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Summary

Kwanlin Diin First Nation (KDFN) released a draft Local Area Plan (LAP) for the tu Zil Man (LZM) (Fish Lake)
area in February 2026. The Draft Plan was the outcome of KDFN'’s collaboration with Government of Yukon
(YG) on a joint LAP via a multi-year process involving a Steering Committee of appointees from both
governments. In January 2025, YG withdrew its support for the Draft Plan and the two Parties subsequently
reached an impasse; in Fall 2025, KDFN chose to withdraw from the process and finish the LAP on its own.

The Winter 2026 engagement was an opportunity for KDFN to solicit feedback on the Draft Plan from
Citizens and Beneficiaries, Fish Lake residents, the broader public, and the many organizations whose
mandates or activities intersect with the area. Engagement activities included a public Open House, online
survey, Fish Lake residents’ event, KDFN Citizens’ lunch, focus groups, and meetings. An estimated 175-200
people participated, almost 100 of those via the online survey.

KDFN heard and learned many things during this engagement, including:

e There was solid support for all major aspects of the Draft Plan from KDFN Citizens and the broader
community.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate their levels of agreement with the Draft Plan’s Vision,
Goals, Key Policies and Actions, and Land Use Designations. 92% to 98% of all respondents
indicated partial or total agreement with these key components of the plan.

e The perception that non-Indigenous Yukoners may be excluded from the area is a fear and concern
for some, while others welcome KDFN'’s leadership and stewardship.

Some survey respondents expressed concerns that the general public would be excluded from
the Fish Lake area, predominantly for recreation purposes but also hunting and gathering. This
was expressed as a general concern as well as in response to draft plan content that directs
KDFN to prioritize the protection of heritage and subsistence harvest where there are conflicts
with other uses.

Many survey respondents and in-person event attendees expressed support for KDFN’s decision
to proceed with finishing the plan and appreciation both for its stewardship efforts and inviting
the broader community to participate. At the same time, a handful of Fish Lake residents shared
their hope that KDFN does not unintentionally alienate residents who share similar values and a
commitment to stewarding the area by imposing restrictions.

e Improved management of motorized recreation, trails, tourism and other visitor impacts is
welcomed, and Citizens and Beneficiaries see a Guardian program playing a key role.

Numerous survey respondents shared concerns about motorized vehicles’ impacts on the landscape
and local trails and expressed support for restrictions on their use. The plan’s direction with respect



to trails and tourism management was generally well-received, with some calling for more emphasis
on trail maintenance and the employment and partnership opportunities it could create.

Some Citizens and Beneficiaries shared their concerns about recreation and fishing pressures,
garbage and litter, and potential loss of heritage resources due to unmanaged visitation. Citizens
singled out the importance of a Guardian program to help monitor wildlife and educate visitors about
respectful use of the area.

Development is a polarized issue for some.

Some survey respondents expressed a desire for more development and/or lot subdivision in
the area, while others suggested that there should be no more development at all (on or off
Settlement Land).

Protection of the area is generally supported, but “park” status may not be.

Conversations with Fish Lake residents and conservation organizations revealed that there is
support for some level of protected status for the planning area. However, some residents
expressed concern that a traditional park model may restrict and/or monetize access to their
backyard and could lead to an increase in visitation over current levels. An Indigenous Protected
and Conserved Area model of protection was seen as having potential for more flexible, locally
responsive management approaches.

The tourism industry is supportive in general but concerned about how “good faith” operators may
be impacted in the interim.

Tourism organizations generally supported the direction of the plan and its emphasis on
stewardship, cultural values, and responsible recreation. However, industry associations and
some business owners shared concerns that the unclear processes, policies, and timeframes
around authorization for activities on Settlement Land would pose barriers to operators who
want to engage in good faith and indirectly reward operators who disregard the rules.
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INTRODUCTION

In March 2020, Government of Yukon (YG) and Kwanlin Din First Nation (KDFN) signed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) to work jointly towards a local area plan for the tu Zil M&n (LZM) (Fish Lake) area. A
Steering Committee comprised of three appointees from each government was appointed in Fall 2021 and
began meeting in late 2021.

The two governments completed a Draft Plan in late 2024, but it was not supported by YG for public review.
KDFN and YG were subsequently unable to reach agreement on how to complete the plan collaboratively. In
accordance with its Self-Government Agreement, KDFN withdrew from the process and proceeded
independently. In releasing the Draft Plan to the public in February 2026", KDFN sought to:

e Ensure the public, KDFN citizens and stakeholders are informed about the planning process,
opportunities to participate, and why their involvement matters.

e Gather input from KDFN citizens, the public and stakeholders on whether the Draft Plan and its
strategic and policy directions align with what they value and want to see for the area.

e Reinforce KDFN’s role as a steward, leader and listener regarding LZM.

The following report provides a summary of “What We Heard” during engagement for the Draft Plan.

OVERVIEW OF ENGAGEMENT PROGRAM

A variety of engagement activities were planned to reach the plan’s key audiences: KDFN citizens; LZM
area residents/property owners; public; and organizations with a direct or indirect interest in the LZM
planning area. KDFN used its online project page to house information and promote participation, and
posters and signs were installed at frequently visited locations in Whitehorse and the planning area. A
complete list of engagement activities, their duration and participation is shown below.

