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Abstract 

This study is an evaluation of the ecosystem services (ES) in Yukon’s Tombstone 

Territorial Park (TTP), the spatial distribution of those ES and the location of potential user 

conflict areas within the park. Cultural ecosystem services literature informed and supported the 

study design and results. A mixed-methods approach involving surveys, interviews and 

geographic information systems analysis was adopted for this study. Park visitors identified food, 

raw material, fresh water, medicine and habitat, among others as ES they seek from to obtain 

from TTP. The spatial distribution of ES was collected through a mapping exercise and 

presented in a series of seven maps. ES were identified throughout the entire park, with higher 

concentrations along highway accessible areas, and backcountry areas developed for recreational 

use. The study found that use of an area by multiple user groups occurs primarily along the 

Dempster highway at road accessible locations.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This thesis is an evaluation of ecosystem services (ES) in Tombstone Territorial Park 

(TTP), specifically, their presence and distribution in the park. This study will also identify areas 

of potential conflicts among key users in TTP.   ES are defined as the “characteristics and 

functional processes of the natural environment that provide benefits to sustain and fulfill human 

life” (van Riper, Kyle, Sutton, Barnes, & Sherrouse, 2012, p. 164). In other words, ES are the 

benefits that humans obtain from nature. These include provisioning services such as food and 

water; regulating services such as the regulation of climate, floods and disease; cultural services 

such as recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, and spiritual fulfillment; and supporting services such as 

soil formation, pollination, and nutrient cycling (Bieling & Plieninger, 2017; Duraiappah et al., 

2005).  

Over the past century, natural resources have been managed at the landscape level, with 

provisioning services being favored at the expense of regulation and cultural services (Martín-

López et al., 2012). This is attributed to the fact that provisioning services are more tangible and 

recognizable by society (Martín-López et al., 2012). Despite this, Martín-López et al. (2012) 

found that people place higher value on regulating and cultural services than provisioning 

services (Martín-López et al., 2012). There is substantial evidence in the literature of the 

relationship between nature and human well-being and from there a link to tourism as a manner 

of augmenting those relationships  (Willis, 2015). Globally, there is a growing awareness of the 

importance of natural resources for supporting human well-being, specifically psychological 

health (Willis, 2015). Tourism marketing and development decisions are often made based on 

economic factors. However, by changing the focus to understanding the benefits to psychological 
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well-being from nature tourism, park managers may find opportunities to promote and enhance 

cultural ecosystem services (Willis, 2015).  

In addition to the challenges of understanding human well-being and tourism benefits, 

land managers of protected areas are challenged to preserve the natural character and ecological 

integrity of a landscape, while also meeting the demands of multiple stakeholders (Larkin & 

Beier, 2014). Ultimately, the planning of a protected area requires weighing trade-offs between 

conservation and human use, and having the mechanisms in place to manage conflicts among 

user groups (Larkin & Beier, 2014). Typically, the weighing of trade-offs occurs without an 

explicit understanding of the values stakeholders associate with the area or how land use 

decisions may affect how user groups interact with the space (Larkin & Beier, 2014). This study 

aims to address that information gap by identifying the ES different key user groups associate 

with TTP so that park managers can more accurately weigh the trade-offs. This information will 

give park managers a better idea of why and how users are benefiting from the park and provide 

a broader picture of the effects their land planning decisions could have on multiple user groups. 

While this study has chosen TTP as a case for evaluation, the theory and methodology adopted 

are relevant to other natural protected areas, particularly those where ecological protection and 

tourism demands are in conflict, or where user conflicts are developing. 

From a sustainability perspective, this study will benefit land managers because it will 

identify ES that draw visitors to the park and will give managers a sense of how those ES are 

distributed throughout the park. This is significant because it will allow park managers to 

consider the costs and benefits of future development and management decisions in terms of ES. 

By incorporating ES into the decision-making process, land manager’s will be able to predict 
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how their decisions will affect key user groups and address conflicts at the planning level rather 

than relying on more reactionary methods.  

Chapter 1 introduces the study by providing a description of TTP; a discussion of the 

research objective and questions, Park Management structure; a description of users and existing 

land use policies within TTP; a general overview of ES in TTP and a discussion of the research 

question, objective and significance. 

Research Objective and Questions 

The objective of this study is to identify the type of ES that are drawing visitors to the 

park and how they are distributed across TTP. This study will also determine areas within TTP 

where user groups overlap and highlight those areas that may require more specific park 

management in order to protect the interests of the key user groups and avoid conflicts. A better 

understanding of which ES are attracting key users and how these ES are distributed throughout 

TTP will better inform the overall management of the park and ensure that key users continue to 

benefit from the ES in TTP. The results of this study will be provided to park managers as a tool 

to help them identify ES by users group and the location of potential conflicts between ES users. 

This may be useful in the development of Park strategies to address these issues. The 

recommendation of mitigation measures is beyond the scope of this study will not be discussed. 

The objective of this study will be informed by answers to the following three research 

questions:  

• What ES attract user groups to TTP? 

• What is the spatial distribution of ES throughout TTP? 

• Where are the areas of conflict among key user groups, if any? 
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Tombstone Territorial Park  

TTP is located along the Dempster Highway, approximately 130 km Dawson City, 

Yukon. The park is composed of 2,200 km2 of rugged peaks, permafrost landforms and an 

abundance of wildlife, all of which contribute to a rich First Nation culture (Environment Yukon, 

2015). TTP is located in the Tr'ondëk Hwëch'in Traditional Territory and was established 

pursuant to Chapter 10 of the Tr'ondëk Hwëch'in Final Agreement (Government of Canada, 

Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in, & Government of Yukon, 1998).  
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Figure 1. Tombstone Territorial Park (Government of Yukon, Department of 

Environment, Geomatics Unit, 2018) 
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ES in TTP.  

As Government of Yukon and Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in (2009) explain, natural resources in 

TTP have been used for over 8 000 years and continue to be used today.  

[TTP] is steeped in cultural significance, full of heritage resources, and provides habitat 

to countless wildlife species as well as several rare and endemic plants. The park’s 

abundant natural resources have helped to sustain the Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in people for 

millennia, and the citizens use the area for traditional and other pursuits to this day. 

(Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in, 2011, p. 2)  

In addition to the cultural significance of TTP to TH, the park also contains an abundance 

of environmental, economic and socio-cultural ES that attract a variety of user groups to various 

parts of the park. Examples of ES in TTP include wildlife and plant harvesting opportunities, 

front and backcountry tourism opportunities, aesthetics, and mineral resources. The ES within 

the park draw a variety of users to TTP in order to obtain a benefit. Benefits from ES can be 

tangible (e.g. wildlife or plants harvested) or intangible (e.g. the experience of being in a 

beautiful place or having a spiritually significant experience). 

Tombstone Territorial Park: establishment, relevant legislation and management 

committee. 

TTP is managed in accordance with the Parks and Land Certainty Act, Wildlife Act, 

Historic Resources Act and the Tombstone Territorial Park Management Plan (Government of 

Yukon & Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in, 2009). Government of Yukon manages TTP however; the park’s 

management plan must be consistent with the objectives outlined in the Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in 

Final Agreement (Government of Yukon & Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in, 2009). The TTP Management 
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Committee, composed of two Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in and two Government of Yukon 

representatives, oversees the park’s management and ensures the objectives of the Final 

Agreement and Management Plan are upheld (Tombstone Territorial Park Management 

Committee, 2017; Government of Yukon, 2009; Informant C, March 31, 2017). 

 The Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in Final Agreement states that the park was to be established as a 

natural environment park as per the Parks and Land Certainty Act (Yukon). A natural 

environment park “means a park established to protect a representative or unique landscape that 

displays ecological characteristics or features of one or more of the Yukon’s ecoregions” (Parks 

and Land Certainty Act 2002 (Yukon) s. 2 (Canada)). More specifically, the Parks and Land 

Certainty Act (2002) Schedule (2003) describes the purpose of TTP as follows: “to protect a 

representative or unique landscape that displays ecological characteristics or features of one or 

more of the Yukon’s ecoregions”. While the park itself was originally intended as a natural 

environment park, it is becoming a tourism and recreation destination. This study will look at 

whether the change of use within the park is resulting in user conflicts. 

Park users and zoning. 

According to Yukon Parks, primary user groups in TTP include outfitters, subsistence 

harvesters, winter and summer backcountry enthusiasts, front country visitors and highway 

visitors. In 2017, 22 895 visitors were counted at the Tombstone Interpretive Centre (TIC) over 

the course of the 117-day season (C. Mierau, personal communication, November 18, 2017). 

This is an increase of 46% since 2012, with an increase of 11 operating days (C. Mierau, 

personal communication, November 18, 2017). This number does not include visitors that spent 

time in the park without checking in at the TIC or outside of the operating season. The park, does 
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not have a controlled entrance or exit point so visitor counts are limited to counting individuals 

that pass through the TIC. 

TTP zoning specifies areas for recreational snowmobile use and a special feature zone at 

Angelcomb Peak and Trapper Mountain, which “provides for resources and value protection, 

appreciation, interpretation, educational services and scientific research” (Government of Yukon, 

2009, p. 24). Outside of these restrictions, the management plan allows for non-motorized use 

anywhere within the park, though amenities are limited to the campgrounds and TIC. Given the 

accepted general use of the park, conflicts among different user groups arise. For example, 

wildlife harvesters can put backcountry hikers in danger by leaving gut piles in areas where 

hikers may unknowingly setup camp (Informant K, April 28, 2017). Although these types of 

conflicts are known to local park staff, the lack of data surrounding the spatial distribution of ES 

that attract key user groups to TTP is limiting their ability to adapt the park’s management plan 

to address these conflicts (L. Hughes, personal communication, April 24, 2015).  

The thesis is organized into five chapters: Introduction, Literature Review, Methodology, 

Results and Discussion, and Conclusions. The following chapter is a literature review where key 

ideas, methods, findings from other studies in this field are presented and discussed. Chapter 3 

describes the methodology applied to conduct this study. Chapter 4 presents and discusses the 

study results and their relevance to park management. Chapter 5 presents the study conclusions 

and explains how this study can be applied or further considered for the management of TTP. 

Chapter 2: Ecosystem Services Literature Review 

This section will provide an overview of the literature about ES. Emphasis will be on 

cultural ecosystem services (CES), ES as they relate to land use and management, ES as they 
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relate to tourism and recreation, and limitations of the ES framework with respect to cultural 

ecosystem services and valuation. CES are emphasized because of their relevance to TTP.  

 While there a number of ES in TTP spanning a variety of ES classes, as this study 

progressed, it became apparent that the CES within TTP are of utmost significance to visitors 

and as such, providing a platform for their discussion more specifically, is considered necessary 

to understanding the ES in TTP and how they should be considered in the management of TTP.  

