ofthe program identified and managed? negative impacts (unintended or otherwise) of the VSt
Expectation: Potential negative Negative impacts include those tlaae anticipated and

consequences of visitors (e.g., damage t
heritage resources, crowding, and
displacement of one type of visitor by

accounted for in the design of a program al ase
unintended impacts that were rastticipated and

another) are identified and risks are mitigated in the program designde increasing taxes
managed or mitigated in a transparent ~ on cigarettes with an aim of reducing smoking and
manner. increasing revenue may leawihcreases in smuggling

and lower government revenue whilet effecting smoking ratedyoreseeable events associated
with operation of the VS(such as the fact thassets/infrastructure will deteriorate with use and
eventually require replacement recapitalizationare not treated as a negative impact of the
program but simply as a fact of program operations.
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There are many potential negative consequences of havis@and simplyencouraging

people to visiPCadministered site§ hese are largglanticipated and addressed through

various means as attestad variety of Agency documents and in our interviews with Jtaif.
example, simply having visitors on site implies some consequences such as litter and the need for
garbage collection, whicifinot attended to, will result in damateor deterioration of a site.

Some portion of visitors will engage in activities that are disruptive to other visitors or present
safety and security issues (e.g., excessive noise, drinking or drug use in cardpguad

visitors vandalizing infrastructureyisitors may engage in activities that threaten the cultural or
natural resources that a site embodies (e.g., wandering off trails and damaging vegetation,
removing artefacts or species from a sifdje natue and extent of these negative consequences
will vary by location.Efforts to address one type of consequence may involve tradeoffs that
affect other outcomes (e.g., increasing security personnel may mean fewer resources for other
aspects of the VSO).

In all these cases, the Agency has developed a variety of policies, dggutbpggams and
processes to mage possible negative outcom&tany of these have been referred to in
previows sections of the evaluatioi.representative but not exhaustive sérgf the various
instruments include:

e Regulations and policies are in place to guide the Agency in administering its protected
pl aces, and providing direction as to mitiga
(e.g.Parks Canada Guiding Principdeand Operational Policies (1998 revention
Guidelines (2009)

¢ Tools and training available for staff (e.g., the VE toolkit, Sustainable Trails Solutions
Workshops, etc.);

e Approval processes for new recreational activities, which typically inclu@aalysis of
environmental and health and safety concerns (danagement Bulletin #2.6.10
Recreational and Special Event Assessments (R008)

e Operational practices at the site level (e.g., varying operating hours to mitigate against
vandalism, changingail routes to minimize environmental damage, limitdgnking in
campgroundsproviding law enforcement to increase visitor secuaitgreducetherisk of
people taking things from sites, etc.)

Potentialunintended cosequences thaavereceived muchattention in the literature on

recreation angarksmanagemens thepossibility that management actions can displace

existing visitors to other locatiormdbr cause them to discontinue use of a location altogether

(e.g. Ormsby, Moscardo, Pearce & Fexxl D04; Schneider and Budruk 1999An obvious

application of these concepts in the current context would be if efforts to attract more new or

different types of visitortead to displacement or discontinuance among existing visitors so that

no overallgains inthe number of visitors are realizedarious Agency documents such as

management planptheAgency 6s Gui ding Principles and Oper
Recreational Activities and Special Event Assessment management bulletinbotpdy not

%6 Displacement involves a visitor moving to new areas or sites due to perceived negative changes in the social,

managerial or resource conditions of the recreaionronment, and can be either ingite (i.e., people use an
alternative location within the same site), or irgéte (i.e., people leave an area presumably to participate in
the same types of activities at a different site).

OIAE 72 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada

Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

stak, that issues of displacementdiscontinuity were or should be considered in guiding
a Ipateintialtisplacenoent ard discontity
is improving as more information tevelopedn visitor characensticsover timerelative to

decisions about théSO. TheAgency 6 s

trendsi n A pvsIts.G 0 n

Question 10
To what extent is the full range of e
program delivery options identified o
and utilized.

Indicators

Presence and reported effectiveness of partnerships.
Evidence that additional partnerships aeededSuccessful third
party delivery models exist.

Expectation: Potential partnership and
other service delivery options (e.g., thii
party delivery) have been identified an
assessed for feasibility and are utilized
when it is effective to do so.

on the fringes of &P or NHS).

Consistent with other jurisdictionBCuses a variety of
third-party organizations (e.g. friends organizations and
businesses) to support visi
the service offer, such as providing guided tours, operating
a gift shop, or providing private food services and indg

The Agency has developedCarporate Engagement Policgnda Parks Canada Partnering
GuideandToolkit TheParks Canada Corporate Engagement Benefits Framewudttines the
benefits of partnering arrangements and benchmarks values based on industry comparables. With

Table 27. Percentage of Locations Having Third Partners

Providing an Activity or Service

NP/NMCA NHS
n =40 n==62

Guided Recreational Activities
Equipment rental

Gift Shop

Food Services

Alternative Accommodations
Recreational Activities
Interpretation

Special Events

Other

73%
53%
55%
40%
33%
N /A
N /A
N /A
65%

N /A
N /A
60%
39%
N /A
37%
68%
94%
31%

Note: Questions posed to VE managers fridi?s varied from

those ofNHSs(options not provided to each respective group &

indicated by N/A).

theParks Canada Partner
Engagement Registrthe Agency
maintains an inventory aurrent,
planned and past partnering
arrangements with the fqrofit
sector It runs a Partnering Network,
consisting of a community of support
staff involved in corporate
engagement across the Agency with
the goal of facilitating training and
development opportunities, as wa#
creating a forum for the sharing of
beg practices.

VE managers reportett least some
partnering arrangemenits 40
NP/NMCA and all but on&HS.

Examples of the kinds of service offer supported by third parties are shown i2Table

Related statistics on the number of business licend¢Bsr{but not NHSs) by type of licence
for one fscal year are shown in Table.2Blore than a quarter of these licences (28%) are for
businesssoperating in the Banff or Jasper Town Sitegensesacross th&anff, Jasper and
Lake Louise NPs account fé2% of the totalThese NBalso have the highest visitor volumes
in the system and are the most able to sustErge number of third party service providers
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Reliance on third party service providers is

Table 28. Types and Numbers of Business Licenses in
greater in some jurisdictionBor example, .o barks 20082009

Gatineau Paric which 166 only fedorsy . T

Gatineau Park, which the only federajl Communitybuildings/services
owned park outside th&gency.Gatineau

- ; Entertainment 14

Parkcontracts ouall of its operations and .4 and beverage services 395
ma'nter_"’fmce .to Qne SUpp“,er thr_OLEgh Guiding, outfitters, equip rental and
competitive bidding processcluding fee  skiing 168
collection, grounds maintenanead Retail 354
campground reservationSimilar Services 924
contracting arrangements are also seen i visitor Accommodation 117
the USNPS whichalso relies heavily on  other misc businesses 467
third parties to deliver aspects of its offer. ToTAL 2470
The USNPShas approximately 600 Source: Infrastructure and Re&roperty Branch

concessionaires at more than 120 sites  Note: Datafrom one site if from 20062007
providingfood, lodging, transportation,
shops, and other servicgs.

VE managers were highlikely to identify a need to develop additional partnerskapsupport
theVSO and improve visitor experiencéise., 95.0%for NPs and 87% foNHS).

Potential partersincludeAboriginal groups, locals, educational institutions, tourism sector
groups, bod services, guided togroups, groups witBpecificexpertise (e.g., campfire theatre,
presentations specific programming for key markdtse., new Canadians or youttgndhigh
tech and facility partnerships

The limitations of existing governmeimistruments for effective partnering was identified as a
key risk ar ea #lhCotptrate RiskRrdiiléigng Iscatdrs hae attempted to
implement hei r oa&anodéGwodd kt o av o baded bnhindopatratherdhant r i ct i
formal parinering arrangements.

Existing mrtners andtakeholdersnterviewed during the evaluation generally haareourable
opiniors of the PC staff with whom they interact at the site le¥20f the 44 stakeholders
interviewed, 73% reported that thpartnership is working welHalf reported they were
adequately involved in decisianakingcompared t@0%who reportedhey were not involved
enough in decisiomaking.Three stakeholders reported that they were not involved and did not
feel the need tbe involved at that level.

Benefits to partnershipdgentified by interviewees included further leveragt@ s abi | i ty
provide services, accessing resources to improvecssnand opening up new markéter

example, partners are able to proundaket intelligence, attract visitors and help organize

special events. Additionally it was felt that partners can help deliver messages to the public and
provide more effective exposure € sites.

> USNPS,NPS Overviev(2009) http://www.nps.gov/pub_aff/refdesk/NPS_Overview.pdf

8 Thisis consistentwiththee sul t s o f Stakehader Argl @artoey Engagement Suthey found79%
of stakeholders angartners have a positive overall impression of the Agearitle approximately onghird
(34%) said their impression V&ry positive.
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Existing partners, particularly businesses, are intatestproviding activities within parks
especiallywith regards to marketing aqlomotion €.g., some partners feel tHC could do

more to understand its existing and potenti al
resources in order to learn neabout their visitors and improve visitor experience).
Some group interview participants noted that

in being able to change what they offer to visitors.