Online survey February 9 — March 31| Facebook, mailout (KDFN), posters, 98* responses
newspaper, radio
Open House February 12 Facebook, newspaper, radio ~50 people
Focus groups (3) February 16/17 E-mail invitation 10 people
Fish Lake residents’ event February 18 E-mail ~20 people
KDFN Lunch n’ Learn February 25 Facebook ~10 people
Other outreach/solicitation February 9 — March 31| E-mail 3 responses
Follow-up meetings April-June N/A 7 people

*This includes 10 hard copy surveys that were completed at the public Open House, the rest were completed online.

The survey, hosted on the Survey Monkey platform, received a total of 98 responses. KDFN citizens,
planning area residents, and stakeholders shared their perspectives with the engagement team through
other engagement tactics as well.

" The 2026 version of the plan was modified slightly from the 2024 draft to reflect that YG was no longer a Party in the
process.



SURVEY RESULTS

The following section provides a summary of key results from the survey, with online and paper results
combined. Results from both KDFN Citizens/Beneficiaries and all survey respondents are reported for
each question. This breakout is intended to facilitate insight into the degree of alignment between the
KDFN community and broader community on the plan.

The survey form can be found in Appendix A.

The draft plan’s vision statement
received solid support from survey
participants. 76% of KDFN
respondents indicated agreement,
129% partial agreement, and 0%
disagreement. Refer to Chart 1.

Overall results tracked very closely
with KDFN results (77%, 15%,

and 2%, respectively) for the same
response options. Refer to Chart 2.

Many comments received about
the vision fell under one of three
topics (in order of frequency):
clarity around the meaning of the
vision statement; exclusion of
non-First Nation citizens; and
recreation and trails.

Respondents questioned whether
the wording or meaning contained
within the vision supported
specific activities of interest to
them, namely recreation,
hunting/fishing, trails, and mining
activity. A few others homed in on
the terms “natural state” and
“stewardship”. Respondents
expressed concern that access to
non-Citizens might be limited or
pointed out that the “harvest”
language in the Vision does not
apply to them if they are not
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granted permission to hunt on Settlement Land. Recreation/trail-related comments included concerns
that there are too many recreational users to support safe subsistence hunting and a request to keep
hiking trails open.

Other comments received expressed support for the vision, described the vision as too vague, or encouraged
KDFN to connect it back to oral stories and what they reveal about the long occupation of the area.

IN THEIR OWN WORDS

On Vision

“There was a glacier in this area. Our oral stories tell us that we were here for thousands of years. It proves
ancestral and indigenous rights not just the time of contact and free relocation. There (is) evidence in the oral
stories. Each place has a story. Connect the past to present and then the future.”

“I love the land and I am happy that KD(FN) will continue to keep it pristine and as it is.”

“We are concerned about getting some areas not shared with everybody anymore. We the think we should
allow everybody to have free access to the land as long as they respect the land and people who use the land.”

“What does the statement "Protect and honour....by keeping it in a natural state" imply about recreational
development, like trails?”

“Does the exploration, development and extraction of existing mineral resource rights fall under "harvest?"

"Keeping it in a natural state” is a bit confusing, especially as already there have been impact(s) there.”

Goals

The draft plan’s six goals also

received solid support from Chart 3. Do you agree with the draft plan’s

- o
survey participants. 72% of goals? (KDFN responses, n=25)
KDFN respondents indicated

agreement, 24% partial 80% 72%
agreement, and 0% 70%
disagreement. Refer to Chart 3. 60%
50%
The aggregate results were 40%
almost identical to KDFN results 30% 24%
(72%, 26%, and 1%, 20%
respectively) for the same 10% . 0% (0) 4%-(1)
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Many comments received about minor concerns

the goals fell under the following or suggestions

topics (in order of frequency):



hunting; motorized recreation;

and exclusion of non-First Nation Chart 4. Do you agree with the draft plan’s

citizens. goals? (All responses, n=90)
80%
Hunting-related comments 70%
included concerns about 60%
exclusion of non-First Nation 50%
hunters under “subsistence”, 40%
desire for protection of 30%
subsistence rights, safety 20%
concerns, and the need for better 10%
big game hunting management 0%
and First Nation hunt reporting. Yes,Iagree  Partially-1  No, Idisagree Not sure/no
Some respondents shared have some opinion
concerns that the “quality minor concerns
outdoor recreation” goal may be or suggestions

IN THEIR OWN WORDS
On Goals

“With regards to supporting hunting....I support more protection for subsistence hunters.”

“Goals are great - good to know that KD(FN) has ideas and motivation to keep the land as it is.”

“Ensure recreation and cultural experiences to visitors are done in the least damaging way. We need to mitigate
the misuse of our category A land and resources. KDFN citizens need to use this space for cultural reasons, we

can’t lose any of it to make money through tourism.”

“Don’t think it needs to revitalize KDFN connection to land or maintain existing rural lifestyles....those should
not drive decisions but could be outcomes.”

“For whom will subsistence hunting and gathering be supported? Disagree if limited to KDFN.”