Ecosystem Services 

ES assessments play a critical role in determining the relationship between human well-

being and ecosystem biodiversity, from this information decision makers are able to understand 

the ways society benefits from nature and as a result, the reasons societies value ES (Martín-

López et al., 2012). By identifying the reasons and motivations for protecting ES, land managers 

are able to understand which services are relevant for stakeholders and which trade-offs need to 

be addressed when making land use management decisions (Martín-López et al., 2012). This is a 

critical point and was instrumental in the design of this study. The intent of looking at ES within 

TTP was to demonstrate to decision-makers which areas were valued and by whom. With this 

knowledge, the park planners will gain a new perspective on the types of values associated with 

certain areas and can determine how future development may influence those values.  

Cultural Ecosystem Services. 

CES are among the ES found in TTP, in addition to other categories of ES, such as 

regulating, provisioning and supporting services. For clarity, Figure 2 demonstrates how CES 

(identified as cultural services) are included in the ES system and how they are viewed as part of 

this study.   
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Figure 2. Examples of ES by category (The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity 
(TEEB), n.d.) 

Bieling and Plieninger (2017) suggest that there are six subsets of CES: 

• Cultural identity, a category that focuses on the current cultural linkage between humans 

and their environment. The diversity of physical features surrounding people influences 

the diversity of their cultures. Cultural identity is closely connected with knowledge 

systems and languages. 

• Heritage values, encompassing memories deposited in landscapes through past cultural 

modification. They can be related to land use practices that are maintained due to their 

historical value or to ancient elements of the cultural landscape, such as terraces. 

• Spiritual services, comprising sacred, religious or other forms of spiritual inspiration 

derived from ecosystems. 

• Inspiration, as landscapes provide a rich source of inspiration which can be expressed, for 

instance, in the use of natural motifs or artefacts in the arts or folklore. 

• Aesthetic appreciation of landscapes. – Recreation and tourism. (Bieling & Plieninger, 

2017, p. 650) 
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The results of this study, which will be discussed in Chapter 5, suggest that TTP contains 

each of the six subsets of CES identified by Bieling and Plieninger (2017), which is why 

emphasis is placed on CES in this literature review.  

Bieling and Plieninger (2017) explain that as economic development progresses in an 

area provisioning ES tend to become less important, whereas human well-being, remains 

strongly linked to CES even through the advances in economic development. For example, it has 

been found that degraded provisioning and regulating services, such as drinking water, can be 

substituted by socio-economic means, in this case by purchasing bottled water (Plieninger, Dijks, 

Oteros-rozas, & Bieling, 2013). However, cultural values of an ecosystem of landscape have 

been found to be irreplaceable (Plieninger et al., 2013).  

For decision makers and land managers, this is an important finding, and one that should 

be well contemplated when developing land use policies. Ultimately, while regulating, 

provisioning and supporting services are undeniably necessary for survival, there is a perception 

that they can be supplemented through other means. However, CES, are irreplaceable and 

therefore invaluable to the TTP visitor experience.  

The literature suggests a correlation between CES and psychological well-being, 

including self-esteem, purpose in life, optimism and relatedness, all of which can be influenced 

by interactions in nature (Willis, 2015). While traditionally, outdoor recreation is attributed to 

physical health, there is evidence to suggest that a relationship with nature can result in mental 

health benefits.  
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Ecosystem Service Economic Valuation Limitations 

ES are often assigned a value, typically economic, to support analytical decision making. 

A shortcoming of ES valuation, is that the accuracy of the valuation is dependent on available 

data, some of which is difficult to ascertain because of the challenges assigning true value to 

some ES.  As Bieling and Plieninger (2017) explain, “it is especially difficult to find meaningful 

ways of comparing the intangibles to the economic values generated from ecosystems, due to 

many open questions about how to explicitly assess CES” (Bieling & Plieninger, 2017, p. 650). 

These challenges have been attributed to the difficulty defining CES and developing 

methodologies to measure them (Willis, 2015).  According to Willis (2015), the challenge with 

valuing CES comes from the entanglement of services and benefits (Willis, 2015). The 

interconnection between these two concepts results in confusion about what is being actually 

being measured and the appropriate metric to be applied (Willis, 2015). Because of the 

challenges associated with valuing CES, De Groot et al. (2015) suggest that economic, 

specifically monetary valuation, will only ever capture part of the “true” value of and ES (De 

Groot, Alkemade, Braat, Hein, & Willemen, 2015). As a result, the accuracy or relevance of 

economic analyses using ES valuation methods can be brought into question. This is a 

contributing factor for why this study does not involve economic valuation, but instead uses 

Global Information System (GIS) methods and qualitative analysis methods to determine the 

type of ES and their distribution throughout TTP, in addition to user conflict areas.  

Winthrop (2014) argues that the ES perspective from an economic standpoint, may be too 

narrow to truly capture the human-ecosystem relationship (Winthrop, 2014). Winthrop (2014) 

explains that the ES framework assumes environmental value is based on utilitarian benefit. 
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Which is to say that the ES framework places environmental value only on those aspects of the 

environment that bring a certain level of satisfaction (i.e. utility) to humans. However, this 

framework does not align with the values of all cultures, particularly First Nation culture 

(Winthrop, 2014). According to Winthrop (2014), for First Nation communities of the Columbia 

Plateau, knowledge of an environment is gained through experience on the land (Winthrop, 

2014). In the case of the First Nation communities, the goal in the quest for knowledge is 

competence, appreciation, and wisdom, rather than an understanding of environmental science or 

economics (Winthrop, 2014). This perspective is shared by the Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in and is 

evident through the efforts to hold education sessions on the land within TTP to teach their 

citizens about plants and medicines in the area (Informant B, March 29, 2017). 

To address the limitations of ES economic valuation, Sherrouse, Semmens and Clement 

(2014) explain, even though quantitative indicators of social values need to be accounted for in 

the decision-making process, these indicators need not be monetary. Studies that have mapped 

ES and conducted geospatial analysis have provided a way in which CES can be made “spatially 

explicit and relatable to underlying ecological information” (Sherrouse, Semmens, & Clement, 

2014, p. 68). Martín-López et al. (2012) argue that using a non-economic evaluation method 

offers decision-makers “ways of understanding the motivations underlying social preferences 

toward ecosystem services, thereby unraveling values that tend to be obscured by monetary 

languages” (Martín-López et al., 2012, p. 1).  This study does not aim to assign monetary values 

to ES within TTP, rather, a geospatial analysis of the ES will be conducted to overcome the 

challenges that exist with CES valuation. Greater discussion of methodology is included in 

Chapter 3. 
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Ecosystem Services, Tourism and Land Management 

An understanding of CES can help land managers in protected areas plan development 

and tourism opportunities in a thoughtful and holistic way, which incorporates an understanding 

of the connection people have with nature (Willis, 2015). By incorporating the concepts of CES 

into their plans, land managers can “promote these benefits and provide the conditions required 

for optimal tourist experiences” (Willis, 2015, p. 41). Willis (2015) argues that a framework for 

understanding CES can help define the ways in which natural spaces provide opportunities for 

human interactions and how those interactions can in turn shape those natural spaces. Adopting 

such a framework in decision making processes can add a useful and innovative dimension to 

tourism management (Willis, 2015). 

Much of the discussion around human well-being as it relates to nature is considered in 

the form of psychological and restorative benefits of nature interaction (Willis, 2015). Evidence 

suggests that nature plays an important role in relieving stress, restoring cognitive abilities, 

promoting relaxation and calmness and fostering a sense of energy and reinvigoration (Willis, 

2015). The experience of nature through tourism offers people the opportunity to connect with 

the natural environment and establish bonds with their surroundings (Willis, 2015). This link 

between human well-being, nature and tourism is relevant to land managers and decision-makers 

because it opens the door to market nature reserves from a health standpoint rather than a purely 

economic one.  

Land managers of protected areas are faced with the challenge of meeting multiple 

stakeholder demands within a given area (Larkin & Beier, 2014, p. 1). As a result, managers 

must weigh the trade-offs between ecological preservation and human use, while also managing 
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conflicts among different user groups (Larkin & Beier, 2014, p. 1). Often times, this type of 

decision-making is undertaken “without an explicit understanding of how stakeholders view or 

value the landscape, or how land use policies and planning decisions may affect different user 

groups” (Larkin & Beier, 2014, p. 1). Wray et al. (2010) point out that locals and tourists can 

attribute different meanings to a particular place (Wray, Espiner, & Perkins, 2010, p. 276). These 

differences, when met with development in a protected area, can result in increased conflicts 

between users and may result in undermined cultural traditions, practices and values related to 

nature (Wray et al., 2010, p. 276). Furthermore, the development of tourism activities may 

inadvertently undermine user experience in a wilderness area such as the freedom, challenge and 

a sense of escape thereby resulting in conflicts between local users and tourists (Wray et al., 

2010, p. 275). From the perspective of a park management, using an economic model may result 

in missed opportunities for tourist experiences, particularly those poetic, moral, and spiritual 

experiences (Willis, 2015).  

The aforementioned discussion of the current ES literature offers an overview of the 

relevant literature for this study. This study of TTP was developed and informed by these studies 

and the expertise of a significant sample of researchers in the field of ES, and land management. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

This section will discuss the methodology adopted to conduct this study and demonstrate 

examples of how this methodology has been used for similar studies or in similar manners. This 

study approached the topic from a social sciences perspective, incorporating both qualitative and 

quantitative considerations for CES research.  

A mixed-methods approach was adopted: surveys, mapping and interviews. This was 

necessary to gain a broad understanding of the topic and meet the objectives of the study. 

Surveys were selected as a method to gather information from TTP visitors without involving 

them in a drawn-out process and detracting from their experience in the park. It was decided that 

surveys would generate the highest quality data from the most people within the study time 

constraints. The incorporation of a mapping exercise in the survey, sought to draw out more 

location specific information regarding the ES in TTP and their distribution, this method was 

modeled after van Riper et al. (2012) and will be further discussed in the following section. 

Finally, the use of interviews was considered important to obtain the perspectives of local park 

users and managers representing a variety of stakeholder groups to gain a broader understanding 

of ES and conflicts in TTP.  While survey data generated a substantial amount of relevant data, 

interviews were considered necessary to capture the view of park managers, employees, 

Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in elders, local park users and the park outfitter. Because of the survey 

distribution locations and timing, these perspectives were not gathered in the surveys. The 

interviews also offered the opportunity to delve deeper into the topic with participants through 

open questions to better understand the ES and potential conflicts in TTP. 
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These three approaches for data collection were selected as a means of triangulating the data. 

Triangulation is a widely used strategy where multiple sources are used to enhance the rigour of 

the research (Robson & McCartan, 2016). Plieninger et al. (2013) suggest that triangulation 

processes through complementary qualitative approaches such as interviews about how and why 

an individual appreciates a particular site for a specific CES may present a pathway to more 

robust understanding of CES. The use of multiple methods in this study was necessary to gain a 

deeper understanding of the ES within TTP. This study was developed with the intent of 

informing future land management policies or initiatives. Ensuring a broad understanding of the 

ES across TTP was necessary to meet this objective and adequately answer the questions at hand. 