Finally, as with Agency respondents, we heaythmens from partner/stakeholders on the

slowness of thédgency in creating partnersigpwhich is not consistent with the dynamic nature

of the tourism industryA central complaint was that the Agency is vBi§-focused in that it

seems to operate predomingrftom within its own parameters, perspectives, and jgslic

partners and stakeholders must then operate from this standpoint with somewhat limited give and
take.This is similar to some of the messages from the external stakeholders we spoke with who

vew Arigid rules, 0 fAbureaucracy, 0 and fAapprova
involvementThi s 1 s agai n c or rStakebaldartarel darthey EngabeenenA ge nc y
Survey which found that the timeliness of the Ac¢
frequently cited obstacle in stakeholder and partner involvemenP@ith

OVERALL FINDING: PROGRAM DESIGN

TheVE program activity has been the subject of large scale rasingand reorganizing ovel
the last three yearMuch of the work to createlassify and staff these new structungasjust
being completed durthe course of the evaluatidn.generalstaff supporsthe re
organizationand acknowledge the need for systematic renewal

Through the restructuringhe Agency has also attempted to clarify roles and responsibilitie
and has introduced a number of mechanisms to promote improved commun&atoTs
various levels of the AgencWhile NationalOffice persomelview their roles as clear and
report commaication has improved significantlgther levels of the organization have not
always sham@these viewsln particular,ServiceCentrepersonnkinvolvedin the VE program
were still unsire of their roles relative to Nationaff@e and felt that communationis based
too much orpernal relationshipand knowledgeather tharthe systematic sharing and
exchange of informatiorkield level persomel reported generally limited communication witt
National Gfice, and characterized it &rmal andunidirectional even at the managerial leve
A common theme at the field level is the large volume of emailed information that they re
making prioritization difficult, especially in the tourist season.

Al l groups Vi gavetdsh keyndagseoinensyringsggodd nommunicatidbhe
VE toolkit which is available on the intranet wasrsas both a great resource and an effecti
communications tools for sharing current directions and expectations.

Potential negative consequencésaving avSO (e.g., damage to nature or cultural resourct
conflict between visitors or between visitors and wildl#eddeterioration of assets) are large

% Timeliness of the gpoval process was identified esher an obstacle (24%) or a major obstacle (16%) in the

last two years in influencing stakeholder and partner involvement with the Agency. This was the highest rating
for obstacles among the factors assessed.
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anticipatedThere are a variety of policies, programs and activities in place to manage the
anticipaed consequencesheissues of either deliberate wnintentionaldisplacement of
visitors or discontinuance of use by visitors as a result in particular of management decis
havereceived considerable attention in the literatumeecreational angarks managemebut
is treated only indirect | yandevaluating the I SQTool
and capacity to track potential displacement or discontimuittye futureare improving.

Finally, it is clear that the Agency usesaiety of third party service providers to enhance tl
service offer available to visitor§hese include guided recreationatigities, equipmentental,
gift shopsfood services and alternative accommodatidfeny of these activities or services
wereidentified as having moderate or high demand (e.g., see section on releVaprce)s
some limited evidence that other parks systems plaexen higher reliance on thighrty
providers of servicePC persomelinterviewed for the evaluation expressedlear interest in
morepartnerships to support the VS&akeholdersve spokewith, partialarly from the
commercial sectoexpressed an intest in providing more service&.major barrier to
delivering these potential opportunitiesntinues tde the limited array of instraents
available to Agencynanagersor engaging and working witstakeholders and partners.
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5 CONCLUSIONS, ISSUES & RECOMMENDATIONS

The VSOsubactivities in the PAA are the biggest single cost inAQyency, accounting fo
appropriately 30% of all expenditures over fra07%2008 to 2002010.Visitors toPCsites
account for approximatel§6% of Ag e n cy 6 swhithexceed$100M aneurlly. e s
Assets associated with tN&/VSO represented0% of the estimated $10B replacement value
of the Agencylbtte V&G snettwellpnanaged douldresult inaloss of
revenue and visitors, harm to the natural and cultural resources that are at the cdp€of the
experiencelimit the achievement of the mandate objective of public enjoyment of protected
placesand ultimately impact othe ability of the Agency to sustain protected heritage places for
future generationsGiven the materiality of the investment in 80 anditsimportanceor the
Agency6s wasaidemtdigd@as a high priority for evaluation in both the 2020 and
20102011 Parks Canada Evaluation Plans.

The evaluation addressed

1) Relevance:whethermprovision of the VSQvasconsistent witlfederaland Agency
legislation, mandates, roles, and prioritiefether the Agency had in place tiecessary
information,guidancetools and processes for understanding poteatidlactual demand
and responding in a timely mannand whether the extent of oe# demand was sufficient
to justify the offer and/or components of the offer.

2) Effectiveness:whether the Agency waseeting owaslikely to meet its corporate and
internalperformance targets for the VSO.

3) CostEffectivenessand Attribution : whether the/SO wasefficient and economical in
producing outputs and achieving outcomaa®d the extent to which achievement of outcomes
could beattributed to the actions of the program

4) Design and Delivery:whether and to what extecihanges in theveralldesignof the
program over the last several years wamamuni@ated, understood, and supporbgd
Agency staff whether potentiahegative consequences of ffregramwereidentified and
managedandwhether and to what extt alternative delivery mechanismmereconsidered
and sed to suport program delivery.

Relevance : We concluded that providingdSOwas consi stent with the
overall government priorities, and public expectatidiee offer available @ Clocations is

similar to that of mangther parks system€ertain components of the VSO are logically

necessary for a service offer (i.e., roads, parking) and/or consistent with public expectations and
as a resujtare commoracross the systenfs.g., visitor cent®and camping in NPs, tkaifor

both NPs/NMCAs and NHsp.

The Agency has both tools and processes in place for understanding visitor characterises, trends,
needs and expectatigmscludingthe attendance monitoring system and\ti, as well as

newer visitor segmentation tootmdstructured processésr evaluating and planninpe VSO

on site All the sources of information and tools have some limitations although the issues with
respect to the validity of persassit data and t@ lesser extent VIP survey data are particularly
important given the role tkesources of data plag understanding trends, setting targets and
holding managers to account within the organization.
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Theexisting tools are well known and seen to be usefthough perceived utility varies by

system and the type of toMEAs in particulararethe primary vehicle for bringing together
various sources of information on the natof®isitors and changing demand, identifying needed
improvements to the existy offer. The tool has been used extensively since its introduation i
2005and resulted in hundread$ planned actions many of which have been reported to be
completedOther tools such as the Visitor Experience Opportunities concept are only beginning
to be introduced with a specific fog on new product development.

While it is generallyagreed that progress has been made in developing tools and techniques for
understanding visitors and changing expectations and demands, managers at the locaklevel wer
looking for improved access to information with specific relevance to the particular sites they
manage and indicated a need for more time, resources and expertise to use the information
available. At thenatiorel level there is a desire torther docunent and standardizeath

collection across the Agenty improve its quality and overall utility for therganizationto

more consistently exploit standardized approaches for understanding and segmenting visitors,
and to expand the range of data collected

The order of magnitude afemand folPCplaces, as measured by person visitsjnique adult
Canadian visitorcontinues to bé the millionseach yearalthoughit is reasonable to conclude
thatvisits are decliningThe extent of the decline personvisits is difficult todetermine with

any certainty given various sources of error in the estim@traand is seasonal and varigs
systems (i.e., NPs, NHSand HistoricCanals) and bipcatiors with systemsn general, visitors

to PCadministeed places are not representative of the Canadian populatgpyihey are older

and less ethnicallgiverse).There is a general sense in the Agency that declining visits can only
be reversed by appealing to segments of the population that are curnelgiyepresented in the
Agencyds visitor profile.

While it is unreasonable to expect the Agency to have quantitative data on demand &dritsach
specificVSO facilities, service or activities, we did expect that there wdaddt a minimuman
inventay of the extent to whicharious activities and serviseere available and a nanal
understanding of the extenta$e of a least some of the sers or activities (e.g., tigd the

most material or the highest riskpects of theffer, or to newnitiatives tracking useould
provide valuable information for national planning and decisnaking).With a few exceptions
the Agency lackshis kind ofnational level datéor particular components of the VS&though
local datas collected in some sas(i.e., local campground occupancy statistics or trail use
data).

Subjective estimates of demaiwad various services and activitisaggesteat least moderate
demand for many of the core facilities anthaties offered by the Agencyrhere is general
consensus that demands are changmjthatvisitors in general are loakg for more creature
comforts,moretechnology based servicesda variety of improvements to either the quality of
the existing offer ofor expansion of the offeThere is also a sense thia¢ market is
fragmenting sdhat the service offer has to adapbiigh expanding the rangé opportunities
availablein order to attract new types of visitors
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Effectiveness : Evidence from direct osite observation anad wide variety ofAgency
documentattestdo the existence of many activities and outputs associated with various aspects
of theVE cycle.Key areas of weakness identified B¢ personnefocused on the adequacy of
pre-visit information (wishing and planng), signage (travelling and arriving), the quality of
infrastructure (visiting), and lack of activities and outputs to suppane post visit experience
(i.e.,departing and rememberingQualitative feedback from visitors identifies similar themes in
some cases, although the quantitative results from visitor surveys suggest that the majority of
visitors(i.e., 80% or more) tend to be satisfied or very satisfied with virtually all aspiettis
activities, infrastrature and products on sjte@ith the lowest percentage (i.€5%)reserved for
pre-visit information.

Whil e we concluded thatvistietsepostedaldeahdnieh
to be reversed, our codence in this conclusion is tempered by the many issues associated with
thequality of persosvisit data.

The onsite targets related to the percentage of visitors who rate their visit as enjoyable or who
are satisfied with their overall visit aaehievedn averageThetarget for the percentage of
visitors who report a place is meaningfithem(85%) is not achievedn average or at most
locations where it is measuredthoughthe majorityof visitors(i.e., 70% of moredo report that
aplaceis meaningful At the strategic outcome ley@Vhere the target is th&6% of Canadians
have goersonal connectioio PCadministered places, a baseline level of performance was
establishedbut the Agency has yet to repeat its national polling of Canad@assess changes
relative to the baseline.