“It depends on what is meant by "quality outdoor recreation." Forms of outdoor recreation that can negatively
impact wildlife/birdlife in the area, as well as the land itself should be severely restricted.”

“Concerned with the wordings around protecting cultural activities and maintaining subsistence hunting as that
usually means access for Indigenous only and not all citizens.”

“A broader goal that should apply here to all (First Nation) hunts is (for) the FNs to require all its residents to
be legally required to report the harvest of moose (and in some areas caribou).”

“Instead of “offer quality outdoor recreation and cultural experiences to visitors”, it would be important to
capture the importance the area has for recreational activities for local people.”

“I absolutely support the importance of protecting biodiversity, wildlife habitat - and ensuring that water
quality of Fish Lake is not compromised by mining or other activities.”

“Please ensure (that for) all legal residents of the Yukon, hunting rights are preserved.”




inclusive of motorized recreation when its impacts are high and/or suggested that lower impact
recreation modes be prioritized or accommodated. A few respondents expressed concerns that the
goals around Citizen reconnection and subsistence harvest will disadvantage or exclude non-Citizens

from using the area.

Other comments received emphasized water quality protection, expressed support, requested that the
goals be more “Indigenized”, and framed connection to the power grid as an appropriate form of

development.

The draft plan’s key policies and
actions received solid support
from survey participants. 84% of
all respondents indicated
agreement, 19% partial
agreement, and 5%
disagreement. Refer to Chart #5.

The KDFN results deviated
somewhat from the overall
results, which showed 75%
agreement, 19% partial
agreement, and 5%
disagreement. This indicates
that KDFN Citizen support was
greater than non-Citizen
support, though there were
some minor concerns identified.
Refer to Chart #6.

Many of the comments received
related to the topics of (in order
of frequency): development;
trails; exclusion of non-First
Nation people; recreation
conflicts; and support.

Development-related comments
were split between opposition to
limits on residential and
commercial development in the
area and opposition to
residential development on
KDFN lands. Some respondents
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shared concerns that policies were geared towards limiting access to non-Citizens. Several people
expressed concerns about the proposed policy around prioritizing traditional activities over recreation
and/or tourism uses, noting that such a policy could unnecessarily exclude them. Other comments
expressed support.

Other comments received mentioned support for trail maintenance, opposition to opening trails,
concerns about grazing leases being misused, and the need for small-scale visitor facilities.

IN THEIR OWN WORDS

On Key Policies and Actions

"Establish a KDFN Guardian program to educate visitors and monitor wildlife, habitat, and impacts from
recreation and tourism." This is essential.

"Support KDFN traditional activities over recreation and/or tourism uses where there are conflicts": this
seems to place things in a hierarchy and immediately choose a side if a conflict exists, regardless of the
reasoning or justification behind the conflict...There should be some sort of process in which 1) conflicts can
be mediated and 2) mitigation and balance between traditional and local recreational use can be mitigated.”

“Concerned that the development of KDFN residential and community infrastructure could be uncertain and
potentially create management challenges.”

“Expand opportunities for all citizens. Improve facilities like parking, restrooms, garbage disposal to
encourage stewardship and responsible use.”

“This again implies that access and usage of the lake and surrounding areas will be limited to FN citizens.
This will create...areas which would not be accessible to non-FN citizens. Also polices should not be
implemented, controlled and created only by KDFN.”

“Small-scale visitor facilities, revamped parking and overall better signage and interpretation in the area |
think would go a long way, not just for tourism and new residents but even for long-time Yukoners that use

this area!”

“Disagree with limiting new residential and commercial development. The area provides a significant
economic opportunity to Yukon, including agricultural potential.”

“I hope trails are renovated to be more durable and handle the volume of users.”

“Those who have abused their grazing leases by using the area for commercial or tourism purposes instead of
the original terms and conditions need to have those leases revoked.”

“I don’t agree on opening trails.”

“Tourism in the area is a valuable asset to all of the communities. Make sure a select few can’t ruin that for
all the visitors.”




The draft plan’s land use
designations and policies also
received solid support from
survey participants. 79% of
KDFN respondents indicated
agreement, 17% partial
agreement, and 0%
disagreement. Refer to Chart
7.

The KDFN results differed
marginally from overall
results, which showed 72%
agreement, 22% partial
agreement, and 4%
disagreement. Again, this
indicates that KDFN Citizen
support was greater than non-
Citizen support, though there
were some minor concerns
identified. Refer to Chart 8.

Many of the comments
received related to the topics
of (in order of frequency):
subdivision/more
development; exclusion of
non-First Nation people;
support for designations;
tourism management;
implementation; and
opposition to development.

A handful of respondents
directly or indirectly expressed
support for subdivision of
large lots or for more
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Chart 7. Do you agree with the draft land use
designations and policies? (KDFN responses, n=24)
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development in general. Others shared concerns or impressions that the plan would restrict non-First Nation
people from using Settlement Land for recreation and/or tourism. Several respondents stressed a desire for
closer management of tourism activities occurring in open space areas. A few others questioned how
policies would be implemented. Several respondents expressed opposition to the potential development
envisioned for several Settlement Land parcels.