While surveys and the mapping exercise were successful at capturing an overview of the ES 

and social values in TTP, the interviews enhanced the knowledge of those social values and 

delved deeper into the subject matter. In this chapter, the use of the term social values (values) 

refers to the perceived values the public ascribes to ES (Sherrouse & Semmens, 2014). As 

Winthrop (2014) noted, where values are culturally sensitive or otherwise do not meet the 

assumptions of economic methods, using a variety of qualitative research methods is 

recommended.  Examples of these methods include GIS analysis, surveys, and semi-structured 

interviews (Winthrop, 2014), all of which were adopted for this study.  

Within the surveys and throughout the interviews ES were described as the benefits humans 

get from nature. After providing the definition, examples within different categories of ES were 

listed. Clarifying the definition of ES ensured that the term was well understood and helped to 

avoid educational bias (Martín-López et al., 2012).   Once collected, data was analyzed using 

statistical and GIS methods. The following sections will present examples of how the adopted 
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methodology has been used by other researchers, and discuss why each method was selected and 

how it was adapted for this study.  

Surveys 

Data for this study was collected through visitor surveys conducted within TTP and semi-

structured interviews. The surveys developed for this study were largely modeled after van Riper 

et al. (2012) Mapping outdoor recreationists’ perceived social value for ecosystem services at 

Hinchinbrook Island National Park, Australia. Van Riper et al. (2012) evaluated the social 

values found within Hinchinbrook Island National Park, Australia in order to: determine the 

spatial distribution of socio-cultural ES, examine the relationship between social resources and 

the state of national resources within the park, and compare social value allocations between 

consumptive and non-consumptive users. Van Riper et al. (2012) employed a questionnaire for 

data collection which included a series of closed and open-ended questions. The questionnaire 

was divided into three parts: 1) trip characteristics, 2) value mapping exercise, and 3) socio-

demographics.  

Two types of surveys were developed and distributed for this study. One was a 

participant survey directed at park visitors, another was a survey for commercial operators within 

the park. Visitors, in this study, are defined as anyone that comes to the park for a specific 

purpose. Visitors are broken down into five user groups: front country visitor, backcountry 

visitor, licenced harvester (fishing and hunting), subsistence harvester, other (e.g. park 

employees or researchers). Commercial operators include outfitters and tour companies with 

permits to operate within the park. Questionnaires contained a mix of closed and open-ended 

questions and followed a format similar to that of van Riper et al. (2012) and Wray et al. (2010). 
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Each survey had three parts, the first asked respondents to provide information on their 

visit and describe the type of activities they would be undertaking in the park. Part 1 for 

commercial operators was intended to draw out information on the types of services offered to 

their clients within the park and statistics on their seasonal visitation. Part 2 sought information 

about the reasons visitors came to the park and asked people to rank the importance of ES 

identified within the park. Respondents were provided a list of ES that had been identified in 

TTP as part of the environmental and socio-economic evaluation of project 2010-0107: Quartz 

Exploration at Tombstone Territorial Park by the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic 

Assessment Board (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2010). 

Respondents were then asked to rank the listed ES from most important to least important using 

a scale of 1 to 14 (1=most important, 14=least important). The list of ES included: plant and 

berry gathering, wildlife harvesting, wildlife habitat, ecological diversity, recreation, mental 

health, physical health, tourism, spiritual experience, sense of place, wildlife viewing, 

sightseeing, cultural significance and art inspiration.  

Participant Surveys. 

Participant surveys were distributed at the park in person and left in a folder at the 

interpretive centre for visitors to complete. Over the course of summer 2016 I went to TTP on 

three occasions for two nights each. During that time, I spent my days at the interpretive centre 

inviting visitors to complete my survey and gathering their responses. During the evening, when 

the interpretive centre was closed, I walked around the campground and distributed copies of the 

survey to interested participants. Participants would leave their surveys clipped to their park pass 

at the entrance to their site and they would be collected the following morning. In addition to 
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distributing surveys in-person, the park staff developed a poster board to advertise the survey and 

placed it in a central area of the interpretive centre. Participants were invited to complete the 

survey and submit it to the front desk. Upon returning to the park I would collect the dropped off 

surveys. In total 103 participant surveys were collected from June to August 2016.  

Given the size of the park, the wide distribution of visitors across the park and the length 

of time each visitor spends in an area, collecting data at the interpretive centre and campground 

was considered the most effective location to survey participants within the short operating 

season and within the time constraints I was subject to. The interpretive centre was selected as a 

distribution point because visitors going into the backcountry campsites are required to check-in 

and check-out at the centre. At the interpretive centre visitors are expecting to see other people 

and often welcome the opportunity to discuss their experiences within the park. However, 

attempting to survey visitors in the wilderness or at trails heads was thought to be intrusive to the 

visitor experience, as many are looking for an opportunity for solitude (Wray et al., 2010). 

Furthermore, the park is so large that visitor concentration is typically low and spread out over 

large relatively inaccessible areas, making contact difficult (Wray et al., 2010). The highest 

concentration of visitors is at the interpretive centre and campground areas, as the only area with 

road accessible amenities in the park. Much like Wray et al. (2012) study of recreationists values 

in Fiordland National Park, the aim of this study was not to select a sample that was 

representative of the whole wilderness user population, but rather to understand the values 

recreationists associate with specific areas in the park (Wray et al., 2010). 
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Commercial Operator Surveys. 

A list of all the commercial operators that requested permits to operate within TTP in 

2016 was obtained from Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, Parks Branch 

(Yukon Parks), this list included commercial photographers and outdoor adventure tour 

companies. From that list, all operators with publicly available email addresses were contacted 

by email and invited to complete the survey. The emails to Canadian-based operators were 

followed up with a phone call to encourage a response. No calls were placed to international 

operators in Germany or Japan due to the language barrier. The outfitting concession holder that 

operates within TTP was approached in person and invited to complete the survey. In all, three 

commercial operator surveys were completed and returned. The low response rate is attributed to 

the fact that surveys were distributed outside of the operating season when offices are typically 

closed which resulted in challenges reaching people. 

Value Maps 

Included in the surveys was a third section which included a mapping exercise. While the 

recruitment process for participation in this exercise was the same as that for survey 

participation, the method itself is considered separate.  Respondents to the mapping exercise 

were asked to identify on a map the areas from which they or their operation would receive 

benefits or have benefited from nature within TTP. Respondents drew polygons or symbols in 

areas where they perceived values to exist.  

To aid in the identification of values, respondents were provided a list of values to choose 

from (Table 1). This list provided a level of consistency for data analysis. The list of values was 

adapted from Brown and Reed (2000) and van Riper et al. (2012). This particular list of values 
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has been applied to: “(a) the spatial relationships among places of management importance; (b) 

personal attachment formed between people and geographic locales; and (c) correspondence 

between human perception and ecosystems services” (van Riper et al., 2012, p. 165). Brown and 

Reed (2000) originally determined 13 conceptually distinct categories of value, of those 13, van 

Riper et al. (2012) included 12 of those categories in their examination of perceived social values 

for ES at Hinchinbrook Island National Park, Australia (van Riper et al., 2012). Van Riper et al. 

(2012) removed subsistence, which was described as providing necessary food and supplies to 

sustain human life (Brown & Reed, 2000).,  due to a low sample size for the subsistence value 

and restrictions in their adopted GIS application (van Riper et al., 2012). Similarly, subsistence 

was not included in the study of TTP because it was considered to be captured within the 

economic value as an aspect of the traditional economy.  
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Table 1  

Values Listed in Mapping Exercise, adapted from van Riper et al. (2012) 

Value 
 

I value these places because… 

Aesthetic  I enjoy the scenery, sights, sounds, etc. 
Biological 
Diversity 

they provide a variety of fish, wildlife, plant life, etc. 

Cultural  they allow me to continue and pass down the wisdom and 
knowledge, traditions, and way of life of my ancestors 

Economic  they provide useful resources (e.g. tourism opportunities, 
wild game) 

Future they allow future generations to know and experience 
Tombstone Territorial Park as it is now 

Historic they have natural and human historical significance that 
matters to me or others 

Learning we can learn about the environment through scientific 
observation or experimentation 

Life Sustaining they help produce, preserve, clean and renew air, soil and 
water 

Recreation they provide opportunities for outdoor recreation 
Spiritual because they are sacred, religious, or spiritually special to 

me or because I feel reverence and respect for nature there 
Therapeutic they make me feel better physically or mentally 
 

Once collected surveys were coded with a number and results were entered into 

Microsoft Excel spreadsheets for analysis. Separate workbooks were created for participant and 

commercial surveys to analyze potential differences in trends across user types. Question 10b of 

the survey asked respondents to describe in their own words the specific benefits they seek from 

nature in TTP. In order to analyze the data, thematic codes were identified prior to categorizing 

data (Robson & McCartan, 2016). Responses were then organized within the predetermined 

codes. This approach was adopted to ensure that responses did not influence code development 

(Robson & McCartan, 2016). When categorizing the responses to this question, there was a 

feeling of diluting the answers for the sake of analysis. The attraction of the area because of its 
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remoteness and isolation, in addition to the perceived intact natural landscape was not well 

translated through this method of categorization.  

As participants in the mapping exercise, respondents identified points, polygons and 

general areas on a map in TTP (Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, Geomatics, 

2018). Using Microsoft Excel to organize data, polygons were assigned an identification code 

from south to north and each one named based on its geographical location (i.e. feature_id, for 

example TOMB 01: Dempster Highway). For example, if map #2 contained three polygons, the 

southernmost polygon would be named 2-1, the middle polygon would be 2-2 and the 

northernmost would be 2-3; the number 2 representing the map number and the second number 

representing the polygon (Table 2). The values assigned to each polygon were logged in a 

separate column.  User types were also documented in this spreadsheet.  

Table 2  

Excerpt from Map Results Spreadsheet (results from survey no. 2) 

FEATURE_ID FEATURE UID BENEFIT_VALUE 
TOMB01 Dempster Highway 2-3 A 
TOMB01 Dempster Highway 2-3 B 
TOMB02 Goldensides Trail 2-1 A 
TOMB02 Goldensides Trail 2-1 B 
TOMB02 Goldensides Trail 2-1 R 
 

Data from the mapping results spreadsheet was  used to create a shapefile of type point in 

QGIS, which is a free and open source Geographic Information System application for viewing, 

editing and analyzing geospatial data (Q Geographic Information System, 2017). Using the 

feature_id table from the spreadsheet, a point was created in the shapefile for each location 

identified by respondents. Government of Yukon’s map of TTP was used as a guide when 
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placing the points on the map in QGIS (Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, 

Geomatics, 2018). Where a point or polygon represented a large area (e.g. Cloudy Range), or an 

unclear boundary, the point was placed on the map, roughly in the same location as the 

Government of Yukon map label. 