Efficien cy and Economy : Evidence that the VSO program is managecheatically and
efficiently comesfrom both anecdotal reports of initiatives providing for efficiency or economy
of operations and the use management of marfiexibilities in the selection of inputs (i.e.,

staff mix, revenue generation strategies, competitive pricing and pricing flexibjlaiesthe
provision ofoutputs (e.g.minimal or no service offer at some sites, providing an offer consistent
with seasonal demand, scaling the size obffer at different sites representeddsyrvice level
categories, varying the availability of specific aspects of the offer within argeas

Quantitative analysis provided somiraited tentativeevidence of the relativeconomy and
efficiencyof asample oNPs compared to NHSs and historic can@lkhough the relative
efficiency or economy of systems is interesting, likely the morertapt questions raised by

this analysis pertain to differences between sites rather than systems exteibhéo which it is
reasonable and practicaldperate sites with very different cost recovery ratios or which spend
vastly different amount® reach a visitor. There is some evidence that theues havstarted to

be addressed through the deymhent of field unit sustainabilifglans in response to continued
fiscd restraint across government.

Attribution of Outcomes: The Agency has developegkusible and reasonable account for
why visits to its placgare declining (i.e., based on macro social demographic changes in society
and changing tourism demands) and supported this with some internal reach in the Agency.
developing tools that M allow it to directly track changes in visitor characteristegr time
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and provide more direct empirical evidence of what might account for increases or decreases in
visits in the future.

The AgencyO6s pr o gsiteeouicoinds engphagezthiatdhe outcdmes canrbe
achieved with any level of inputs or outputs as long as the available offer, including the nature of
the site itself, is consistent with visitéggrior expectationsThis model is consistent with

literature reviewed for the eletion and is supported by some qualitative data collected by the
Agency.

Qualitative datalso points to a variety of management actions that could polgmi#ence

the outcomeslo date efforts to identify quantitative predicators of outcomes@ngroups

differences in the outcomes have been limiteddowlot pr ovi de cl ear evi der
impacts on the outcomeQuantification of program impacts on outcomeshallenging lboth

because specific management actianreslikely to havesmadl impacts orvisitorsdoverall

evaluations of a visit and because already highly positive ratings of the visit expéyence

visitorsmake it difficult to detect incremental improvements due to management actions.

Quantitative research on either predistof outcomes or group differences in outcomes has been

limited to date, and has not provitie clearandconsistent picture of key drivers of the outcomes

or the effects oparticular management actions.

Program Design : Efforts to renew the VE PrograActivity in general, and the VSO in
particular, are largely supported in the Ageradthough at the time of the evaluation additional
clarification of roles and responsibiliti@ssociated witlheworganizationastructures and
improvements to communicatis were required?otential negative consequences of providing a
VSO are largely anticipated and addeskas part of normal operatigdthough the important
issue ofdisplacementf or discontinuing use ybexisting visitors as a resuf attracting nore,

or different types of visitorsr the futurej s treated only indirectly 1.1
documentsFinally, the Agency has clearly considered and engaged a variety of third party
service providers to enhance the service offer availahsitors covering a wide range of
specific servicesr activities Stakeholders, particularly from the commercial sector, expressed
an interest in providing more servicésmajor barrier to delivering these potential opportunities
continues to be the lined array of instruments avail&o Agencynanagersin the

government contexfor engaging and working with stakeholders and partners.

Recommendations

It is striking how many of the issues and problems with the VSO identified over the course of the
evaluation are already being addressed in whola part by oRrgoing initiatives. A few

examples include:

¢ A lack of local market information for VE managers in the field is being addressed through
developmenbf more detailed and sophisated segmentation of osite visitors although
concerns remain on the consistency in which information is arsg@apacity at the local
level.

e Support for the Wishing and Planning and the Travelling and Arriving components of the
visitor experience cycle tseing addressed through ainaal web renewal project.
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e Theneed to strengthen the departure phase dfEheycle is being addressed through the
developnentof aPCline of merchandis

e Thelack of good information on the inventory, condition or use of \f&dities and
infrastructurds being addressed through the response t@@08 evaluation of theeperal
asset management program, anduigh the development of new corporate investment plan
and project management standards consistent with new T&R.oli

¢ NationalOffice interestin collecting new types of information (e.g., paid visits, use of
specific types of park passes, campground occupancy rates) is being addressed through the
introduction of a new generation of point of sales systarmih will collect visitor as well
as revenue data, and the acquisiaodimplementation of a new camgmund reservation
system.

Our recommendationtherefore focus on the issues for which we did not find evidencanof
ongoing set of actions to address itlentified problem®r in a few cases where actions have
been delayed or are incompleidese issues involyelarifying overall governance (i.e., roles
and responsibilitiesihetypes and quality of the VSO information collected nationally to
supportunderstandingaccountabilityjnvestmentperformanceananagement and decision
making,and development of specific tools and proesss improvethe consisteny of analysis
and planning to meet corporate targets

Overall Governance
It is clear that at theme of the evaluation thereassome confusion on roles and
responsibilitiesparticularly at the level of Service Certria the delivery of the VSO program.

Recommendation 1:

The VP ERVE should review, clarify and communicate additional guidance on the
respective roles and responsibilitiedNaftional Office, Service énter and field unit staff
in the delivery of the VSO in the context of thegwing work related to sustainabl
planning in the Agency.

Management Response:

Agree.The VP ERVE will review clarify and communicate additional guidance on the
roles and responsibilities ofdtlonalOffice, Service @ntre and field unit VE staff by
May 31, 2012.

Supply of Elements ofthe VSO
At a minimum, the Agency should our view be able to document by location where various
VSO infrastructure, services and activities exist.

Recommendation 2

The VP ERVE should oversee the completion of the inventory of products and services
offered by location and ensure, in collaboration with the VPs Operations, that all
locations confirm a baseline inventory and updaannually or biannually.

OIAE 81 January 31, 2012



Parks Canada Evaluation of Visitor Service Offer

Management Response

Agree. The VP ERVE will oversee the completion of the inventory of products and
services offered by location and work with the VPs Operations to confirm the baseline
and update the inventory annual. The field will be asked to validate the data gathered by
the VPERVE. This information provides th&gencywith a clear and comparable picture

of the service offer across the system. In addition, this information will be used to allow
visitors to search the PC website based on desired activities and services and for PC to
pro-actively provide visitor experieecopportunities to different market segments of our
visitors. This baseline will be completed by December 31, 2013.

The VSO evaluation also noted the limited availability of data regardirsgt@mise of
various components of the VSO infrastructure, evand activities. Once the inventory
is completed the VP Operations will evaluate the possibility of using this inventory to
have individual sites evaluate sustainability of operations in regardssiteamse of
infrastructure, services and activities.

In addition, the Office of Internal Audit and Evaluation noted thaihencyis

preparing a request for proposals for a new reservation service for implementation in
2013. This service will include an inventory management system fordoomitry and
backcountry campsites. It will serve as tAhgencystandard system for campground
management and allow for tracking of available inventory and occupancy rates.

Additional Information for Management of the VSO

The Agency hataken measures aquire nabnal information on the supply and utilization of
the camping service offer component of the M8@Ilacks a framework specifying what other
information should be collected either nationally or locally, with a given degrtgtaduality,

to support planing d, and investment in, the VSO.

Recommendation 3

The VP ERVE should develop a framework and guidance, for approe\iiy

identifying what additional national and/or local information is required for adequate
management of VS@elatedinfrastructure and facilities, as well as future investment
decisbns(e.g., based on criteria such as materiality of the offer, risks or introduction of
new offer) and identify protocols and data quality standards required for various contexts
(e.g., datajuality requirements for utilization ohaxisting or new facility may vary
depending on the size of the investment).

Management Response

Agree. Building on Management Response 2, the VP ERVE will develop a framework
and guidance, for approval by EM@entifying what additional national and/or local
information is required for adequate management of v&aied infrastructure and
facilities. The framework will include protocols and data quality standards required for
various types and investmeetelsof facilities and types and levels of use. This work
will be completed by December 31, 2013.
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Strengthening VSO Planning

The Agency has introduced tools to assist in the evaluation and plarinigVSO(i.e.,

notably the VEA process). Howevéngexisting tools are likely inadequate to address the

recently articulated outputs targets related to developing new or renewed components of the
VSO each year based on standardized approaches to segmentation of visitors. At the same time
local visitor expaence managers have indicated difficulties in accessing tools and information, a
need for more site specific information and a lack of expertise in utilization oxigteng tools

and information.

Recommendation4:
The VP ERVE should provide additionalbnning tools to support VE managers in
annual pl anning related to the Agencyds ou

develop/renew at least three visitor experience opportunities targeting key market
segments and Explore Quotient types evexy for the next three years).

Management Response

Agree.The VP ERVE will evaluate the suite of VE Planning tools and renew a national
approach to planning for VE. This work has started with input from the VE Manager
Council. This renewal will look at exiag tools and how they can be improved. It will
also identify any gaps in planning and how they can be filled.

The Council b6s initial i nput identified the
included: an analysis of the current situation (similaa ¥E Assessment), the definition

of the essence of place, the identification of target markets, the generation of ideas for
potential products, the creation of an action plan to develop specific products matched to
specific markets, and ultimately the &wtion of the implementation of the VE site

strategy. The VE site strategy will be a key tool to guide the field in achieving the output
targets from the Performance Management Framework.

Recommendation 5:

The VP ERVE should provide direction on #ected types of analysis to support VSO
planning (e.g., EQ, PRIZM, Postal Code and other related data) and additional training
and guidance in the use of these nationally consistent tools for development or renewal of
visitor experience opportunities.

Management Response

Agree.In 2007, the Agency introduced the Explorer Quotient (EQ) concept. In summer
2010, the Agency acquired an additional and more sophisticated segmentation tool,
PRIZM-C2, also developed by Environics. PRIAB2 associates 12 life g@as with
information about its members such as market size, demographics, values, media habits,
recreation and leisure patterns, travel motivations (by EQ type), etc. In 20Agahey

will improve the collection of visitor information through the introtdan of a new

generation of point of sale cash registers. These cash registers will provide timely and
reliable revenue data and information on visitor postal codes, party size, gender makeup,
and approximate ages. Combined with EQ BRIZM the Agencywill be able to

implement a common and consistent approach to segmentation.
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The VE Branch is also launching market segmentation training for VE in January 2012.
This training will provide guidance on the nationally consistent approach to market
segmentationit will help the field analyze and utilize EQ, PRIZ®R, Postal Code and
other related data to develop and promote new and more relevant visitor experiences to
targeted market segments. The training will support the development of VE Site
Strategies to gde the park or site in meeting VE output targets.