IN THEIR OWN WORDS

On Land Use Designations

“A big one is just ensuring that commercial tourism doesn't balloon in the area. It's one thing to have guided
tours and experiences up there i.e. for hiking, horseback riding, dog sledding but definitely work to ensure that
large commercial facilities and operations area not expanded upon. Maybe even a permitted system for the
amount of tours/season could be explored. Would definitely help support the practice of "rest areas."

“Fishing and hunting opportunities (outside the settlement land areas) must remain intact. Bonus if KDFN
provides written permission to individuals seeking to hunt small game (grouse, hare, and especially ptarmigan)
on settlement land B designations.”

“Disagree with limiting commercial and residential designations.”

“I am happy to see support for continued recreational use of this area. I spend a lot of time here and am
grateful for the opportunities to recreate on KDFN territory.”

“How will impacts to wildlife, habitat and subsistence from new dwellings be minimized? Seems a bit too
broad, this could mean anything.”

“Mostly agree. The only question I have is what is the difference between a large residential lot with two
cabins on it vs splitting it into two still large-ish residential lots with one cabin each?”

“Will rules will be applied? There are lots of cabins on KDFN lands without authorization....”

“Think commercial activities and grazing opportunities should be more restricted. Seems fair to continue to
allow commercial interests such as Sky High to continue operating as they are limited in spatial extent, but
need a way to manage commercial tourism operators using the area unfettered.”

“Regarding rural residential properties & dwellings, I think that a conservative subdivision policy might be
supported e.g. 6 ha parcels into 2 x 3 ha lots or 3 x 2 ha lots, with stipulated conditions including limiting the
size and number of buildings on resultant lots.”

“Don’t like residential development, not sure trap lines are appropriate so close to town.”

“From looking at the map it looks like the current area used for hiking, skiing and biking to Bonneville Lake
and the Bonneville lake loop would now become under First Nation Land Designation and not allow for the
current recreational low-impact activities that are really important to locals. Is there a way like mentioned
earlier where you could allow these in (these) areas but with some sort of regulations so they remain a low-
footprint activities.”

“Want to know more about the windmills, access roads, from what directions? Opening it up to more traffic,
hikers, hunters.”

“Why is expansion of hydro infrastructure not supported by default? Has any study been done to support this?
Why would you not offer hydro the same policies as wind development, which seem reasonable?”

“I see no detail on how existing mineral tenure will be allowed to continue.”

“West side has been used for tourism and they should not restrict access.”

“How will future generations be able to access land? Shouldn’t just be historical requests.”




At the end of the survey, respondents were given the opportunity to share final comments about any
aspect of the plan. Many of the comments received expressed (in order of frequency): support for the
plan; gratitude for the opportunity to participate; concerns about motorized vehicles; thoughts about
mining; advice around potential user restrictions; and concerns about the exclusion of non-First Nation

residents.

Mentions of support for the plan cited specific goals or policies (i.e., recreation and tourism management)
and/or the overall content and presentation. Respondents thanked KDFN for its leadership in working to
steward the area and for soliciting input. Restrictions on ATV use were stressed as necessary to protect the
area’s ecological values. Two respondents expressed support for the plan’s stance on mining and
exploration, while another requested that the plan express support for the exercising of existing mineral
rights. One respondent felt that restrictions should be placed on many activities (harvest of berries and
mushrooms, fishing, non-subsistence harvest, and new trails), while several others focused on recreational
use — with one indicating agreement in principle but requesting advance communication. Finally, several
respondents echoed earlier sentiments that the plan will exclude non-First Nation people from using the

area.

A total of three and one survey was
completed on behalf of businesses and
organizations, respectively, accounting
for a combined 5% of responses. The
remaining 95% were completed by
individuals. Refer to Chart 9.
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849% of all survey respondents live in
the Whitehorse area, 9% live in the Fish
Lake area (or planning area), 3% live
elsewhere in the Yukon, and 4% live
outside of the territory. Refer to Chart
10.



IN THEIR OWN WORDS

Other comments

“PLEASE RESPECT THE LAND THE AIR THE WATER. What grows above and what grows below and what
grows in between.”

“I skimmed the plan. It is beautiful, well structured and reasonable. Great work!”

“My concern is that if KDFN gives permission to outsiders to use for recreational activities & we change that
in the future the people may argue its theirs now because they used it for recreation for 10, 20 years and
should not change.”

“One thing I would ask, as a non-Indigenous person who shares values of respect for the land, and all living
things, is to take caution not to lump the many people like myself in with some of these impacts as use of the
area has gone up...The main source of the problem is motorized vehicle usage. Other users will not be leaving
litter or creating new trails, or chopping down trees. We will park our cars where you ask us to, and will walk
gratefully and paddle gratefully and with respect. If you restrict us we will abide, but you will also be
alienating us and disconnecting us. I ask that this be noted and somehow adapted in your final version of
this plan to not have this happen, as I feel in doing so it will only strengthen it and help your objectives and
goals.”

“I would like to see a 'Friends of Fish Lake' or other organization form, to support garbage cleanup, trail
maintenance, and encouraging sustainable activities on the land. Washrooms at the Fish Lake trailhead
would be excellent too, since a lot of people use this trail.”