The map of ES within the park (i.e. nature_benefits table) was imported as a comma-

separated valued (CSV) file into the QGIS workspace. A one-to-many-join was then done 

between the previously created shapefile and the nature_benefits.csv on the "feature_id" field of 

both tables creating a new shapefile (features_joined_nature_benefits.shp). This shapefile 

contains each of the 1752 survey responses from the nature_benefits table with their spatial 

location. Each point is associated with the relevant values and user type(s) included as attributes 

in the shapefile. 

ES maps (i.e. value maps) were created as an individual virtual layer. A value map was 

created for each type of user: backcountry, front country, licenced harvester, subsistence 

harvester, other. Maps for all 11 values were created using queries such as this one: Front 

Country Recreation Users' Aesthetic values identified: 

SELECT * FROM features_joined_nature_benefits WHERE IS_FRONT = "1" AND 

BENEFIT_VALUE = "A". Maps were then stylized using a colour ramp with the maximum being 

the total number of respondents of that user type. Finally, to illustrate the user types associated 

with values in a particular area, a featured valued map was created by determining what user 

types has identified a value at each location (i.e. feature_id), regardless of number of users and 

number/types of valued identified.   



ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND CONFLICTS IN TTP 35 

Interviews 

Data from survey results was triangulated with data collected from one on one interviews, 

which provided deeper insight into the views and perspectives of park managers, Tr’ondëk 

Hwëch’in Government, Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in elders, local park users and the outfitting concession 

holder. In all, 11 interviews were conducted with representatives from Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in 

Government (2), Yukon Parks (2), in addition to Tr'ondëk Hwëch'in elders (2), park users (2), 

and the sole outfitting concession holder in the park. Interviews were conducted from March 29 

to May 2, 2017. The study aimed to interview a cross section of current park users, park 

managers, natural resource managers, traditional and recreational users. A snowball sampling 

method was adopted to select interviewees (Robson & McCartan, 2016). As part of the 

permitting process for conducting this study, a meeting was held with Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in 

Government, so they could gain a better understanding of the proposed study before granting the 

required research licence. During this meeting, a list of potential interview participants was 

provided, and it was suggested that these individuals could contribute meaningfully to the study 

(personal communication, J. Beaumont, June 23, 2016). As the study progressed and individuals 

were contacted, more potential participants were added to the list. This snowball sampling 

method was adopted due to the small size of the community and the limited availability of 

individuals within the interview time period. As names of possible participants were obtained, 

they were listed in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and categorized by their experience and 

perspectives. For example, employees of Tr'ondëk Hwëch'in and Government of Yukon were 

specified within the sheet, similarly traditional users, Tr'ondëk Hwëch'in elders, recreational 

users and researchers were categorized. From the list, representatives of each group were 
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contacted, ensuring an even distribution of participants from each group. The exception in this 

case was the outfitting concession holder because there is only one in the park.  The small 

sample size is a result of limited participant availability and willingness, in addition to the need 

to achieve a balance of perspectives from the various groups. 

Interviews followed a semi-structured approach where the interviewer had a guide which 

served as a checklist of topics to be covered and included the same mapping exercise in the 

participant and commercial operator surveys. The semi-structured nature of the interviews was 

selected because it was considered most accessible and culturally appropriate for the wide range 

of participants. Special consideration was given to designing an interview process that would 

generate the most valuable data from each type of participant. Based on reviews of similar 

studies it was determined that semi-structured interviews would offer a deeper understanding of 

CES within the park (Bieling & Plieninger, 2017; Winthrop, 2014).  

Each interview began by offering the participant an overview of the study, defining ES 

and providing examples of ES that exist within the park. Bieling and Plieninger (2017) argued 

that interviews that attempt to gain insight in CES within an area are limited because people are 

often not aware of cultural landscape values (Bieling & Plieninger, 2017). This study accounted 

for this shortcoming by providing participants with the same list of values provided to survey 

respondents (Table 1) and providing examples of ES known to exist within the park. In addition 

to asking open and closed interview questions, participants were given a copy of a park map and 

asked to identify areas where they associate value. This mapping exercise was modeled after the 

mapping exercise included in the surveys, though more dialogue was sparked as a result of the 

exercise. Interviews were recorded and lasted from approximately 25 to 75 minutes. Once 
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complete, each interview was imported into MAXQDA 12, a qualitative data analysis software. 

Audio clips were coded thematically to be incorporated into the results and discussion portions 

of this report. A copy of the code system developed is included in Appendix C. 

Chapter 4: Results and Discussion 

As discussed in Chapter 3, data was collected for this study through surveys and 

interviews. The following sections present and interpret the data collected. The first section 

provides an overview of the demographic and general operations data collected from the surveys, 

followed by a discussion of the results organized by the three research questions.  The research 

question discussions include the findings and present the implications as they relate to the types 

and location of ES in TTP and potential user conflict areas. 

Surveys 

Findings from the surveys are broken up into two sections; part 1 is an interpretation of 

the demographic data collected, while part 2 discusses the findings related to ES and their 

perceived importance within TTP.  

Participants. 

The majority of respondents were from Yukon, British Columbia and Alberta, 

representing 38%, 16% and 9% of respondents, respectively. With respect to demographics, 44% 

of respondents were aged 26-40 and 24% aged 51-64. Most respondents (43%) classified 

themselves as front country users, with 26% classifying themselves as backcountry; 17% 

considered themselves as multiple user types which included any combination of front country, 

backcountry, licenced harvester, subsistence harvester or other; 7% of respondents were licenced 
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harvesters and 2% subsistence harvesters. Where respondents identified themselves as an “other” 

type of user, they noted that they were either a researcher, park employee, or commercial guide. 

The fact that such a high percentage of respondents identified as front country users is likely a 

result of surveying participants in a front country environment. While many backcountry visitors 

choose to frequent the campground and TIC where surveys were collected, there are a number 

who avoid these more crowded areas and choose to enter the backcountry in TTP unannounced.  

Of the 103 respondents, 47% were first time visitors. This is interesting because it 

indicates that the ES and values identified in the mapping exercise are not a reflection of well-

established or cultural connections with the area, but rather many of the ES and values identified 

are a result of short (5 days or less for 82% of respondents) and new experiences in an unfamiliar 

area.  

Commercial Operators. 

The sample size for commercial operators was extremely low with three respondents. 

Given the small sample, the results are not considered statistically valid, and for this reason 

statistics are not included as part of the analysis. Instead, the results are presented and discussed 

as whole. The data is still considered relevant and contributes to the understanding of ES in TTP.  

Of the three respondents, one was an outfitter and two were tour companies, one of which 

offered day trips to the park. Park visitation ranged from 3 to 70 trips to TTP annually. 

Respondents brought anywhere from 3-450 visitors to TTP per year. The client costs for visiting 

TTP ranged from $240 to $2500/day with a variety of different services rendered.  
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What ecosystem services attract user groups to Tombstone Territorial Park? 

Survey Responses. 

Participant survey respondents were asked to identify the activities they planned to 

undertake during their visit to the park. Top responses included day hiking (17%), visiting the 

TIC (16%), camping (15%), sightseeing (15%), and wildlife viewing (13%). Of note in these 

results is that even though hunters are considered a key user group in TTP, only 1% of 

respondents (4 individuals) identified hunting as an activity they planned to undertake in the 

park. This is likely because the majority of surveys were collected outside of the moose, caribou, 

bear and sheep hunting season for licenced harvesters, which begins August 1, and the majority 

of respondents were not harvesters (Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, 2017). 

This information does not suggest that hunting forms only 1% of the activities undertaken in the 

park.   
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Figure 3. Participant Survey Results: Planned Activities in TTP 

From the perspective of commercial operators, some companies limited their visitor 

experience to day hiking and TIC visits, while others offered their clients the opportunity to 

camp, go backcountry hiking, day hiking, fishing, hunting (guided), sightseeing, wildlife 

viewing, gathering and horseback riding. Responses to this question indicate the types of ES 

visitors are seeking in TTP. 

Respondents were asked to specifically identify, in their own words, the specific benefits 

they sought to obtain from TTP. The responses to this question further informed the 

understanding of what ES attract user groups to the park.  ES identified includes food, raw 

material, fresh water, medicine, habitat, recreation, mental health, tourism, aesthetic, art 

inspiration, spiritual experience, sense of place, cultural connection, education, wildlife viewing, 

storm watching, fresh air, connection with others (see Figure 3). While these results don’t 

confirm the existence of these ES in the park, particularly because many of the survey 
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respondents were first time visitors, it does demonstrate the perceived existence of these ES 

within TTP.   

According to survey results, the most sought-after ES was food (berries, plants, and game 

meat), followed by aesthetic, physical health, mental health and recreation. Food at the top of the 

list for ES sought was a surprising result given that there were so many first-time visitors to the 

park. Gathering plants, berries and harvesting meat in a new area tends to require a certain level 

of knowledge about an area. This suggests that many new visitors were traveling with others who 

are familiar with TTP, or that new visitors to the area are well researched on the park and what it 

has to offer.  

 

 

Figure 4. Participant Survey Results: Benefits sought in TTP 

Commercial operator respondents indicated that their clients seek to obtain a variety of 

ES from the park including: recreation, physical health, aesthetic, spiritual experience, education, 

and wildlife viewing opportunities.  
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TTP ES Ranking. 

Survey respondents were asked to rank a list of ES from least to most important. 

Responses to this question demonstrate the significance of each ES to the respondent. The results 

of this question were analyzed by adding the sum of each ranking for each value. The value with 

the lowest number is considered the most important and the value with the highest number is the 

least important. Some respondents (15) assigned the same number to each value in the list (e.g. 

marking 1=most important, for each value). Assigning the same value was interpreted as 

meaning that all values are equally significant to the respondent.  

 

Figure 5. Participant Survey Results: ES ranking results (lowest = most important) 

Results from this exercise indicated that mental health was the most important ES, 

followed by physical health, ecological diversity, recreation, wildlife habitat and sense of place. 

In other words, mental and physical health are considered by participant survey respondents to 

be the two most important ES in the park. This is consistent with Smith & Ram (2017) finding 

that the benefits humans derive from landscapes consist of four distinct factors: spiritual 
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interaction, emotional interaction, intellectual interaction and an interaction related to the 

existence value, all of which are aspects of mental health and wellbeing.  

Similar to the participant survey, commercial operators were asked to rank the ES in 

order of the least and most important to their operation. Tourism was considered the most 

important overall, followed by spiritual experience, sightseeing, sense of place, wildlife viewing, 

and recreation. It is interesting to note that the mental health benefits identified in the participant 

survey responses are recognized by commercial operators and considered the most valuable to 

their operation, second only to tourism. There is a risk of placing too much weight on the 

commercial operator survey results because of the low response rate. However, the observation 

that mental health benefits were considered important in the findings for both participant and 

commercial surveys is relevant. 

TTP ES – Interview Findings. 