PersonVisits

Personvisit statistics are a key metric for all aspects ofMEgprogramactivity, including target
setting, performance measurement and a basis for holding both the Agency andahdividu
managers to account.et theexisting data has many limitations both in how it is collected and
how it is managed and reportelh principle, the quality of the datould be aligned with

ma n a gneedssand what is affordable and reasonable gisémended uses. In our view, this
is not wrrently the case.

The Agency has several options with respect to persiindata includingout not limited to,
abandoning the metric given the costs and complexity involved in obtaining valid and reliable
data, revising the definition of visit to make data collection easier and less costly (e.g., count all
visits without having to identify and exclude through traffic from the estimated)andg

differential quantity standards for differesites (e.g.focusing high quality methods on tB6 to

30 most visited sites which account for 80% to 90% of recorded vi3it® latter option is
consistent with Ageey direction dating from 2000.

Recommendaton 6:

The VP ERVE should in the near term develop a proposal for approvéMgy,
outlining the suite of attendance statistics the Agency will collect, their strategic utility
for Agency operations, and update national standards (e.g., upgrade padhgsons,
documentation, target setting, accountability), where relevant, for clarity amed use
friendly implementation.

Management Response:

Agree. The VP ERVE will develop a proposal for EMC for approval by December 31,
2012 outlining the suite of atidance statistics the Agency will collect, their strategic
utility for Agency operations, and any necessary updates to national standards.

Visitor Information Program Surveys

TheVIP surveys provide the mostsefulof the other key metrics for assesspagformance in
the VE programand for the/SOin particular. Issues with the quality of this data are not as
significant as for the persensit data;however there are some outstanding issues with the
collection and maagement of this data as well.

Recommendation7:
The VPERVE should propose and seek approvaEMC as required for the following:
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a) A requirement tha¥IP surveysampling plans and records of implementation of the
plars be documented in writing and deposited promptly in a central lo¢atgnon
the intranet or with the officef the Chief Social Scientist)

b) A requirement that sitepecific questions on VIP survelge drawrnfrom a
standardized question databank to ensure that the information collected is maximally
usdul for the Agencyas a whole.

Management Response

Agree. Aligned with response 3 (above), by December 31, 2012, the VP ERVE will seek

approval by EMC for:

a) A requirement that VIP survey sampling plans and records of implementation of the
plans be documented in writing anelpibsited promptly with the Office of the Chief
Social Scientist.

b) The development of standard question approaches for similar issues, while retaining
some possibility for site specific questions.

The current VIP includes many mandatory questions asksmgrs to rate satisfaction with

specific aspects of the VSO (e.qg., information, facilities, staff, services and activities). Given

that results on these questions typically show that most visitors are satisfied or very satisfied, the
utility of requiring that this data be collected on@ngoing basis is suspect.

Recommendation8:

The VP ERVE should oversee a review of the number of mandatory questions on the VIP
surveys with a view of reducing the requirements to what is essential for management
purposes. The object of the exercise should be to stream line the survey and not just
replace national mandatory questions with addél site specific questions.

Management Response

Partially agree. By December 31, 2013, the VP ERVE will review thé>\&urveys to
maximize their effectiveness, including the number of mandatory questions, while
ensuring the survey fulfills its national and local role of measuring performance and
understanding visitors. VIP surveys will continue to be linked to VE Rigrobols.

Dispute Resolution Regarding PersotVisits and VIP Surveys

It is clear that in some cases that disagreesnanige between National OfficBervice Centre
and field personnel on what questions to ask on surveys or how best to estimate cisithuot
visitor surveys. At present there is no clearly identified autheiiity the power to decide am
course of action when dis@as arise.

Recommendaton 9:

The VP ERVE should identify and propose for approval by EMC the position with
authorityto make a final decision when disputes arise on appropriate survey questions or
issues of methodology for collecting visit statistics or conducting visitor surveys.
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Management Response

Agree. The VP ERVE will confirm the role of the Chief Social Scishas the authority
when disputes arise on appropriate survey questions or issues of methodology for
collecting visit statistics or conducting visitor surveys with EMC by June 30, 2012.

Personal Connection to PC Administered Places

The evaluationdentified a potential issue with how the indicator of personal connection to PC
administered places is constructed and analyzed, particaladgusing t to denonstrate the
importanceof a visit to a PC administered place in fostering a sense of pecsomedction (i.e.,
potential circularity in the definition of visitors, and potential visitors and the tdefrof

personal connection).

Recomnendation 10

The VP ERVE should ensure that additional analysis is conducted of the indicator of
personaktonnection to PC administered places to identify and address the potential
impacts of circular definitions prior to future public reporting of baseline performance
andprogress against the baseline.

Management Response

Agree.The VP ERVE will conduct adtional analysis of personal connection to PC
Administered placeprior to the next public reporting of baseline performance, which is
required by March 31, 2014 for the Departmental Performance Report.

Web Site Renewal

The AgencyOds weMdas &key toolsfor pvavidirgy laccurate, accessiblkipie
information. It is also amrea where theris relatively weak visitor satisfacticend amost all
the VSO personal we spoke to identified a need for improvement. The VP ERVE basrtie
lead for this project.

Recommendation 1.

The VP ERVEshouldprovide a revised and realistic timeline for the website renewal
project taking account of the importance of this tool for addrggsievisit information
needs.

Management Response

Agree.The VP ERVE has formed a Web Renewal Steering Committee to provide
direction on priorities for Web renewal. Precise timelines and milestones are being
developed by the committee. Timelines will consider a number of factors including
Treasury Board's neWeb Usability and Accessibility standards which impose strict
timelines on Parks Canada to progress with renewal and meet the new standards by July
2013; External Relations and Visitor Experience priorities to improve visitor information,
increase awarese and brand recognition; and alignment with the new Parks Canada
Reservation system due to come online for the 2013 visitor season. The VP ERVE will
approve these timelines and present them to EMC by June 30, 2012.
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Appendix A. PARKS CANADA-8 STRATEGIC OUTCOME AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

ARCHITECTURE

Parks Canada Agency Strategic Outcome and Program Activity Architecture 2009/2010

Strategic
Outcome

Program
Activity

Canadians have a strong sense of connectighrough meaningful experiencesto their national parks, national historic sites and national marine conservation
areas and these protected places are enjoyed in ways that leave them unimpaired for present and future generations

Townsite and
Throughway Internal Services

Heritage
Places
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Appendix B. STAGES OF THE VISITOR EXPERIENCE CYCLE

Wishing

Planning

Travelling

Arriving

Visiting
Departing

Remembering

The potential visitor is aware of and wants to experi@ifee NHSs
or NMCAs, the opportunities available at those places and the
resulting experiences they may enjB¥ needs to understand the
potential visitor and promote awareness of opportunities for visit
experiences.

The potential visitor is deciding on the teation that best meets
their interests, needs and expectations. To help this decision m:
the visitor must have access to full details surrounding the poter
visit to a park, site or marine area.

The potential visitor is on their wdag a destination, an area, a par
site or marine area. Their w.
straight forward and clear as possible.

The visitor enters thBP, NHS or NMCA. They are welcomed and
receive orientation information and furthdmtails of the opportuniti
available.

The visitor participates in, enjoys and learns from the products,
programs and services offered.

The visitor has had an enjoyable, meaningful, satisfying, safe ar
visit.
Thevisitor recalls and shares the details of their visit, perhaps ol

way home or perhaps several weeks or months later. Their men
are full of positive recollections of the park, site or marine area.
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Appendix C. EXPENDITURES ON THE VSO AND RESEARCH AND PROMOTION BY BUSINESS

UNIT
Business Unit 200506 200607 200708 2008- 09 200910
Mainland Nova Scotia 2,039,284 1,977,170 1,920,885 2,426,832 2,318,230
Nfld. West & Labrador 2,465,171 2,260,131 2,693,548 2,820,876 3,098,321
Newfoundland East 1,937,119 2,180,565 2,797,462 2,148,389 3,135,124
Cape Breton Islands 5,578,009 5,509,835 6,228,135 6,329,914 5,924,547
Southern New Brunswick 3,023,864 2,821,962 3,600,102 3,078,102 4,307,525
Northern New Brunswick 1,914,963 1,700,457 1,774,334 1,586,059 1,883,842
Prince Edward Island 3,334,141 4,569,293 7,533,367 5,333,134 6,291,779
Atlantic / Halifax Service
Centre 366,229 438,243 338,730 488,036 576,584
VP Parks Canada East 64,696 92 0 1,206 0
Mingan 2,068,267 1,752,438 1,310,790 1,340,336 1,880,746
Gaspésie 2,448,164 2,545,559 2,954,209 3,059,931 3,873,054
Ville De Québec 5,150,663 9,084,707 20,686,179 5,819,113 3,609,205
La Mauricie 2,527,698 2,610,309 3,002,087 3,115,911 4,456,186
Ouest De Québec 6,680,098 6,515,063 6,992,992 8,010,163 11,295,571
Centre De Services De
Québec 1,122,763 1,144,028 1,361,081 1,399,571 1,419,738
Saguenay 497,329 667,394 1,326,240 770,892 937,101
Ontario East 6,484,827 5,631,096 6,385,907 6,589,123 8,533,994
Central Ontario 10,889,166 8,868,373 8,664,171 9,957,773 12,185,809
Southwest Ontario 7,699,599 4,569,453 3,783,732 3,415,605 4,284,794
Ontario North 1,541,995 1,486,308 1,430,146 1,569,458 1,702,807
Ontario Service Centre 334,195 366,506 467,518 378,982 408,916
Total East 68,168,240 66,698,981 85,251,615 69,639,404 82,123,871
Manitoba 2,175,232 914,978 854,213 1,327,623 1,996,619
Riding Mountain 2,287,831 2,816,581 1,844,478 1,614,610 1,704,901
Northern Prairies 3,331,034 4,134,434 7,733,182 3,945,152 5,861,330
Saskatchewan South 2,282,125 861,677 851,799 970,724 1,558,702
Southern NWT 632,512 1,399,744 973,294 2,263,116 2,880,067
Nunavut 993,937 1,199,256 1,324,713 1,590,657 1,824,186
Western Arctic 386,926 322,607 510,158 602,139 729,368
Western Service Centre 367,001 615,156 909,760 714,599 802,065
Banff 7,500,317 10,326,357 8,436,518 8,599,783 11,991,984
Jasper 6,011,660 5,869,960 6,586,139 10,127,631 9,158,559
Kootenay / Yoho 6,499,024 8,504,489 10,073,431 8,930,842 11,830,664
Waterton / Bar U 2,032,586 2,242,034 2,265,508 2,805,551 3,169,108
Mt. Revelstoke / Glacier 1,388,213 1,801,016 1,373,377 1,671,091 2,484,938
Western Asset Management
Service Centre 872,255 449,547 666,195 1,421,560 2,424,080
VP Parks Canada West 74,889 370 0 0
Hot Springs 3,834,273 5,056,152 3,682,721 3,451,678 4,824,610
Coastal B.C. 3,759,495 4,099,393 4,466,791 4,372,481 8,188,018
Gwaii Haanas 495,872 582,944 560,905 945,718 693,431
Yukon 1,962,814 1,741,430 1,866,837 1,682,294 2,229,742
Mountain Block Dist 0 51,545 36,032 207 100