“....consider (a) mechanism for regulating the number of (people) accessing the area in future to reduce
impacts; Whitehorse population is expanding rapidly and people may not know how to be respectful/it might
interfere with peaceful enjoyment of settlement land”

“I thoroughly agree that issuance of new non-renewable resource interests should not be supported. I hope
that Gladiator Metals exploration & mining in general can be excluded or limited since the impacts (noise,
dust, lights) on the landscape, waters & lifestyle are incompatible with an area prized for dark night skies
and peaceful surroundings.”

“Think some kind of controls need to be put in place to restrict general recreational users from the area at
certain times of the year”

“Please be kind. Don’t curtail all non KDFN activity in the area.”

“I'm not sure why (wind development) would be a major concern...(it) will happen in the alpine, which is
significantly less sensitive environment than in the valley. Who cares if people utilize access roads to go for
an alpine ridge walk, if the road is already there.”

“I also would like to see some specific guidelines in the plan when areas or access are closed off on a timeline
in advance for doing so, so that people can look and plan well in advance....in order to achieve your goal of
limiting conflict I would suggest that there be a place where people can access up to date info on closures in
order to plan accordingly.”

“Great job KDFN! As a local Yukoner born and raised but non-indigenous, I'm very excited to see that this
area is being given such high-level planning and care for both now and well into the future....I hope that
through the actions identified in this LAP, we are able to collectively steward this area and keep it healthy!”




8% of survey respondents indicated

being a property owner in the ku Zil Mén 11. Are you a property owner in the tu Zil

area, versus 92% who are not. This Man area? (n=73)
further shows that almost all the survey 100%
respondents who indicated being
residents of the planning area own the 80%
properties they are living on. Refer to
Chart 11. 60%
40%

33% of all survey respondents indicated

being a citizen or beneficiary of KDFN, 20%
while 1% indicated citizenship of 0% 74&
another First Nation. 66% of all Yes No
respondents indicated not being

Indigenous. Refer to Chart 12.

People in the 35-44 age group accounted for 31% of all surveys, followed by 45-54 (28%), 65+ (18%), 25-
34 (13%), 55-64 (10%), and 18-24 (1%). Refer to Chart 13.

12. Are you a KDFN Citizen or
Beneficiary? (n=75) 13. How old are you? (n=72)

M 31% (22)

= Yes = No - not Indigenous = No - belong to a different YFN m 18-24 wm 25-34  35-44 w 45-54 m 55-64 = 65+

EVENTS

Public Open House

A Public Open House was held at the Kwanlin Diin Cultural Centre on Thursday, February 12 from 11 am -7
pm. Copies of the Draft Plan, background information, poster boards, and surveys were put on display, and
KDFN staff, the planning consultant, and one member of the advisory committee were on hand to answer
guestions and listen to feedback at various times. About 50 people attended.
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Many attendees were seeking clarity on the new KDFN-led process and how it had come about. Some
expressed disappointment that the two governments could not complete the plan together; many stated
their support for KDFN continuing alone. Many attendees also shared how important the area was to them.

Other feedback offered by individuals attending included:

e The Plan’s calls for protection could be made clearer up-front; currently they are “buried” in the
Land Use Designations (i.e., Natural Environment zone);

e The Plan should be more future facing and talk about how to respond to the substantial population
growth that should be expected in the coming years;

e An allowance for the subdivision of larger lots could be tied to a First Nation “buy back” program to
satisfy the interests of private property owners wanting to subdivide and KDFN wanting to re-
establish connections for its citizens; and

e The trails at Fish Lake pose an excellent opportunity to engage people and facilitate on-the-land
learning. Trail improvements and development could help employ KDFN youth and benefit all
recreational users.

An information and input session was held on Wednesday, February 19 at the new Sky High Wilderness
Ranch visitor’s centre. Copies of the Draft Plan, background information, poster boards, and surveys were
put out for attendees, and KDFN staff, the planning consultant, and two members of the advisory committee
were on hand to answer questions and listen to feedback. About 15-20 residents (not including the
committee members) participated.

Most of the evening was dedicated to a presentation and questions and answers. Comments shared by
attendees included:

e Fish Lake area residents recognize the strong connections of KDFN people to the area and support
the reconnection envisioned in the Plan and KDFN assuming more of a leadership role;

e Allocations on Settlement Lands for Citizen use are generally supported but there is hope that this is
done in a way that minimizes new intersections and roadways;

e The Plan’s emphasis on responsible recreation and tourism and broader protection of the tu Zil Man
area is well aligned with the priorities and values of residents;

e The opportunity for KDFN and residents to work together in areas such as citizen science,
monitoring, and stewardship is welcome;

e AnIndigenous Protected and Conserved Area (IPCA) model of protection could be a good fit with
the values of residents and avoid attracting even more visitation by calling it a “park”; and

e Owners of larger parcels would like the ability to pursue one-time subdivision as is provided for in
most other rural areas surrounding Whitehorse. Given the small number of these lots, the impacts of
subdivision would arguably be negligible.
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A Lunch n’ Learn information and input session was held at the Kashgék’ Building on Wednesday, February
25. Again, copies of the Draft Plan and background materials were on hand and KDFN staff delivered a
presentation highlighting key plan aspects. Nine people attended (including six Citizens).