As part of the interviews, participants were asked to discuss the ES in TTP and specify 

their location. Interviewees identified 54 different ES, ranging from CES, to wildlife, to 

medicine and plants. The list of all ES identified along with the amount of times they were 

mentioned across all interviews is provided in Appendix D. The two most commonly discussed 

ES in interviews included CES and food, both coming up on 22 different occasions. These values 

were followed closely by recreation (20 instances), plants (18 instances) and sense of place (17 

instances). The findings in this case do not speak to the ranking or significance of the ES, only to 

the fact that they are considered to be present within TTP.  

To give a sense of the variation in ES and how they are perceived by interview participants, 

the following are examples of how some of the ES were described and their significance: 
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• Observing wildlife at Two Moose Lake brings a sense of joy, fulfillment and sense of 

place (Informant E, April 4, 2017). 

•  Spending time in TTP contributes to physical and mental well-being (Informant K, April 

28, 2017).  

• There are medicinal plants throughout TTP. Sharing information about how to identify 

the plants and their traditional uses contributes to an understanding of Tr’ondëk 

Hwëch’in culture (Informant B, March 29, 2017). 

These examples demonstrate the wide variety of ES in TTP and their significance on a 

personal and cultural level. Through the two methods of data collection, survey and interviews, it 

is apparent that TTP is rich in a variety of ES, some of which are highly valued by visitors to the 

park. The significance of mental health benefits from the surveys and interviews was clearly 

stated and well-articulated by interview participants. This demonstrates the need for managing 

the park in such a way to preserve the wilderness experience and sense of pristine untouched 

nature that seems to foster a sense of tranquility and balance in visitors.  

What is the spatial distribution of ecosystem services throughout Tombstone Territorial 

Park? 

The spatial distribution of ES in TTP was determined through the mapping exercise from 

participant and commercial operator surveys and through interviews. To present the survey data 

collected, seven maps were created representing the ES in the park, their distribution by user 

type and the location of potential user conflicts in TTP. The maps contain only information 

generated from the surveys, and not the interview findings. In addition to the points identified in 

the maps below, interview participants indicated that ES are also present at Axe Man Creek, 
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Charcoal Ridge, Fold Lake, Hart River, Lil Creek, Seela Pass, Seela Range and Sheep Creek. 

The following is an interpretation of the mapping results. 

As a frame of reference for readers, the first map is a Locator Map, which illustrates all 

of the specific locations where ES were identified by respondents (Figure 5). This map is used as 

a point of reference for the user ES maps but does not contain ES specific information.  
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Figure 6. Locator map, specifying the location of ES identified in survey response 



ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND CONFLICTS IN TTP 47 

In total, five maps were created to answer the question of how ES are spatially distributed 

in TTP. Maps were compared visually to determine the trends in locations identified across user 

groups. The following is an overview of the results of each value across all user groups. For the 

purposes of this discussion, “all users” refers to backcountry and front country recreationalists, 

licenced and subsistence harvesters and other users. For the full results, see the maps (Figures 7 

to 11).  

Aesthetic. 

Aesthetic values were most often identified by front and backcountry recreation users. 

For recreation users, Grizzly Lake, Divide Lake and Talus Lake were among the most 

aesthetically valuable areas. These are the only backcountry areas with amenities within the park. 

These are highly sought-after destinations requiring visitors to book ahead. Given the number of 

visitors that frequent this area and the feeling of satisfaction and adventure that accompany 

backcountry excursions, it is not surprising that these areas ranked so high in aesthetic values.  

While aesthetic values were identified by all user groups in the sample, the consistency 

within each group regarding the location of the aesthetic value was not as pronounced as for the 

front and backcountry users. This is likely because harvesters and other users tend to frequent 

areas with fewer visitors because meeting their objectives (e.g. hunting success) within the park 

depends on limited human disturbance. Primary aesthetic sites for all users include the 

Tombstone Range Viewpoint, TIC and campground. Among hunters, Two Moose Lake was 

identified as a highly aesthetic area. Other users identified Jaegar Lake as highly aesthetic, in 

addition to Grizzly Lake. 
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Biological Diversity. 

 All users identified Two Moose Lake as highly biologically diverse. Aside from this one 

point in common, the extent of biological diversity values varies significantly across user groups, 

even though many of the same locations were identified.  

 Front and backcountry users considered Goldensides and North Klondike trails to contain 

high biological diversity. These trails area accessible by the highway, well established and 

accessible to a wide variety of fitness levels. Front and backcountry users identified considerably 

more locations of biological value within the park. Both groups found Grizzly, Talus and Lakes 

to contain high biological diversity value. Grizzly Lake was also identified by both harvester 

groups. Other users specified that the entire park contains high biological diversity, in addition to 

identifying specific locations.  

Cultural. 

 Cultural values were identified by all users; specifically, the East Blackstone River, 

Angelcomb, TIC and campground. In addition to these locations, all but subsistence harvesters 

identified the Blackstone River as having cultural value. All recreational users and harvesters 

identified Chapman Lake, Blackstone River, Goldensides trail, Grizzly Lake and Grizzly Lake 

trail as culturally valuable areas. Backcountry, front country and licenced harvesters also 

identified the Chandidu River as possessing cultural value. Overall, the TIC and campground 

was considered to have the most cultural value across all users. This is likely because this is the 

only area in TTP with a substantial collection of information about TTP intended to educated 

visitors on the natural environment and the area’s cultural significance to the Tr’ondëk 

Hwëch’in.  
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Economic. 

All users identified the Tombstone Range Viewpoint, Interpretive Centre and 

Campground as having high economic value for the park. All users also identified Angelcomb, 

the Hart River Winter Road and the Grizzly, Divide, Talus loop as containing economic value of 

varying degrees, depending on the user group. Backcountry and subsistence harvesters 

consistently identified the economic value of Chapman Lake, the East Blackstone River and Two 

Moose Lake.  

The responses provided by other users were unanimous in their allocation of economic 

values within the park. This is likely due to the fact that these users are made up almost entirely 

of park employees, so they have a common understanding of the economically valuable and most 

popular areas within the park.  

Future. 

 Areas of value to future generations were identified predominantly by recreational users; 

the Goldensides trail, TIC and campground, and Tombstone Range Viewpoint were considered 

the most valuable, followed closely by Grizzly, Talus and Divide Lakes. Other users identified 

only two points of value for future generations: Blackstone River and TIC. Subsistence and 

licensed harvesters both identified the interpretive centre, campground and viewpoint.  

 With the exception of the Blackstone River, the areas identified are the most commonly 

frequented and contain the most amenities. The identification of these areas suggests that users 

appreciate these areas and would like to see them preserved and protected for the benefit of 

future generations. 
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Historic. 

 Historic values were identified by all users for Chapman Lake, East Blackstone River, 

Two Moose Lake, Angelcomb, Goldensides, and TIC and campground. In addition to these sites, 

all harvesters and recreational users identified the Hart River Winter Road, Grizzly Lake and 

trail and Dempster Highway as historically valuable. Licenced harvesters, and recreational users 

identified the Chandidu River, North Rock Creek, and Wolf Creek, as locations with historic 

value. In addition to the aforementioned sites, Backcountry users emphasized the value of Talus 

and Divide Lakes.  

Learning. 

The highest learning value was unanimously attributed to the TIC by all users. The 

Grizzly Lake trail and Grizzly Lake were also highly valued for learning across all user groups.  

Subsistence harvesters and backcountry users emphasized the learning value associated 

with Chapman Lake, the East Blackstone River and Two Moose Lake. Other users identified 

Two Moose Lake, Surfbird Mountain, Auston Pass, Angelcomb, Mount Boyle and Incline 

Mountain as having high learning value.  

While many areas were identified for learning values by licenced harvesters, the 

frequency of those areas repeatedly being identified by respondents was very low. This may be a 

result of hunters frequenting different areas within TTP and would explain the multitude of areas 

identified few repeated occurrences.  

Life Sustaining. 

Life sustaining values were identified by all except other users. Of the users that 

identified life sustaining values, all indicated that they exist at Chapman Lake, East Blackstone 
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River, Two Moose Lake, Angelcomb, Hart River Winter Road, Goldensides trail, TIC and 

campground, Grizzly Lake and trail. 

Front country and backcountry recreational users along with licenced harvesters 

identified Auston Pass as a location for life sustaining values in varying frequencies. Grizzly 

Lake was highly emphasized by both recreational user groups, while Divide and Talus Lakes 

were also identified by backcountry users. Backcountry users identified the most life sustaining 

value locations. 

Recreation. 

 Many sites of recreation value were identified by all users. Grizzly Lake, Goldensides, 

TIC and campground were identified by the most respondents encompassing participants from 

all user groups. Furthermore, all users identified Angelcomb, and the Hart River Winter Road as 

areas with recreation value. Given that recreation is a highly sought after ES in the park it is not 

surprising that so many locations were identified. 

Spiritual.  

Chapman Lake, the East Blackstone River and Two Moose Lake were identified by all 

recreationalists and harvesters as containing spiritual value to varying degrees. Subsistence 

harvesters associated the highest spiritual value with these area, followed by backcountry users, 

front country users and licenced harvesters. Angelcomb, Hart River Winter Road, Goldensides, 

Grizzly Lake, Grizzly Lake Trail and the North Klondike trail were also all identified by the 

recreational and harvesting user groups. 

 While the spiritual values identified by recreational and harvesting users did vary, there 

was considerable consistency in the locations identified and instances of identifying the spiritual 
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value of those areas. The Tombstone Range Viewpoint is the only spiritual value shared across 

all user groups. Other users identified the lowest amount of specific spiritually valuable locations 

in the park, with only four locations: Tombstone Range Viewpoint, the Tombstone River and 

Wolf Creek. However, TTP as a whole was identified by other users as having spiritual value, 

which encompasses the entire TTP. 

Therapeutic. 

All user groups identified therapeutic values within the park. Backcountry users 

identified the highest number of specific sites within the park. All users identified Two Moose 

Lake as an area with therapeutic value. All except for other users identified Chapman Lake, East 

Blackstone River, Goldensides, TIC and campground, Angelcomb, Hart River Winter Road, the 

Dempster Highway, Grizzly Lake and trail. In addition to these sites, front and backcountry users 

identified Talus and Divides Lakes, and Mount Monolith. All but subsistence harvesters 

identified Wolf Creek as an area with therapeutic value. As with the spiritual value, other users 

indicated that the entire park has therapeutic value. 
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Figure 7. Values identified by backcountry users 
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Figure 8. Value identified by front country users 
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Figure 9. Values identified by licenced harvesters 
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Figure 10. Values identified by subsistence harvesters  
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Figure 11. Values identified by other users (employees and researchers) 
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Where are the areas of conflict among key user groups, if any? 

Mapping Exercise Findings. 

With data from the mapping exercise a map was developed to illustrate the location of 

values identified by user type (recreational and harvester). The objective of this map is to provide 

a spatial representation of the locations where conflicts among user groups may arise. This 

information is necessary to answer the research question of where the areas of conflict among 

key user groups exist in TTP. 