Total West/North 46,887,996 52,989,671 55,016,051 57,037,455 74,352,473
National Office 12,034,138 1,125 11,553,107 12,043,432 12,537,357

ERVE 486,327 1,786,770 2,650,748 4,362,027 4,634,484
Total Spending 127,576,701 121,476,547 154,471,521 143,082,319 173,648,185
Source:PAA Fund Centre Expenditure Worksheets from National Office Findrtge.summary does not
include Employee Benefits (EBP), Corporate Services and Revenue or amounts for Treasury Function.
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Expenditures on VSO by O& M and Capital (000s)
20052006 20062007 20072008 20082009 20092010

O&M  Capital O&M Capital O&M  Capital O&M  Capital O&M Capital
East 55,014 13,154 52,723 13,976 62,645 22,607 58,888 10,752 62,115 20,009
West/North 38,866 8,021 39,463 13,527 41,392 13,624 44,969 12,068 48,324 26,028
National Office 12,034 0 1 0 11,553 0 12,043 0 12,537 0
ERVE 486 0 1,787 0 2,651 0 4,362 0 4,634 0

TOTALS 106,401 21,176 93,974 27,502 118,241 36,230 120,262 22,820 127,611 46,037

This summary does not includenounts for Treasury Function, Corporate Services, Revenue or Employee Benefit Pro
(EBP).
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Appendix D. EVALUATION MATRIX

Issue / Question Expectation(s Indicators Data Sources
Relevance

Program is aligned with federal
government and PCA strategic

1.

Is the program

consistent with
broader federal
government

priorities and with
PCA mandate and

priorities?

To what extent do
managers have the

information and

tools necessary to
assess demand anc

make informed

decisions about the

service offer and
respond to the

changing needs anc

demands

What are the extent
and dimensions of
the demand being
addressed in this

program?

directions.

TheVSOis consistent with
government practices in other

jurisdictions.

Program aligns with federal government a
PCA mandate and policy.

Other government jurisdictions are
providing similar services and programs tc
support visitors at their protected places

The Agency continuously monitor Evidence of a the existence of relevant,
to understand current and changil reliable source for information and tools for
needs and demands of visitors an monitoring demand and changing patterns

potential visitors.

Managers have sufficient

information and tools to evaluate

and plan the VSO

There is evidence of a general
demand for services arsdipport
for people to visit/enjoy protected

heritage places.

A reasonable inventory exists of

the supply of elements of VSO an
demand is measured for key
elements of the offer.

demand

The perceived usefulness and relevant of 1
tools information and tools for VSO

planning and adjusting the offer

Evidence that changes or adjustments to t|

VSO are madas a result of use of

information and tools

Attendance data (PCA and other
jurisdictions).

Inventories of supply andcords of
demand/use of particular products and
services.

Document and
file review
Key informant
interviews

Key informant
interviews

VE manager
survey
Document and
file review

Document and
file review

Key informant
interviews

VE manager
survey
Analysis of
other
secondary dat:

Performance

4. s the program Required services, facilities and  Key informants report that they have the  Document and
producing its activities are developed and right services, facilities and activities to file review
desired outputs? operating as intended or there are meet client needs. Key informant

reasonable plans in place to interviews
address gaps in requirements. Visitors are satisfied wlit the availability VE manager
and quality of services, facilities and survey
activities. Analysis of
other
Facilities are in good repair. secondary date

5. Is the program 90% of visitors enjoy their visit. Estimated number of visits Document and
effective in file review
achieving itdesired 50% of visitors are very satisfied % of visitors who enjoy, are satisfied and Key informant
results for visitor and 90% are satisfied or very find their visit meaningful. interviews
satisfaction and satisfied. VE manager
enjoyment, Clarity and distinctiveness of outcomes  survey
meaningfulness of On average, 85% of visitors at Analysis of
place, and suveyed locations consider the other
connectedness to  place meaningful to them secondary dat:
place?

6. Is the program Prices will be comparable to othel Extent management has used available = Document and
efficient in providers of similar services and flexibilities to encourage efficient or file review
producing outputs  not represent a barrier to the use economical operation relative to demand Key informant
(services, facilities the service offer. and quality considerations. interviews
and activities) and Costanalysis
economical with Visitors are satisfied with "value  Prices are comparable to other similar off¢ and
respect to the reach for money" and satisfaction with "value for money" is benchmarking
of its offer and high. Analysis of
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producing targeted

results?

To what extent can
the number of visits

to PCA places

visitor enjoyment

andsatisfactiorand
connection tglace
beattributed to the

PCAVSO?

There is evidence that addressinc
visitor needs and desires is linked
to increased satisfaction and

enjoyment of PCA heritage place:

Extent to wheh level of expenditures
(inputs) is proportional to others who
provide similar levels of service (outputs),
and extent to which inputs/outputs are
proportional to others who achieve similar
results.

Evidence of a framework identifying the
drivers or influences points for the desirec
outcomes

Research showing how deks or influences
points are affecting the outcomes

other
secondary date

Document and
file review

Key informant
interviews
Analysis of
other
secondary dat:

Program Design

8. To what extent are Staff at all levels has a clear Selfreports of awareness and understand Key informant
roles, understanding of the changing of re-alignment, staff attitudes towards interviews
responsibilities and organizational structures and thei communi@tion mechanisms and change
accountabilities for  roles and responsibilities within th
program delivery new structures.
clear anceffective?

9. Towhat extent are Potential negative consequences Existence of analysis and plans to addres Document and
potential unintendec visitors (e.g., damage to heritage potential negative impacts (unintended or file review
negative impacts of resources, crowding, and otherwise) of the VSO Key informant
program identified  displacemenof one type of visitor interviews
and managed? by another) are identified and risk

are managed or mitigated in a
transparent manner.

10. To what extent is Potential partnership and other Presence and reported effectiveness of ~ Document and
the full range of service delivery options (e.g., thirc partnerships. file review
program delivery party delivery) have been identifie Key informant
options identified and assessed for feasibility and a Evidence thatdditional partnerships are  interviews
and utilized. utilized when it is effective to do  needed. Successful thighrty delivery

Sso. models exist.
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Appendix E. DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
Legislation, Policies ad Guidelines

Canada National Parks A¢2000).
http://laws.justice.gc.ca/PDF/Statute/N1M.01.pdf

Parks Canada Agency A(998).
http://www.canlii.org/ca/sta/.4/whole.html

Rocky Mountain Parks A¢iL887)

Parks Canada Agenc@apital Planning Process Directi@005).

Parks Canada Agenc@orporate Engagement Poli¢2009).

Parks Canada Agendcigxterior Signage: Standards and Guidelirfpsarch 2007).
http://www.pc.gc.ca/docs/bilib/~/media/docs/bibib/pdfs/Exterior_Signage.ashx

Parks Canada Agenc@uiding Principles and Operational Polici¢slarch 1994).
http://www.pc.gc.ca/docs/pc/poli/princip/index.aspx

Parks Canada Agendylanagement Bulletin #2.6.10 Recreational and Special Event
Assessmen(2008).

Parks Canada Agendyser Fees and Revenue Management P@kepruary 2006).

Treasury Board Secretari@mmon Services Poli¢2006).
http://www.tbssct.gc.ca/pol/doeng.aspx?id=12025&section=text

Treasury Board Secretari&tolicy onEvaluation(2009).
http://www.tbssct.gc.ca/pol/doeng.aspx?section=text&id=15024

Parks Canada Documents

Murphy, Sean. Parks Canada Ager€ya mpi ng i n Ca n ag @adnpingMdustiy o n a | F
Trends(2007).

Parks Canada Agenck, Framework for Visitor Experience Performance Measurerfiday
2006).

Parks Canada Agencinnual Reports / Performance Rep280001 to 200809).

Parks Canada Agencijtitudes and barriers to siting Parks Canada placésMontreal,
Vancouver, Toront@une 2010).

Parks Canada Agendgulletin on Attendance and Subsequent Guideljadyg 1987).

Parks Canada Agenc@orporate Engagement Benefits Framew(@®09).

Parks Canada AgencgorporateEngagement Guide and To@Z010).

Parks Canada Agenc@orporate Plan 2010/11 to 2014/15
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/pc/plans/plan2@0d.1/2010.aspx

Parks Canada Agenc@orporate Risk Profile 20212 (Dratft).