Attendees expressed concerns about:

o Theincrease in residential homes in the area;

o Theincrease in recreational use of the area (e.g., fat bikes, dog walking, paragliding, skidoos);
o Need for archeological assessments to prevent loss or destruction of heritage resources;

o The number of boats on the lake and fishing pressure;

o Loss of privacy/isolated nature of cabins on Settlement Land

o Garbage being left behind, toilet paper around the boat launch; and

o Impacts of climate change (i.e., lake water getting warmer).
Attendees expressed support for:

e Restricting access of new residential or commercial development;

e Creating an IPCA and connecting this protected area with Chasan Chua and Yukon River Personhood
to protect the land and salmon;

e Creating culture camps to have people occupy the land so it cannot be used for other purposes; and

e Having a Guardian program and working with the Conservation Officer Service.

Three focus group discussions were hosted at the Kwanlin Dlin Cultural Centre on February 16 and 17.
The assigned topics were recreation, tourism and environment/conservation. Each involved a
background presentation providing a Plan overview and spotlight on the relevant topic, along with
follow-up questions, answers, and discussion. Four people attended the environment/conservation and
recreation sessions each, and two people attended the tourism session.

Recreation
Feedback received during the recreation focus group included:

e Balancing conservation with freedom of access is challenging and requires robust tools;
e Visitor facilities could facilitate overnight visitation;

e Thereis increasing volumes of motorized traffic going to Coal Lake and more management
attention might be needed at that end of the planning area.
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The direction in the plan around limited new trail development may be inconsistent with the
desires or intentions expressed by some Citizens and even Sky High;

Residents don’t want to pay to access areas in their backyard. Be inclusive — don’t let income
dictate who should be out here.

Incorporating the Fish Lake area into a more conventional “park” may be a missed opportunity
to get people to care about a place because they want to do the right thing (instead of fear of
fines, etc.); and

There is a fear that once an area is closed to recreation temporarily for cultural or other
reasons, that closure will become permanent.

Tourism

Feedback received during the tourism focus group included:

Basic visitor facilities would be used and appreciated by less experienced commercial clients
(i.e., who mostly spend time in the front country);

Non-Indigenous operators struggle to find ways to educate people about First Nation culture
and values - the Plan’s direction to bridge this gap would greatly assist with this;

As a starting point, the background report should be made available to companies operating in
the area. It's important to read and hear the “sad” stories around displacement and loss of
connection to the area;

“Park” status — with its potential regulatory implications — may not align well with local resident
values. A more flexible approach that supports people to learn and do the right thing would be
a better fit and there is interest in what an Indigenous Protected and Conserved Area (IPCA)
model could look like; and

Having more place-based interpretation and history of the area would enhance the visitor
experience.

Please refer to page 16 for more tourism-related feedback.

Environment/Conservation

Feedback received during the environment/conservation focus group included:

e KDFN'’s leadership on the conservation front is strong supported and welcomed;

e AnIPCA and a Guardian program could be excellent tools for furthering understanding about
what is happening with keystone species in the area; and

e The Plan’s direction around commercial outfitting and hunting is supported.
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OTHER OUTREACH

Stakeholder Group Submissions

Upon the launch of the public survey, an e-mail and attached

letter was sent out to a list of 36 organizations anticipated Stakeholder List
to have a direct or indirect interest in the Fish Lake process .
(see sidebar). One organization participated in the survey. Sport and Recreation Groups

Active Trails Whitehorse Association

Alpine Club of Canada - Yukon Chapter

In addition to the one survey response, three direct Association of Yukon Paragliding and Hang Gliding
responses were received from organizations. These are GorEgonE ez (e Gl
. Dog Powered Sports Association Yukon
detailed below. Equine Association of Yukon
Klondike Snowmobile Association

ATCO Electric Yukon Run for Life (Reckless Raven)
- Trails Only Yukon Association

Velo North
ATCO Electric Yukon (AEY) shared numerous comments and Whitehorse Nordic Centre

questions about the draft plan, prompting a follow-up Yukon Bird Club
. . . Yukon Canoe and Kayak Club
meeting that focused on the following key points:

Industry Associations

e The current operation of the Fish Lake hydroelectric Tourism Industry Association of Yukon
facility under the terms and conditions of a water A58 [T G e el 07 L e

_ Yy o Yukon First Nation Cultural and Tourism Association
license is important to reflect; Whitehorse Chamber of Commerce

. . . " o Yukon Agricultural Association

e Policies specifying that only “maintenance” activities Yukon Chamber of Commerce
may be supported could be problematic for AEY in Yukon Chamber of Mines
that minor new infrastructure or works may be Yukon First Nation Chamber of Commerce
reqUired to reduce downstream risks as per dam Environmental/Conservation Organizations
safety best practices and the nature of these Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
activities are not clear. AEY needs the ability to Ducks Unlimited

Friends of Mcintyre Creek

Yukon Conservation Society

Yukon Fish and Game Association

Yukon Fish and Wildlife Management Board

adaptively manage risks;

e Ruling out increased generation may not make sense
where an equipment replacement could theoretically
achieve this without any increase in the operating Resident Associations

conditions and/or impacts of the system:; Fish Lake Association
/ P y ' Jackson Lake Community Association

e “Sensitive” habitats mentioned in the policies may

. . . . S Other
overlap with riparian areas that AEY is monitoring ATCO Electric Yukon
and managing under its water license; Chu Niikwan Development Corporation

) . . - City of Whitehorse
e AEY’s current fish monitoring activities could tie in Government of Yukon Land Planning Branch

with the Freshwater Fish Monitoring Program Icy Waters

. e g . Ta’an Kwach’an Council
identified in the plan; Yukon Heritage Resources Management Board

e Public gathering at the creek or dam intake and any ALl LSS G LR AR 5
raising of the road between the dyke and outhouse is
not advised for operational reasons; and

(Note: organizations shown in italics provided input)
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e New dam safety rules will require that AEY post highly visible dam safety signage in multiple
locations around the system, creating a new visual impact for some visitors.