Areas identified by “Other” users, which included employees and researchers were not 

captured in this map. An assumption was made in developing this map that researchers and 

employees are not likely to engage in conflict situations with recreational and harvesting users. 

Researchers must obtain a permit for their work and in doing so consider the effects of their 

study on other users within the area. Similarly, park employees tend to seek out areas within the 

park where they know no other visitors are going to be (Informant K, April 28, 2017). For this 

reason, the likelihood of conflict with other users is low and eliminated as a point of 

consideration. Thus, the use of the term “all users” in Figure 11 refers to backcountry and front 

country recreationalists, and subsistence and licenced harvesters. 

In examining the results for conflict area locations, it was found that in many cases, 

respondents self-identified as more than one user type (e.g. licenced harvester and backcountry 

recreationalist). This means that in some areas where a conflict area is identified for harvesters 

and recreational users, or front and backcountry recreational users it could be because of a single 

respondent that self-identified as two user types. Nevertheless, the findings still represent 

locations where two types of user ascribe value to ES. These areas represent areas of potential 
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conflict, though they are not suggesting that conflicts definitively occur at these locations. With 

this analytical limitation understood, the findings area still considered valid for the purposes of 

this study.  The following is a summary of the findings for each type of conflict represented in 

Figure 12. 

All Users 

Those areas where all users identified values indicates the potential for user conflicts at 

those location and serves to answer the question of where conflicts among user groups may exist 

within TTP. These areas include Chapman Lake, Blackstone Rest Area, Two Moose Lake, 

Angelcomb, Hart River Winter Road, Goldensides Trail, Tombstone Range Viewpoint, North 

Klondike Trail, TIC and campground, Dempster Highway, Grizzly Lake Trail, Grizzly Lake and 

TTP as a whole (Figure 12).  
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Figure 12. Map illustrating location of ES in TTP and potential conflict areas among 
harvesters and recreationalists 
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With the exception of Grizzly Lake, the Grizzly Lake trail, and the TTP as a whole, all of 

the conflict locations identified by all users are roadside accessible. There are limited places to 

pull off along the Dempster Highway and within TTP. Based on the information collected, these 

results suggest that recreationalists and harvesters are competing for locations to pull off along 

the highway. These areas can be used to setup camp or as a staging area to take off for a 

backcountry expedition. Given how small these pull offs are and the fact vegetation is low, it is 

unlikely that users are not aware of one another’s presence. This presents a positive in the sense 

that safety risks are minimized if people present at the same location are aware of the attractants 

on site and how they are being managed. However, the presence of multiple individuals in the 

same location, each of whom is seeking mental health benefits may result in reduced enjoyment 

of the space and diminish the quality of mental benefits obtained.   

All Recreational Users 

Areas identified by all recreational users represent those areas where both front and 

backcountry recreationalists identified values. Specifically, the locations identified by both 

recreational user groups include: Gyrfalcon Creek, Surfbird Mountain, Foxy Creek, Jaegar Lake, 

Mount Boyle, Incline Mountain, North Fork Mountain, Whitecrown Mountain, unnamed ridge 

east of Interpretive Centre, Outrider Mountain, Fold Mountain, North Klondike River, Divide 

Lake, Talus Lake, Azure Lake, Tombstone River, Tombstone Mountain, Tombstone Range.   

These locations are significant because they represent a potential difference in the ES that 

may be sought at a certain location. Often times, when front-country visitors are present in the 

backcountry they are frequenting those areas by helicopter which can detract from the 
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backcountry users experience by creating noise disturbance and reduced enjoyment of an area. 

This particular type of conflict is further discussed in the interview findings, below. 

Harvesters and Recreational Users 

The areas identified by these users represents areas where at least one type of harvester 

and one type of recreational user identified values in TTP (e.g. backcountry AND/OR front 

country recreationalist; AND,  licenced AND/OR subsistence harvester). These areas are spread 

out across the park and specifically include: Blackstone River, Slavin Creek, Blackstone Range, 

Auston Pass, Mount Adney, Yakamaw Creek, Wolf Creek right limit tributary, Wolf Creek, 

Scoutcar Creek, Yin Yang Creek, Peasoup Creek, Little Twelve Mile River, North Rock Creek, 

Chandindu River. All locations with the exception of Yakamaw Creek are located on the west 

side of the Dempster highway and all locations are in the backcountry.  

It is interesting to note that none of the locations identified by harvesters and recreational 

users are part of the established park trail network or serviced with amenities. This suggests that 

given the remoteness of the locations, any type of human presence in the area would be 

unexpected and could result in unintended conflicts. For example, in a backcountry setting, 

hikers are encouraged to follow “leave no trace” practices, which means they bring out whatever 

they brought in to the backcountry. In contrast, hunters tend to leave gut piles and pack out only 

the meat of the animals they have harvested. Both practices are considered acceptable, however, 

if a hiker finds themselves unknowingly camping in the vicinity of a gut pile, they could find 

themselves in a human/wildlife conflict because the leftover innards act as a wildlife attractant.  
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Interview Findings. 

In addition to data collected from the surveys, a number of conflicts within TTP were 

identified throughout the interviews. These conflicts were categorized as ecological and social. 

Ecological conflicts are those occurring between humans and the environment (e.g. hiking in 

sensitive habitat), while social conflicts are those which occur among different user groups in the 

park (e.g. overcrowding resulting in reduced enjoyment of an area). Although the research 

question is looking specifically at the location of social conflicts among user groups, it is 

relevant to discuss in more detail the types of conflicts that exist within TTP.  Ecological 

conflicts are considered relevant because they could indirectly result in effects to valuable ES. 

For example, if lambing habitat is destroyed as a result of too much hiking in the sensitive 

habitat, harvesters may need to go elsewhere to find sheep. Similarly, the cultural value 

associated with the sheep could be affected. 

Through the interviews, it was deduced that social and/or ecological conflicts are known 

to occur at the following locations: Charcoal Ridge, Wolf Creek, Hart River Winter Road, 

Dempster Highway, TIC and campground, Angelcomb, Goldensides trail and the backcountry in 

general. Appendix D lists the ecological and social conflicts that were identified during the 

interviews and the total instances in which they were addressed across all 11 interviews. This 

information illustrates that conflict areas exist within the park, though it does not speak to the 

degree of the conflict and whether they are perceived or real. The information obtained from the 

interviews supports some of the findings from the mapping exercise. Specifically, both the 

surveys and interviews identified conflicts at Angelcomb, Hart River Winter Road, Goldensides 
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Trail, and TIC and campground. The following excerpt demonstrates the conflicts between 

humans and wildlife at Angelcomb Peak:  

Sheep, they’re all getting there with their babies, you see people go right up to the point, 

you know, and they walk, and the sheep they got little babies, they get scared and they 

run, they see the baby fall down, off the cliff, and they’re dead. How you know is you see 

a hawk or those big bird come, and you see them coming down, you know what 

happened, that little baby’s dead. (Informant H, April 18, 2017)  

This excerpt from Informant H demonstrates the high sensitivity of sheep at Angelcomb 

and suggests that regular disturbance to the animals from human presence is resulting in sheep 

mortality. 

From another perspective, Informant G spoke to the conflict that arises among 

backcountry users when people use helicopters to access backcountry campsites that hikers have 

accessed by foot:  

 People who’ve backpacked all the way in and see someone coming in to the place they 

took two or three days to get to, landing with pink suitcases and garbage 

everywhere…that is becoming more and more an issue and we don’t seem to have, well 

we don’t have regulations in place, or quotas in place, for how many helicopters or how 

many rides are too many. We don’t have that, we have four landing sites and no quota for 

how many times helicopters can land here. That’s a real issue, a real problem that needs 

to be resolved. (Informant G, April 6, 2017) 

 The conflict described by Informant G, demonstrates the differences between 

backcountry users and the experiences they seek. This excerpt illustrates how people can go to 
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the exact same place for completely different reasons, or with the intention of obtaining different 

ES. For example, helicopter users may be seeking aesthetic values, while the multi-day hiker 

may be seeking mental and physical health benefits from the wilderness experience. The 

challenge for park managers in this case is to find a way to balance the needs of all groups and 

preserve each user’s visitor experience. 

Conflict Origins. 

Through the interviews it became clear that the cause of conflict in the park is correlated 

with a lack of education on socio-cultural values that exist within the park. For example, Wolf 

Creek is considered a culturally significant area by the Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in where pure water is 

collected to make medicine tea (Informant E, April 4, 2017). During the interviews, some 

participants reported that tourists are beginning to use this area as a place to camp, which is 

considered disrespectful by the Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in and can be quite upsetting for citizens 

looking to spend time at the location or collect water (Informant J, April 27, 2017).  

In the example discussed above, the tourists parking their RVs at Wolf Creek and setting 

up camp are most likely unaware of the cultural and spiritual significance of the area, nor do they 

understand the level of disrespect they are demonstrating towards the Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in. As 

Mann and Absher (2008) observed, user group conflicts are less a matter of space and quantity 

but far more a matter of social value, with different demands and user group expectations being 

affected by multiple user-groups in an area. With this in mind, park managers should consider 

increasing the opportunities for social value education within TTP to minimize user conflicts. 

Summary of Findings  

The following is a summary of the findings for each research question analysed.   
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In response to the question of which ES attract users to TTP, the results indicated that 

park visitors come to the park in search of a wide variety of ES, including food, raw materials, 

water, medicines, etc. The surveys and interviews found that mental and physical health were the 

most important ES perceived to exist within the park. TTP is perceived to be rich in a wide 

variety of ES, which draw users to the park for various reasons, many of which are rooted in the 

desire to obtain mental and physical health benefits from the park.   

Regarding the spatial distribution of ES in TTP, the study found that ES are perceived to 

exist across the entire park. While there was often agreement among user groups to a certain 

extent about the location of the ES types, there were also distinct differences in the responses 

submitted by each user group for the same category. This is to say that even though all users 

associated the value of biological diversity with Two Moose Lake, the total instances of Two 

Moose Lake being identified varied by user group. Furthermore, while there were often 

commonalities among the location identified for ES categories, in most cases, each user group 

identified areas unique to their own group.  

The location of user conflict areas in TTP were evaluated looking at overlap of 

recreationalists and harvesters. The mapping and interview results indicated that potential user 

conflict areas are distributed across the entire park and range from conflicts among recreational 

users and harvesters, and conflicts among front and backcountry users. The only areas identified 

by all user group consists of roadside accessible locations with the exception of the Grizzly Lake 

Trail and TTP as a whole. Specifically, both the surveys and interviews identified conflicts at 

Angelcomb, Hart River Winter Road, Goldensides Trail, and TIC and campground. Interview 
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findings shed light on the origins of conflicts and suggested that most come from a lack of 

education or understanding of the socio-cultural and ecological values in the park.  