Parks Canada Agenc@urrent State of Park and State of Site Reports

Parks Canada Agencjversified Accommodations Guidelinganuary 2011).

Parks Canada Agenc,v al uati on of Par ks Camanm@808)s Asset N
http://www.pc.gc.ca/docs/pc/rpts/Apar/58/index_e.asp

Parks Canada Agendyramework for the Evaluation of Visitor Experier(@®09).

Parks Canada Agendyuture of Campig i n Canadaés NPs. A Review o
Accommodation§008).
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Parks Canada AgenchMational Park and National Historic Site Management PIg308,
2009, 2010).

Parks Canad®n Target: A Strategic Focus for External Relations and Visitor E&pee
(January 2011).

Parks Canada Agencyerformance Repofor the period ending March 31, 2010.
http://www.pc.gc.ca/docs/pc/rpts/rrdpr/03312010.aspx

Parks Canada Agencyerformarte Management Framework 262011(June 21, 2010).

Parks Canada AgencRenewal of the Parks Canada Website Objectives and Guiding Principles
(January 12, 2010).

Parks Canada Agencdgevi ew of Par ks Canadabs Attendance
Information Programg2004).

Parks Canada AgencVpolkit for Facilitating Opportunities for Visitor Experien@@ecember
2008).

Parks Canada AgencyEA Summary Repof200509).

Parks Canada Agew, VIP National Report$2001 to 2009).

Parks Canada Agencyijsitor Experience Toolkiupdated January 2011).

Parks Canada Agency,i si t or Experiences. Ensuring Parks
A Key to Achieving Our Mandate and Corporate Objestiv

Parks Canada Agencyisitor Experience Situational Analy$&005).

Social Science Branch, ERVE. Parks Canada Agddisyribution of EQ Segments among
Individual PlacegSummer 2010 Data Collection).

Social Science Branch, ERVE. Parks Canada Agdbisyribution of Lifestage Segments Among
Individual PlacegSummer 2010 Data Collection).

Social Science Branch, ERVE. Parks Canada Ageéliuy,Value of Visiting National Parks
(February 2010).

Other Federal Government Documents

Industry CanadaReport m Federal Contributions to Canadian Tourism: A Review of Federal
Contributions 2007/2008008).
http://dsppsd.pwgsc.gc.ca/collections/collection_2010/ic/IB8B008eng. pdf

Treasury Board of Canada Secretandholeof-government Framework: Backgrou(2D09).
http://www.tbssct.gc.ca/ppgpr/framecadreeng.aspx

Other Documents

Baker, D.A., Crompton, J.LQuality, Satisfaction and Behavioral Intentiodgnals of Tourism
Research 27 (2000).

Canadian Parks and Wilderness Soci€gQ interview with the Canaah Parks and
Wilderness SocietyVilderness (Spring/Summer 2010).
http://cpaws.org/uploads/espring2010_web.pdf

Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society Yukon Chaptenomic Impacts of NPs: Kan
Territory and Northern BG2006).
http://www.tc.gov.yk.ca/pdf/CPAWS_Yukon_natiofedrkseconomieimpacts.pdf

Canadian Tourism Commissiofy,Profile of CanadiarCampers: A Special Analysis of the 2006
and 1999 Travel Activities and Motivation Survé3B803.
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http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/ppg-cpr/frame-cadre-eng.aspx
http://cpaws.org/uploads/cw-spring2010_web.pdf
http://www.tc.gov.yk.ca/pdf/CPAWS_Yukon_national-parks-economic-impacts.pdf
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DecimaResearclior Parks Canada Agencualitative and Quantitative Research to Better
Understand Urban MarketsVancouver, Toronto, and Montre@010).

Doucouliagos, Hristos, and Hallohn Park Visitation, Constraints, and Satisfaction: A Meta
Analysis,Deakin University, School Working Paper Faculty of Business and Law, School
of Economic, Accounting, and Finan(2010).
http://www.deakin.edu.au/buslaw/aef/workingpapers/papers/2010_18.pdf

Environics for Parks Canada Agen2p09 National Survey of Canadians. Final Report
(December 2009).

Farrum, Jennifer; Hall, T.; and Kruger, Linda E., for US Department of Agriculture Forest
Service,Sense of Place in Natural Resource Recreation and Tourism: an Evaluation and
Assessment of Research Findi(2305).
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_qgtr660.pdf

Fletcher, Donna and Fletcher, Hardithnageable Predictors of Park Visitor Satisfaction:
Maintenance and Personndburnal of Park and Recreation Administration, 2(Sdring
2003).
http://faculty.washington.edu/kwolf/Archive/Classes/ESRM304_SocSci/304%20S0c%20S
ci%20Lab%?20Articles/Fletcher_2003.pdf

Graham, HelenMason, Riannon; and Newman, Andréwterature Review: Historic
Environment, Sense of Place and Social Capitérnational Centre for Cultural and
Heritage Studies, University of Newcastle (2009).
http://eprints.soton.ac.uk/182155/1/Historic_Environment, Sense_of Place_and_Social C
apital_Lit Review.pdf

Jager, Ed and Sanche, AnnigBege t t i ng t he Stage for Naiosalt or EX
Heritage PlacesThe George Wright Forum 27, 2 (2010).

Lothian, W.F. for Parks Canada Agengy, Br i ef Hi story of (19®B3adnadads N

Pergams, Oliver R. W., and Zaradic, PatriciaBvidence for a fundamental and pervasive shift
awayfrom naturebased recreationDepartment of Biological Sciences, University of
lllinois (2007).

GENIVAR, SOM, and Desjardins Marketing Stratégig@arrent Visitor Attendance Estimation
Procedures for Monitoring and Reporting Persdisits Summary Repofdanuary 2011).

Gramann, James Hlhe Role of Crowding in Visitor Displacement at Mount Ranier and
Olympic National Park$July 2002).
http://www.nature.nps.gov/s@lscience/docs/archive/NPSDisplacementReport.pdf

Ham, S. and Weiler, BRrofile of tourists in the Panama Canal watershed protected areas:
Final research reportAcademy for Educational Development / Green COM Project,
Washington (2000).
http://www.buseco.monash.edu.au/mgt/research/woréapers/2004/wp594.pdf

Hornback, K. E., and Eagles, P. F.Guidelines for Public Use Management and Reporéing
Parks and Protected Are$999).
http://www.ahs.uwaterloo.ca/~eagles/parks.pdf

Institute for CitizerCentred ServiceC i t i z e (1998, 2000, 2083 2005, aAd08).
http://www.iccsisac.org/en/

Kajala, Liisa (Editor), et. alVisitor Monitoring in Nature Areas: A Manual Based on
Experiences from the Nordic and Baltic Countries, Swedish Environmental Protection
Agency(2007).
http://www.naturvardsverket.se/Documents/publikatione/6288 4. pdf
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http://eprints.soton.ac.uk/182155/1/Historic_Environment,_Sense_of_Place_and_Social_Capital_Lit_Review.pdf
http://www.nature.nps.gov/socialscience/docs/archive/NPSDisplacementReport.pdf
http://www.buseco.monash.edu.au/mgt/research/working-papers/2004/wp59-04.pdf
http://www.ahs.uwaterloo.ca/~eagles/parks.pdf
http://www.iccs-isac.org/en/
http://www.naturvardsverket.se/Documents/publikationer/620-1258-4.pdf
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Ontario ParksPark Statistic§2009).
http://www.ontarioparks.com/statistics/2009 _park_statistics.pdf

Ormsby, Jayne; Moscardo, Gianna; Pearce, Philip; and Foxlee, Jasmine for Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park AuthorityA Review of Research into Tourist eRecreational Uses of
Protected NaturaAreas Research Publication Number 79 (2004).
http://www.reefhg.com.au/ __data/assets/pdf _file/0014/3029/rp79_full.pdf

Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc. for Parks Cawapgency Stakeholder and Partner
Engagement Survéipecember 2009).

Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc. for Parks Canada Adgeastern Canada Accommodation
Pilot Project(2009).

Schneider, Ingrid E., and Budruk, MeghB®isplacement as a Response tofeéeeral
Recreation Fee Prograndpurnal of Park and Recreation Administration 17, 3 (1999).

Shultis, John and More, Thoma&snerican and Canadian National Park Agency Responses to
Declining Visitation Journal of Leisure Research 43, 1 (2011).

US NPS Pulic Use Statistics Website
http://www.nature.nps.gov/stats/index.cfm

US NPSNPS OverviewOctober 2009).
http://www.nps.gov/pub_aff/refdesk/NPS _Overview.pdf
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Appendix F. SITES VISITED

National Historic Sites

Fort Langley

FortRodd Hill/Fiscard Lighthouse
Chilkoot Trail

SSKlondike

Cave And Basin/BanfParkMuseum
Batoche Fort Battleford

The Forks

Lower Fort Garry

. Rideau Canal

10.Woodside

11.Lachine Canal

12.Green Gables

13.Province House

14. Halifax Citadel

15. Fortress Otouisbourg

16. Alexander Graham Bell

17.L 6 A nux &eadows

©CoNoh,rwNE

NPsand NP Reserves

Gulf Islands

Pacific Rim

Kluane

Banff

Jasper

Prince Albert
Grasslands

Riding Mountain

. St Lawrence Islands
10.Bruce Peninsula
11.La Mauricie

12. Fundy

13.Prince Edward Island
14.Kejimikujik

15. Cape BretorHighlands
16.Gros Morne

©CoNorwWNE

National Marine Conservation Areas
1. Fathom Five
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Appendix G. SUMMARY OF SITE VISIT INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS

Site Superint- VE/Site VE Team Other Site Partners/  Total
endents Managers Members Staff Stakeholders
Yukon
Chilcoot/SS Klondike 0 1 0 0 2 3
NHS
Kluane NP 1 1 0 0 1 3
BC
Pacific Rim NPR 0 1 1 1 2 5
Fort Rodd Hill NHS 0 1 1 0 0 2
Gulf Islands NPR 0 1 1 1 0 3
Fort Langley NHS 1 1 1 0 1 4
Alberta
Cave & Basin/Banff 0 1 1 0 0 2
Museum NHS
Banff NP 0 1 1 0 3
Jasper NP 0 1 1 1 4 7
Saskatchewan
Prince Albert NP 0 1 1 1 1 4
Grasslands NP 1 1 0 0 3 5
Fort Battleford NHS 0 1 1 0 1 3
Batoche NHS 0 1 0 1 2 4
Manitoba
Riding Mountain NP 1 2 1 2 6
Lower Fort Garry NHS 0 1 1 0 1 3
The Forks NHS 1 1 0 0 2
Ontario
Bruce Peninsula NP 0 1 2 0 2 5
Rideau Canal NHS 0 1 1 1 2 5
Woodside NHS 0 1 1 2 3 7
St. Lawrence Islands 0 1 1 1 2 5
NP
Quebec
La Mauricie NP 0 2 1 0 2 5
Lachine Canal NHS 1 2 0 0 3
Newfoundland .
Gros Morne NP 0 1 1 0 2 4
L 6 A n gxéVleaaows 0 1 1 0 2 4
NHS
New Brunswick / PEI
Fundy NP 0 1 2 0 2 5
PEI NP/NHSs 1 2 1 0 3 7
Nova Scotia
Kejimkujik NP 0 1 1 0 2 4
Citadel NHS 0 1 1 0 0 2
Cape Breton Highlands 1 1 0 0 2 4
NP
Alexander G. Bell NHS 0 1 1 0 2 4
Fortress Louisbourg 0 1 1 1 1 4
NHS
TOTAL 5 33 30 12 47 127
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Appendix H. SUMMARY OF EQ AND PRIZM SEGMENTS

EQ Types(highlighted segments are over or under represented in P& ministered places based on data from 36
locations collected in 2010)

Authentic
Experiencer

Cultural
Explorer

Cultural
History Buff

Personal
History
Explorer

Free Spirit

Gentle
Explorer

No Hassle
Traveller

Rejuvenator

Virtual
Traveller

Appreciates the beauty of natural and cultural environments, enjoys usingetisels when exploring a
chosen destination, wants to really get to know the places visited, quickly adapts to personal challeng
risks, easily figures out how to make the most of every situation, wants to be fully immersed in travel
experiences andnés to stay away from group tours and rigid planast likely to be seen at nature reserv
world heritage sites, hiking trails, museums

Over Represented

Seeks constant opportunities to embrace, discover, and immerse themselvesiinglexperience of the
culture, people and settings of the places visitl.content to just visit historic sites and watch from the
sidelines, they want to participate in the modeay culture as wellThey often attempt to converse with
locals, atted local cultural festivals, or go off the beaten track to discover how people truliylae likely
to be seen a heritage sites. cultural events, museums, festivals

Over Represented especially at NHS

Travel in pursuit of aersonal interest or hobby, making the experience more intrinsically rewartiey.
strive to go beyond their own roots to understand the history and culture of others. Travelling alone or
small groups, they seek the freedom to observe, absorb andteheir own pace, unhurried by others or
driven by rigid schedules/ost likely to be seen at galleries, heritage sites and festivals

They travel to gain a deeper understandintheir ancestry and heritag€ravel tends tie a shared
experience, both during and after the tiipey feel safer when staying at branded hotels and like to trave
style, comfort and securitifhey like to visit all of the important landmarks, so a carefully planned schec
often as part of guided tour, ensures experiences of a lifetikhest likely to be seen at branded hotels, to
restaurants, main attractions, guided groups

Under Represented Except in Quebec

Thrill-seekers, travel satisfies needs for the exciting anexbigc. They like the best of everything and wa
to be with others who feel the same way. They have a lot of energy and want to see and do eviérgthin
focus is on funYoung, or youneptheart, they travel for the thrill and emotional charge of ddings.

Most likely to be seen at luxury hotel, tourism hot spot, top restaurants, night clubs

Under Represented

They like returning to past destinations and enjoy the security of familiar surroundings. They seek the
comfortable angerene places when they get away and avoid the unknowroWjehized travel packages
and guided tours that take care of all the details appeal to trenal should be fun, not extra work! And if
it's fun, chances are you'll be babkost likely to be sen at branded hotels, spa, cottage, organized tour
Escapist, they search for relaxation and simplicity when getting avis@y. prefer worryfree travel and
spending time travelling with family and friends. Short breaks and getawaypsederred to longlistance
travel. After planning the basics of the trip (accommodations, transportation), they like to fill in the det:
you go. Along the way, they hope to see and expose their family or travel companions to the beauty ¢
scenery and different culturelost like to be seen at festivals, theatres, museums, guided tours

Under Represented

Travel is a chance to totally disconnect and just "get away from it all." All they want to do is escape, re
and renew. ey usually take short vacations to familiar destinations, often for family visits and celebra
While they mightseek out destinations with a few interesting things to see and do, they don't want ove
hectic schedules of eveni&avelis meant to b relaxing, not extra workVlost likely to be seen at family
resorts, spas, hotel restaurants, tourist hot spots

Under Represented

Tending not to travel very often, they prefer the comforts of home to the uncertainties of new places o
cultures. Often very active locally, they usually find enough to satisfy their sense of exploration within
community. Rather than being restricted to the confines epackaged tours, they prefer the flexibility of
being able to decide what they nmtar don't want to do on their own. Their trips tend to be shorter, close
home and centr on family eventsMost likely to be seen at motels, family events, cottage, casinos
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PRIZM Life Stages (Over and underrepresented segments are highlighted)

| Lifestage] ___________________________ Descripion | MarketSize |
Singles Under Represented 6.1% of
Scene Young, ethnically diverssingles and some couplége-spirited they liketo be involved in the Households

decisionmaking that affects their lives and want to be well informed about the products and servit (822,133)
they buy. They enjoy activities that challenge them physically and mentally: as much as they enjc 4.5% of
snowboarding, white water rafg or mountain biking, they look forward to time spent at historical s Population
cultural centres and art galleries. (1,531,173)

Looking for variety in their activitiestrips that enrich their perspective on life, renew personal
connections, are physically challengigd intellectually stimulating. Heavy magazine and internet

(2]
§ users, always on the lookout for and interesting new opportunities, products, shows and adventu
<  Starter Under Represented 7.1% of
2 Nests A younger liberal ethnically diverseouples starting families, single parents and some sjnglesive  Households
3 andbreathethe pulse of the city that they live iSpenttime at cultural centres, art galleries, and (959,869)
> concerts and steal away to the nightclub wheey can find a babysittefheytend to not be 6.0% of
adventurous when it comes to the outdpprsfer indoor adventures to nature experiences, perhaps Population
because they do not own a lot of the equipment and have limited access (public transit) or expos (2,028,801)
natue places.
Looking for activities that are fun and allow them to learn and to learn about themseijmstrips that
enrich their perspective on life and are intellectually stimulating, but do not break the bank. Mode
magazine and heavy newspape ariernet users, they love keeping up to date of urban happening
urban activities, things to do with friends, and the latest trends.
Young Under Represented 12.2% of
Metro Young, ethnicallydiverse families with young childrenmainlyuppermiddle class and some lower Households
income newcomerd.ive in cities and rapidly growing suburhgith busy lifestyles of trying to balance (1,640,616)
work and family life theylook for breaks from their daip-day resporibilities. When travelling they 14.2% of
look for ways to relax and e&ress but at the same time have activities that will keep the kids Population
entertained. They want to create lasting memories for their families and strengthen their family bc (4,794,952)
while on vacation.
Looking for activitiesthat will promote a fit and healthy lifestyle. They have a strong national pride
celebrate Canadads diversity by incorporati
Fledgling Over Represented 9.7% of
Families Younger than average families and single parents with high concentrdtuiniklcen under the age of Households
15., with their midscale income3hey pursuective and outdoorsy lifestylemdown a lot of outdoor  (1,312,216)
and sports equipment, including campers and boats, to support their activities and have the tools 10.8 % of
it around.Theyare balancing the obligations of family, yet still have their youthful impulses. They | Population
kid-friendly attractions, such as zoos and aquariums, but when they can, will head out to the nigh (3,663,726)
for some alone time.
Less interested in cultural activisiand communitytendng to shy away from learning about the worlc
around themThey tend to b&veak media consumers, especialgvs/ current affairs, When planning i
» trip, theytend to book their favourite campground and packs the marshmallows.
2 Family Conservative, middle age couples and families with seagetl childrencomfortablewith who and 11.2% of
% Traditions  what they already knovithey tend to feel connected to their family and values #redfamiliarity of the Households
LL

traditions of their province or regipand avoidearning about and integrating the perspectives of ott (1,515,025)
cultures into their own lives. Tradition tends to play an important role in most aspects of their live: 11.6% of
Population
Enjoy the outdoorsind playing sports, owning a plethora of sports/outdoor equipment torsthpo (3,921,205)
recreational pursuits, attdndng to go back to the same places year after year. Culturally, they like
small town activitiesbingo halls, country music and dinner theatBiscriminating consumers, but
tendng to place a high priority on convenience over prisgh adesire to express and improve their
social standingwhich can lead toonsumerism.
Middle - Over Represented 11.5% of
aged Affluent couples in their 40sand 50swith school aged children who are living in major urbgmétitea: Households
Achievers busylifestyles trying to balance the duties of work and fanalyd lookingfor breaks from their dato-  (1,546,146)
day responsibilitied.ocally, they head to the museum, the zoo, movies or the hockey game to rele 13.3% of
with their kids. When planning a trip, they look for ways to relax anstess but at the same time ha Population
activities that wil enrich their family bonds. (4,516,449)