Government of Yukon Land Planning Branch

Government of Yukon Land Planning Branch (LPB) submitted a letter to KDFN. YG declined to provide
comment on any specific policy recommendations within the draft Plan but encouraged KDFN to include
updated language to provide jurisdictional clarity for plan implementation. YG reiterated that the goals,
policies, and land use designations do not create any obligation to YG in decision-making over public
and private lands.

Yukon Heritage Resources Board

The Yukon Heritage Resources Board (YHRB) noted in its letter that the Draft Plan is rooted in a deep
respect for this significant area’s wide scope of heritage resources and values. The Board paid
particular attention to the plan’s direction on the development of tools to manage impacts and change
and recognition that difficult decisions (i.e., potential access closures) may be required in the future to
ensure the protection of heritage resources. YHRB supports the plan’s recommendation for a heritage
management plan as a first step and believes it will be critical to shaping subsequent decisions around
how heritage values are preserved, shared and practiced in the planning area.

Wilderness Tourism Association of Yukon

The Wilderness Tourism Association of Yukon submitted a letter to KDFN Chief and Council. The letter
expressed gratitude for the opportunity to meet with the planning team and provide input into the plan.
WTAY outlined that its members uphold a Code of Conduct and industry best practices emphasizing
environmental stewardship, respect for the land, visitor safety, and respectful relationships with
Indigenous governments and communities — many of the same ideals articulated in the draft plan.

WTAY expressed support for the broad direction of the Draft Plan and believes that the industry and
KDFN’s commitment to shared values provides a strong foundation for a positive and collaborative
working relationship now and in the future. It shared concerns about how responsible commercial
operators who wish to operate on KDFN Settlement Land in the area might navigate uncertainty in the
absence of formal authorization processes, operational policies, and clear communication pathways. In
the interim, WTAY committed to encouraging its membership to review the Draft Plan, engage
respectfully and proactively with KDFN, and identify any operating challenges to WTAY so that it can
better understand impacts and plan accordingly.

This submission followed on the heels of a June in-person meeting with representatives of WTAY, the
Tourism Industry Association of Yukon, and two tourism operators with a long history of offering
excursions in the Fish Lake area?. Key points of discussion included:

2 All the participating organizations had been invited to participate in the Winter 2026 tourism focus group but for various
reasons did not. The June meeting was arranged after industry representatives contacted Groundswell Planning about the
draft plan.
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Some tourism operators view themselves as being stewards of the land and some feel
vulnerable to unfair and unsubstantiated accusations of misuse of the lands, waters, and
resources. There isn't awareness of stewardship actions such as hauling out garbage and car
wrecks. The opportunity to go out on the land with KDFN Guardians can be invaluable for
building understanding and sharing information;

Plan actions such as cultural and ecological best practices content are welcomed but there are
questions about who or what will practically lead such initiatives;

Currently there is no clear understanding among operators about how to receive approval for
use of KDFN Settlement Land. Some operators have been told by KDFN staff to go elsewhere,
while others do not ask for permission and continue to offer activities on Settlement Land. This
indirectly rewards bad behaviour on the part of companies;

There is a compounding rate of growth in the tourism industry right now and real opportunities
for First Nations to benefit. Regenerative (versus consumptive) tourism is a key trend in the
industry right now and this trend could align well with KDFN’s values and emphasis on
stewardship and cultural awareness;

Uncertainty poses a real risk as operators are already selling product for the 2027 season, if
not beyond; and

Industry associations and tourism operators want to collaborate and partner with KDFN to
work through these challenges together.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Form



~Lu Zil Man
(Fish Lake)

LOCAL AREA PLAN

Public survey for the Draft Plan
February/March 2026

B

About the survey

Kwanlin Diin First Nation (KDFN) is pleased to present a draft local area plan for the Lu Zil Man
(Fish Lake) area near Whitehorse. The draft local area plan is built upon a shared vision for the
tu Zil Man area to benefit all Yukoners, including future generations.

KDFN is asking Yukoners who have an interest in the area to complete this survey. Your
responses will be anonymous, and a report summarizing all results will be shared publicly.
This survey can be completed online or on paper. Printed copies are available and can be
dropped off at KDFN’s Kashgék’ administration building (35 McIntyre Drive). The survey will
close at 11:59 pm on March 22, 2026.

After the engagement process is complete, the planning team will review and consider all
feedback and prepare a final plan for KDFN Chief and Council to approve.

Questions? Contact Karee Vallevand at 334-3569 or karee.vallevand@kdfn.net.