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions 

This study set out to identify the type of ES drawing visitors to TTP and their spatial 

distribution within the park. A second objective of this study was to determine areas where user 

conflicts may be occurring.  The following three questions were developed to meet the research 

objectives: 

• What ES attract user groups to TTP? 

• What is the spatial distribution of ES throughout TTP? 

• Where are the areas of conflict among key user groups, if any? 

TTP contains a wide variety of ES that draw visitors from around the region, and the globe. 

Through surveys, GIS analysis and interviews, it was found that a wide variety of ES attract front 

country, backcountry, subsistence harvesters, licenced harvesters and other users (researchers 

and park employees) to TTP. ES attracting users to the park range from recreational 

opportunities, to food, to sense of place.  

The significance of mental and physical health benefits associated with ES in the park was 

well documented in the research findings and should be fully considered by park managers as 

tourism continues to increase in the area. As visitation to TTP increases, the interview findings 

noted that local visitors are now avoiding TTP because of overcrowding in popular areas 

(Informant C, March 31, 2017; Informant D, April 3, 2017; Informant F, April 6, 2017; 

Informant G, April 6, 2017; Informant H, April 27, 2017; Informant K, April 28, 2017, 



ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND CONFLICTS IN TTP 68 

Informant L, May 2, 2017). Locals are now choosing to seek ES elsewhere. Thus, to maintain the 

integrity of the park and preserve the values sought by visitors, attention must be given to CES 

and their spatial distribution in TTP. Incorporating a spatial dimension and linking it to the 

relevant ecological information has the potential to resolve environmental management issues 

that involve complex stakeholder relationships  (Sherrouse et al., 2014). 

In terms of ES spatial distribution within TTP, it is clear through the findings that TTP is 

perceived to be rich in ES which are distributed throughout the entire park. Many of the ES 

identified were located in those areas most commonly visited by tourists, such as the 

campground and TIC, and developed trail systems. However, through interviews, it was found 

that ES are perceived in all areas of the park.  

Finally, with respect to the location of potential user conflicts in TTP, the survey data 

indicated that conflict areas exists across most of the park, but those areas identified by all users 

are limited to road accessible areas, while the interview data found that conflicts may occur at 

the following locations: Charcoal Ridge, Wolf Creek, Hart River Winter Road, Dempster 

Highway, TIC and campground, Angelcomb and Goldensides trail.   

Through interviews it became apparent that many of the user conflicts that are arising, are a 

result of a lack of education around CES and values within TTP. For example, a lack of 

understanding about areas of sensitive habitat within TTP results in recreationalists exploring 

Angelcomb. Similarly, a lack of understanding about where hunters and outfitters are harvesting 

animals, can put hikers at risk of camping near gut piles which are wildlife attractants and may 

result in human wildlife conflicts (Informant K, April 28, 2017). Increasing the level of 

information available to visitors and expanding the points of information distribution, beyond the 
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TIC would serve to educate visitors on the effects they may be having on an area and reduce user 

conflicts. 

As access to natural resource areas diminishes with increased development across the globe, 

the value of parks and the ES they offer humans will increase. As was noted in Chapter 3, even 

as provisioning ES become less important with advances in economic development, human well-

being remains strongly linked to CES (Bieling & Plieninger, 2017). TTP park managers should 

consider aligning the concepts of psychological well-being and CES to develop a deeper and 

more nuanced understanding of the ways in which natural resources provide the settings for 

tourism-nature interactions (Willis, 2015).  

In order to manage an area with various types of users, all obtaining benefiting from their 

experiences, land managers must have a clear understanding of the benefits visitors are obtaining 

from different natural spaces and how these benefits are contributing to their overall experience 

(Willis, 2015). It is by understanding the benefits and their connection to the visitor experience 

that managers of TTP can begin to manage the park in a sustainable manner that truly considers 

the implications to multiple stakeholders in an area. What this study has shown, above all, is that 

while visitors may come to the park with the intention of hiking, hunting or camping, what they 

are gaining from those experiences is highly connected to their mental and physical well-being. 

Thus, the solution to managing conflict in TTP is directly linked to the ability of TTP managers 

to ensure that management and development decisions protect the ability of visitors to obtain the 

benefits they seek.  
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Recommendations 

The results of this study have led to the following recommendations to park managers to 

maintain local visitation, reduce user conflicts and preserve the visitor experience. These 

recommendations are general, with the intent that they should be adapted to respect socio-

cultural systems present within specific natural protected areas.   

Addressing Diminishing Local Visitation. 

Locals and visitors often attribute different meaning and significance to particular places. 

These perceptions affect experiences and can result in conflicts between local users of protected 

natural areas and newcomers (Wray et al., 2010). Developments or changes to a particular area 

which undermine existing cultural traditions, practices and values are likely to be negatively 

perceived by local users (Wray et al., 2010). With this in mind, when planning new park 

developments, park managers should ensure consideration of the socio-cultural meanings local 

users attribute to the setting (Wray et al., 2010). Support for development could be gained by 

locals with meaningful public engagement about planned developments and educating locals 

about the management challenges faced by park managers. 

Cultural Ecosystem Service Education Initiatives Education. 

Ignorance about CES within protected areas, particularly sensitive areas, was identified 

during interviews as resulting in ecological conflicts (e.g. destruction of critical habitat features 

to culturally significant wildlife species). Park managers should employ education programs to 

inform visitors about the socio-cultural context of the areas they are visiting. Information should 

be distributed at various locations, and at the sites themselves, rather than relying on a sole 

distribution point (e.g. interpretive centre). Decentralized information sharing points at the 
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specific location will reach a wider audience, while placement of education materials at the 

locations will provide visitors with the natural and socio-cultural context of the area, which can 

be impactful and enhance the visitor experience.  

Offering Specific Visitor Experiences.  

Visitors frequent the same areas within a park for different reasons. Park managers 

should make efforts to manage visitation to specific areas based on visitor experience sought or 

manage areas in such a way as to offer a specific experience. For example, if a small group of 

recreational users is interested in going to a secluded area for mental health benefits from 

solitude and a peaceful wilderness experience, coming in to contact with 40 other visitors 

looking to gain physical health benefits at the same location could detract from their experience. 

Providing a specific visitor experience in certain areas or managing access by visitor experience 

can enhance the time spent in the park for a wide array of visitors. Park managers at TTP do this 

passively to a certain extent by advising visitors where different user groups are located to help 

them obtain the experience they are seeking (Informant F, April 6, 2017), however as visitation 

increases over time, a more active management approach is recommended. 
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Appendix A: Participant Survey  

Part 1: You and Your Park Visit  
 

1. Where do you currently reside? (town/ province or state/ country)  
_______________________________________________ 
 

2. What is your age range? Please circle: 
18-25 26-40  41-50  51-64  65+ 
 

3. What type of park visitor are you? 
☐ Front country visitor (i.e. areas accessible by road) 
☐ Backcountry visitor  
☐ Licensed harvester (fishing, hunting) 
☐ Subsistence harvester 
☐ Other:____________________ 

 
4. Is this your first visit to Tombstone Territorial Park? ☐ No ☐ Yes 

 
5. How often do you visit Tombstone Territorial Park annually?________________ 

 
6. How long do you plan to stay in the park during this visit?__________________ 

 
7. Are you here with a commercial operation (e.g. tour company, outfitter)?  

☐ No ☐ Yes If yes, please specify the company name.: _____________________ 
 

8. What activities are you planning during this visit? Check all that apply. 
☐ Camping 
☐ Backcountry hiking 
☐ Day hiking 
☐ Fishing 
☐ Commercial Tour 
☐ Educational Tour 
☐ Guided Hunting  
☐ Hunting (licensed, subsistence) 

☐ Trapping 
☐ Mountain Biking 
☐ Sightseeing 
☐ Wildlife viewing 
☐ Berry/plant gathering 
☐ Interpretive Centre visit 
☐ Other:______________________ 

 
9. How much do you estimate spending on your entire trip to Tombstone Territorial Park, 

including such items as travel, accommodations, food, equipment and other? 
__________________________________________________________________ 
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Part 2: Ecosystem Services 
 

10. An objective of this study is to identify the ecosystem services that attract users to 
Tombstone Territorial Park. The term ecosystem services refers to the benefits humans 
get from nature, such as berries, medicinal plants, spiritual experience, physical activity, 
etc.  
 
Were you familiar with the term ecosystem services prior to taking this survey?  
☐ Yes ☐ No 
 
Are there specific benefits from nature in Tombstone Territorial Park that you seek? 
Please be as specific as possible. ☐ Yes ☐ No 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

 
11. The following ecosystem services have been identified in Tombstone Territorial Park. 

Rank these benefits in terms of the most and least important to you.  
1=most important, 14= least important. 

— Plant and berry gathering 
— Wildlife harvesting 
— Wildlife habitat  
— Ecological diversity 
— Recreation 
— Mental health 
— Physical health 

— Tourism 
— Spiritual experience 
— Sense of place 
— Wildlife viewing 
— Sightseeing 
— Cultural significance 
— Art Inspiration 
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Part 3: Mapping Exercise 
 
12. On the map below, identify the general areas from which you will benefit or have 
benefited from nature within Tombstone Territorial Park.  

 
 

Tombstone Territorial Park (Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, Geomatics Unit, 
2018) 
Tombstone Territorial Park (Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, Geomatics Unit, 
2018) 
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13. On the map, identify the type of value(s) you associate with each place identified in 
Question 12. 
 

Code Value I value these places because… 
A Aesthetic  I enjoy the scenery, sights, sounds, etc. 
B Biological Diversity they provide a variety of fish, wildlife, plant life, etc. 
C Cultural  they allow me to continue and pass down the wisdom and 

knowledge, traditions, and way of life of my ancestors 
E Economic  they provide useful resources (e.g. tourism opportunities, 

wild game);  
F Future they allow future generations to know and experience 

Tombstone Territorial Park as it is now 
H Historic they have natural and human historical significance that 

matters to me or others 
L Learning we can learn about the environment through scientific 

observation or experimentation 
LS Life Sustaining they help produce, preserve, clean and renew air, soil and 

water 
R Recreation they provide opportunities for outdoor recreation 
S Spiritual because they are sacred, religious, or spiritually special to 

me or because I feel reverence and respect for nature there 
T Therapeutic they make me feel better physically or mentally 
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Appendix B: Commercial Operator Survey 

Part 1: Operation Details 
 

1. What type of commercial operation do you operate in Tombstone Territorial Park (e.g. 
outfitting company, tour company)?__________________________ 

 
2. How often does your operation come to Tombstone Territorial Park 

annually?________________ 
 

3. Approximately how many visitors do you bring to the park annually?_________ 
 

4. How much do you charge for the specific services you offer to your clients with respect 
to activities in Tombstone Territorial Park? Please include the total cost including travel, 
food and accommodation, if applicable. 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 

5. What activities have/will your clients undertake in Tombstone Territorial Park during 
2016? Check all that apply. 

 
☐ Camping 
☐ Backcountry hiking 
☐ Day hiking 
☐ Fishing 
☐ Commercial Tour 
☐ Educational Tour 
☐ Guided Hunting  

☐ Hunting (licensed, subsistence) 
☐ Mountain Biking 
☐ Sightseeing 
☐ Wildlife viewing 
☐ Berry/plant gathering 
☐ Interpretive Centre visit 
☐ Other:________________

 
Part 2: Ecosystem Services 
 

6. An objective of this study is to identify the ecosystem services that attract users to 
Tombstone Territorial Park. The term ecosystem services refers to the benefits humans 
get from nature, such as berries, medicinal plants, spiritual experience, physical activity, 
etc.  
 