Looking tostay fit and youthful by jogging, playing golf and tennis, and hitting the sldey can

afford a range of gadgets and travel experiences, but also use their material success to support

charities. Thg are avid users of print and Internet media, staying informed and looking for opportt

for their next getaway.
Prosperous Over Represented 4.1% of
Parents Mainly older married couples with teagers and aduéige children., @ncentrated in the suburbs arour Houséolds
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larger cities that have benefitted from ethnic influences over the last 303eeathier segmentith (554,706)

the financial means to lead a comfortable lifes§/lgavel when they want, buy wahthey want, do 4.6%of
what they want. Population
(1,561,518)

Likesluxury and activities that are intellectually stimulating and culturally infused, but they will als
steal away to the cottage for some fun. At home, they are heavy consumers of cultural activities,
patronize high ed stores, and attend psport games. They are very well informed, and typically use
print, online and social media to stay up to date on the investments that support their lifestyle, an
seek opportunities that will continue to set them apart andtepeahead of others.
Maturing Under Represented 4.3% of
Diversity Middle-aged and older couples and families who settled in Canada over the last 4@iyleac®ts in households
China, Italy, Portugal and Asia, this ethnically rich group has achieved middle class status in Car (574,069)
through hard work and perseverance. Deeply connected to their families and heritage, this group 4.8% of
to feel connected to Canatihhe county that is their adopted home. Population
(1,633,231)
Avid shoppers and discriminating consumers, keeping abreast of the latestwitndgh rates of
going to professional sports games, film festivals and auto shows, and the performing arts. They
travel abroad anHook it online, often using travel packages, but travel less frequently in Canada.
may visit parks, but would be watching wildlife and not camping. At home, their radios often are t
to multicultural programming and the news; sports events aedlyism the TV.
Emptying Over Represented 7.3% of
Nesters Older couples and mature families with teenagers or adult children who are leaving home are Households
transitioning to new phases of thies in their suburban communitiegasy goingand tryingto stay fit (985319)
well into their retirement yeatbey enjoy the outdoors, often escaping the daily grind to recharge th 7.1% of
batteries in natural settingEhey enjoy going to the theatre, casinos anghty music concerts. When Population
planning a trip, they seek familiarity. They are likely to be snowbirds, packing up and heading sot (2,409,923)
the winter.

Like to be involved in the decisiemaking that affects their lives and want to bedhinformed about
what trey buy;above average users of most media to stay informed andikesgst of their interests.
They areproud to call themselves Canadian, and are seeking ways to ensure they leave a legacy
their long and fulfilling careers.
Later Older couples and adults (many widowedheir retirement yearsyhose children have mostly movec 10.3% of
Years outthey pursue laidack lifestyles, although their incomes are relatively low and supplemented by Households
pensions and savings. They enjoy camping, curling and fishing, and going out to dinner theatres, (1,390,226)
music concerts and the occasional casino. 8.6% of
Population
This patridic group is closely tied to the traditions and people in their regions. They participate in  (2,904,755)
events and support a range of organizations. When they plan a trip, they stay close to home in C
strike out to the sunny south to the snowbird comityuNot big fans of social media and technology,
they are generally best reached through traditional media éuffétsand radio.
Country Empty-nesting couples and retirees living goeninately in exurban communities and pursuing the qi 5.4% of
Seniors traditional country lifestyle. They like to garden, do wood working and bake up a prized apple pie Households
the fair. Cultural activities of interest include bingo and the country music festival. (734,190)
5.3% of
Living in more rural areatheypursue a range of traditional natdrased activities such as hunting, Population
fishing and snowmobilingTheytend to traveto familiar places and often with the tent trailer or RV. (1,802,902)
They are closely tied to the traditions and peoplédirtregion and seek to preserve their way of life
future generations. This group loves their TV, so broadcasts tend to be one of the best ways to re
them.
Young & People in vaous stages of life living mainly in low rise rental apartments and duplexes in urban a 10.8% of
Old This eclectic mix of younger adults, single parents and seniors is often dependent on the ebb anc Households
service and/or traditional industries, and tends to skeugigh and/or be constrained financially. While (1,459,971)
venturing to the store to shop can often provide a momentary distraction from fiscal realities, this 9.0% of
often looks for meaning through other opportunities that perhaps finances limit. population
(3,080,719)

Mature Years

Mixed

Lead a passiveféistyle connected to their neighbourhoddhey tend to hang out at the local movie
theatre, the local pub or the bowling alléyquent users of public transit to get arouHdey tend to
stay close to home, often using the home of friends and famtifyegamping off poinfor travel Media
use is varied, again reflecting the bimodal nature of the group. Magazines vary from teen to senit
publications, and campus papers tend to be common.
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Appendix . SUPPLY OF, AND VE MANAGERS-RATINGS OF DEMAND FOR, SPECIFIC INFRASTRUCTURE, SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES:

Types of infrastructie, activities or services withicategories are arranged from high to low based on the minimum availability of the
offer as determined by the ERVE inventoflyeas where the percentage of met demand is less than 50% are highlighted in grey.

Category Type NHS
Minimal # of # for Which % of for which % where Minimal # # for Which % of for which % where
places demand was demand was demand is know to demand was demand was demand is
reporting the rated moderate or met have rated moderate or met
offer high i
Picnic Areas Tables 30 40 73% 81% 84 63 75% 53%
Visitor Centres 29 40 83% 7% 46
Assets Wheel Chair Accessible 27 40 70% 81% 82 63 86% 72%
Washrooms
Playgrounds 18 40 50% 35% 4 63 27% 15%
Guided Activities (e.g., 34 40 58% 62%

hikes, climbing, riding but
excluding personal

interpretation)
Interpretive theatre 21
Geocaching 19 40 33% 50% 7 27 41% 44%
Food Services 17 40 50% 33% 26 63 45% 30%
Rentalequipment 15
Gift Shops/ 14 40 58% 64% 59 63 71% 56%
Mountain/Rock Climbing/ 12 40 48% 59%
Bouldering
Golf/Mini-Golf 11 40 13% 78% 2 27 4% 67%
e Horseback ridin.g ‘ 10 40 50% 43%
Activities and  Waterfall Ice Climbing 9 36 33% 50%
Services Tennis 8 40 13% 67%
Snowmobiling 8 36 39% 24%
Ice Fishing 8 36 31% 67%
Dog Sledding 6 36 45% 44%
Rollerblading 5 40 25% 55% 6 27 22% 71%
Volleyball 5 40 13% 17%
Ice Skating 5 36 39% 50%
Internet 4 40 45% 8% 1 63 27% 0%
Bocce Ball,Shuffleboard 3 40 18% 86%
Baseball 3 40 15% 50%
Caving 1 40 18% 25%
Wilderness Flyin 40 23% 67%
Lifeguard services 40 20% 39%
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Category

NP/NMCA

Minimal # of # for Which % of for which % where Minimal #  # for Which % of for which % where
places demand was demand was demand is know to demand was demand was demand is
reporting the rated moderate or met have rated moderate or met
offer high high

Firewood 26 29 93% 93%

Flush toilets 23 29 86% 74%

Kitchen shelter 23 29 72% 72%

Showers 19 29 83% 50%
Camping Dumping Station 18 29 83% 72%
Amenities Sewage, Electrical and/or ~Sewage hook 29 72% 23%

Water Hookups up 9; electrical

14;water 11

Ice 11 29 38% 60%

Laundry Facility 4 29 38% 39%

Crosscountry Skiing 34 36 61% 82% 7 27 19% 12%

Activity

Walking / Hiking Activity 47 27 56% 91%
Trails andTrail Day Hiking Activity 47 27 56% 91%
Based Multiple Day Hiking 1 27 4% 33%
Activities Activity

Multipurpose Trails 40 48% 57%

Back-country Skiing 29 36 28% 88%

Activity

Calm Water boating 36 29 86% 79% 11 12 33% 83%

(canoe./ kayak / sea

kayaking

Motor Boating 21 29 45% 53% 8 12 33% 75%

Fly Fishing/ Rod and Reel 25 29 59% 63% 12 12 33% 100%

Fishing

Swimming 25 29 62% 73% 7 12 33% 50%
Water Basd  gjiling 14 29 35% 67% 2 12 33% 50%
’ggtr'v"l'é':ss and  5cuha Diving 14 29 38% 92%

Surfing 2 29 35% 50%

Waterskiing 0 29 21% 75%

White-water 13 29 31% 67%

canoe/kayaking

White-water rafting 7 29 14% 25%

Wind surfing/sailing 13 29 35% 50%

Swimming pools 6 40 25% 27%
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Appendix J. SERVICE CATEGORY LEVELS

NPs

Level 4: LargeNPs with significant visitor use, offering
multi-day visitor experiences with yeesundroad
networks and visitor activities as well as extensive
visitor services, heritage presentation and bamlntry
opportunities. (e.g., Banff NP)

Level 3:NPs with significant visitor use, yeaound
vehicle access and extensive seasonal visitor service
and heritage presentation opportunities.(e.g., La
Mauricie NP)

Level 2:NPs with basic seasonal visitor services and
heritage presentation opportunities and limited use
during the shoulder seasons. (e.g., Kejimkujik NP)

Level 1:NPs without a basic leat of front country
visitor services (e.g., Nahanni NPR)

Source:National Pricing Compendium

Level 5: LargeNHSswith enhanced dalong heritage
presentation experiences through tours and animatio
with extensive historic grounds and built heritage. (e.
Fortress of Louisbourg NHS)

Levd 4: NHSs usually with multiple structures or
extensive grounds that provide visitors with heritage
experiences and learning opportunities through visits
roughlyonehal f day. (e.g., ) |
NHS)

Level 3:NHSs usually with multiple structes or
extensive grounds that provide visitors with heritage
experiences and learning opportunities through visits
roughly two to four hours. (e.g., Green Gables House
NHS)

Level 2:NHSs with basic heritage presentation and
visitor services that supporisits of up to two hours.
(e.g., The Forks NHS)

Level 1:NHSs without basic heritage presentation or
visitor services. (e.g., S.S.Klondike NHS)

OIAE

104

January 31, 2012