Where you familiar with the term ecosystem services prior to taking this survey? ☐ Yes ☐ 
No 
 

7. Are there specific benefits from nature in Tombstone Territorial Park that your clients 
seek? Please be as specific as possible. ☐ Yes ☐ No 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
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__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

 
8. The following ecosystem services have been identified in Tombstone Territorial Park. 

Rank these benefits in terms of the most and least important to your operation. 1=most 
important, 14= least important. 
 

— Plant and berry gathering 
— Wildlife harvesting 
— Wildlife habitat  
— Ecological diversity 
— Recreation 
— Mental health 
— Physical health 

— Tourism 
— Spiritual experience 
— Sense of place 
— Wildlife viewing 
— Sightseeing 
— Cultural significance 
— Art Inspiration 
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Part 3: Mapping Exercise 
9. On the map below, identify the general areas from which your operation will benefit or 

has benefited from nature within Tombstone Territorial Park.  
 

 

Tombstone Territorial Park (Government of Yukon, Department of Environment, Geomatics Unit, 2018) 
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10. On the map, identify the type of value you associate with each place identified in 
question 8. 

Code Value My operation values these places because… 
A Aesthetic  Our clients enjoy the scenery, sights, sounds, 

etc. 
B Biological Diversity they provide a variety of fish, wildlife, plant 

life, etc. 
C Cultural  they allow clients to continue and pass down 

the wisdom and knowledge, traditions, and way 
of life of my ancestor 

E Economic they provide useful resources (e.g. tourism 
opportunities, outfitting) 
 

F Future they allow future generations to know and 
experience Tombstone Territorial Park as it is 
now 
 

H Historic they have natural and human historical 
significance that matters to me or others 

L Learning we can learn about the environment through 
scientific observation or experimentation 

LS Life Sustaining they help produce, preserve, clean and renew 
air, soil and water 

R Recreation they provide opportunities for outdoor 
recreation 

S Spiritual because they are sacred, religious, or spiritually 
special to my clients or because they feel 
reverence and respect for nature there 

T Therapeutic they make my clients feel better physically or 
mentally 
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Appendix C: Interview Code System 

Code System used to Thematically Code and Analyze Interview Data 

Code System # 
Code System 847 
  Activities 0 
    Helihiking 1 
    Mountain Biking 2 
    Kiteboarding 1 
    Dog Mushing 0 
    Skijouring 0 
    Skiing 1 
  Park Stats 0 
    New campsite added 1 
    Visitation 4 
  Commercial Operations 2 
  Age Range 1 
  Areas of Interest 0 
    Azure Lake 1 
  Background Info 1 
    Park Surveys 2 
    Traditional Use 1 
    Ch. 10 of THFA 1 
  Conflict - Ecological 2 
    Wildlife Habituation 4 
    Wildlife Disturbance 5 
    Ecological Integrity Preservation 17 
    Exploitation 1 
    Helicopter Use 5 
    Hiking/Lambing 6 
    Recreation jeopardizing Environmental Values 14 
    Recreation/Sensitive Habitat 8 
      Human/Wildlife Interactions 9 
    Vegetation Degradation 7 
    Wildlife Displacement 5 
  Conflict - Social 2 
    Hunting 7 
    Overdevelopment detracts from experience 2 
    Cultural Disrespect 2 
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    Limited winter access points 1 
    Overregulation 2 
    Hunters/Recreation Seekers 14 
    Advertising 2 
    Reduced Enjoyment 7 
    Highway Traffic 3 
    User Conflicts 2 
      Camping 1 
      Fishing 1 
      Reduced hunting success 2 
      Avoid areas with many people 26 
        Zoning 1 
      Helicopter Use 7 
      Human Safety 8 
      Mountain Biking 2 
      Outfitters/Hikers/Commercial Operators 6 
      Overcrowding 11 
      Paragliding 1 
      Snowmobiles and Skiers 4 
      Snowmobile 1 
    Development will affect Traditional Use 3 
    Aboriginal Rights 2 
    Natural Environment Park not Recreation 1 
    Mining 5 
    Commercial vs Private Use 4 
  Conflict Location 2 
    Charcoal Ridge 1 
    Wolf Creek 2 
    Hart Road 1 
    Dempster Highway 1 
    No Conflict 6 
    Campground 2 
    Angelcomb 4 
    Goldensides 1 
  Ecosystem Services 1 
    Spiritual 10 
    Bird watching 1 
    Adventure 2 
    Aesthetic 13 
    Art Inspiration 7 
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    Berries 13 
      Soapberries 1 
      Cranberries 3 
      Blueberries 5 
      Cloudberries 5 
    Birds 11 
      Raptors 1 
      Swans 1 
      ducks 2 
      Golden Eagle 1 
    Cultural 22 
    Cultural Education 10 
    Ecological Education 11 
    Enhanced connections with others 7 
    Fish 3 
      Salmon 1 
    Food 22 
    Fungi 1 
    Fur 1 
    Game Animals 11 
    Habitat 5 
    Heritage 7 
    Lichen 1 
    Medicine 9 
      Colt's foot 2 
      Spruce Pitch 1 
      Red Willow 1 
      Labrador Tea 2 
    Mental Health 13 
    Mushrooms 2 
    Northern Lights 2 
    Physical Health 13 
    Plant 18 
    Recreation 20 
    Scientific Research 5 
    Sense of Place 17 
    Sensory experience 1 
    Solitude 6 
    Tourism 8 
    Water 8 



ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND CONFLICTS IN TTP 87 

    Wildlife 4 
      Sheep 14 
      Moose 8 
      Caribou 14 
      Bears 2 
      Fox 1 
      muskrat 1 
    Wildlife Viewing 7 
    wilderness 10 
  ES Location 0 
    Goldensides Road drainage 1 
    km 100 2 
    Grizzly Lookout 1 
    Angelcomb 14 
    Auston Pass 3 
    Axe Man Creek 1 
    Azure Lake 1 
    Blackstone Range 7 
    Blackstone River 3 
    Campground 2 
    Chandindu 4 
    Chapman Lake 4 
    Charcoal Ridge 5 
    Divide Lake 3 
    Fold Lake 1 
    Foxy Creek 4 
    Goldensides 6 
    Grizzly Creek Drainage 4 
    Grizzly Lake 3 
    Hart River 1 
    Hart River Road 13 
    Highway Corridor 2 
    Interpretive Centre 1 
    Lil Creek 1 
    North Klondike Trail 1 
    Seela Pass 3 
    Seela Range 1 
    Sheep Creek 1 
    Surfbird Mountain 3 
    Talus Lake 1 
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    Tombstone Valley 2 
    Two Moose Lake 4 
    Viewpoint 4 
    Wolf Creek 5 
  Hiking 2 
    Surfbird 1 
    Angelcomb 1 
    Discovery Ridge 1 
    Grizzly Lake 2 
    12 Mile 1 
    Seela Pass 1 
    Goldensides 2 
    Hart River 1 
  Management Plan 7 
    Zoning 4 
    Park Management 28 
    Monitoring 4 
      Management Committee 6 
        Involvement with Park 1 
  Mitigation 7 
    Education 10 
    Enforcement 4 
  Quote Permission 2 
  Reason for visiting 1 
    Quotes 10 
    Accessibility 9 
  Snowmobile 1 
    Hart River Winter Road 1 
  User Type 1 
    Researcher 2 
    User Type: Hiker 3 
    User Type: Front-Country 2 
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Appendix D: Conflict and Ecosystem Service Data from Interviews 

Ecological conflicts identified during interviews 

Ecological Conflict Occurrence  

Ecological Integrity Preservation 17 

Recreation jeopardizing environmental values 14 

Human/Wildlife Interactions 9 

Recreation/Sensitive Habitat 8 

Vegetation Degradation 7 

Hiking and Lambing 6 

Helicopter Use 5 

Wildlife Disturbance 5 

Wildlife Displacement 5 

Wildlife Habituation 4 

Environmental Exploitation 1 
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Social conflicts identified during interviews 

Social Conflict Occurrence  

Area avoidance 26 

Hunters/Recreationalists 14 

Overcrowding 11 

Human Safety 8 

Reduced Enjoyment 7 

Helicopter Use 7 

Hunting 7 

Outfitters/Hikers/Commercial Operators 6 

Mining 5 

Snowmobiles and skiers 4 

Commercial vs Private Use 4 

Development vs Traditional Use 3 

Highway Traffic 3 

Overdevelopment 2 

Cultural disrespect 2 

Overregulation 2 

Aboriginal Rights 2 

Advertising 2 

User conflict (general) 2 

Reduced hunting success 2 
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Mountain Biking 2 

Paragliding 1 

Snowmobile use 1 

Camping 1 

Fishing 1 

Natural Environment Park vs Recreation Park 1 

Limited winter access points 1 

 

Ecosystem services identified during interviews 

Ecosystem Service Occurrence 

Cultural 22 

Food 22 

Recreation 20 

Plant 18 

Sense of Place 17 

Wildlife – Caribou  14 

Wildlife – Sheep  14 

Mental Health 13 

Aesthetic 13 

Berries (general) 13 

Physical Health 13 



ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND CONFLICTS IN TTP 92 

Spiritual 11 

Birds (general) 11 

Ecological Education 11 

Game Animals 11 

Wilderness 10 

Cultural Education 10 

Medicine (general) 9 

Wildlife – Moose 8 

Tourism 8 

Water 8 

Wildlife Viewing 7 

Art Inspiration 7 

Enhanced Connection with Others 7 

Heritage 7 

Solitude 6 

Blueberries 5 

Cloudberries 5 

Habitat 5 

Scientific Research 5 

Wildlife – General  4 

Cranberries 3 
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Fish 3 

Medicine - Colt’s foot 2 

Medicine – Labrador Tea 2 

Mushrooms 2 

Northern Lights 2 

Ducks 2 

Adventure 2 

Wildlife – Bears  2 

Salmon 1 

Lichen 1 

Golden Eagle 1 

Medicine – Spruce Pitch 1 

Medicine – Red Willow 1 

Fungi 1 

Fur 1 

Sensory Experience 1 

Raptors 1 

Swans 1 

Soapberries  1 

Wildlife – Fox  1 

Wildlife – Muskrat  1 

Bird Watching 1 
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