***KDFN Citizens: Check the end of the survey for instructions on the draw prize!

Part 1. Vision for the plan

A vision for the draft plan was created based on what we heard from Yukoners during
engagement in Summer/Fall 2022. This vision, shown below, provides the foundation for the
draft plan’s policies and actions.

VISION FOR THE FUTURE:

The tu Zil Mén (Fish Lake) plan area continues to be a thriving and long occupied landscape
with space to wander and views that take your breath away. Whether Yukon First Nations

peoples, residents, or visitors, we are all guests in this place where we gather, harvest, and
live. Respect and stewardship are displayed through the thoughtful actions of all who come

here, and we collectively foster healthy relationships with one another and the lands and
waters.

Our intention is to protect and honour this remarkable place and our ancient connections to it by
keeping it in a natural state.




1. Do you agree with the draft plan’s vision?

1 Yes, I agree

[ Partially - I have some minor concerns or suggestions
[ No, I disagree
J Not sure/ no opinion

2. If you have concerns or suggestions regarding the vision, please share them with us:

Part 2. Goals of the draft plan

Six broad goals were developed to provide a bridge between the draft plan’s vision and more
detailed objectives, policies and actions. The goals are as follows:

Protect biodiversity, Support subsistence Preserve and celebrate
wildlife habitat, and hunting and the area’s rich culture
water quality. gathering. and heritage.

Revitalize Kwanlin Diin Offer quality outdoor Maintain the unique
First Nation citizen recreation and cultural rural lifestyle of area
connections to the area. experiences to visitors. residents.



3. Do you agree with the draft plan’s goals?

1 Yes, I agree

[ Partially - I have some minor concerns or suggestions
[ No, I disagree

J Not sure/ no opinion

4. If you have concerns or suggestions regarding the draft plan’s goals, please share them
with us:

Part 3. Key Policies and Actions

The tu Zil Man Local Area Plan contains 66 policies and 52 actions. The list below contains
some of the key ones, organized around five overarching themes:

PROTECTION
e Protect Fish Lake’s wilderness
e Limit new residential or commercial development
e Keep Fish Lake “off-grid”, with basic road access
e Protect the quiet, self-sufficient rural lifestyle of residents in the area
RECONNECTION
e Develop KDFN residential and community infrastructure on Settlement Land in
alignment with KDFN’s Traditional Territory Land Vision
e Support KDFN traditional activities over recreation and/or tourism uses where there
are conflicts
e Support KDFN Citizens and Beneficiaries to practice, showcase and celebrate KDFN
culture
e Undertake a heritage management plan to preserve cultural and heritage resources

Incorporate First Nation language and placenames wherever possible



RESPECTFUL USE
e Designate and improve trails and parking areas to facilitate high quality recreation
and tourism experiences
e Consider small-scale visitor facilities at Fish Lake, Jackson Lake and Fish
Lake/Bonneville Lakes trailhead
e Explore improvements to better monitor, identify and mitigate environmental impacts
from tourism/visitor use

STEWARDSHIP & EDUCATION
e Establish a KDFN Guardian program to educate visitors and monitor wildlife, habitat,
and impacts from recreation and tourism
Establish a KDFN Freshwater Fish Monitoring Program in the area
Educate visitors to minimize their impacts

COORDINATION & COLLABORATION
e Work with Governments of Yukon and Canada to implement the Plan
e Explore options for a community-based group that can oversee Plan implementation
e Encourage ongoing community involvement and government accountability

5. Do you agree with the proposed key policies and actions?

1 Yes, I agree

[ Partially - I have some minor concerns or suggestions
[ No, I disagree

J Not sure/ no opinion

6. If you have concerns or suggestions regarding the key policies or actions, please share
them with us:



Part 4. Land use designations

The draft plan spatially organizes the planning area into five land use designations and
provides guidance on what uses are supported within each one and policies that should apply.
PLEASE VIEW THE LAND USE DESIGNATION MAP TO ANSWER THIS QUESTION.

DESIGNATION | APPLIES TO PERMITTED LAND USES = KEY POLICIES

Commercial
Tourism

Rural
Residential

First Nation
Land Use

Infrastructure

Natural
Environment

Existing
commercial
tourism
property

Existing rural
residential
properties

KDFN
Settlement
Lands

ATCO Electric
Yukon land
parcels and
wind energy
reserve

Vacant public
lands and
select resource
interests

»

»

Commercial tourism
facilities

Community and
cultural gathering

Residential dwellings

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

KDFN residences

KDFN community
infrastructure

KDFN camps and
cabins for traditional
activities

Visitor facilities

Hydroelectric
facilities

Wind power
infrastructure
Visitor facilities
Traditional uses and
recreation/tourism

Exercising of pre-
existing resource
interests

Visitor facilities

Other lawful activities
consistent with Plan

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

¥

Lot subdivision is not supported

Impacts of commercial tourism uses on
community values should be minimized

Expansion to accommodations should be
limited
Secondary dwellings are supported

Lot subdivision is not supported
Rezoning for commercial use is not supported
Home-based businesses are supported

Tourism/guiding businesses may be
supported depending on impacts

Residential and traditional use allocations are
limited to historical land submissions

New roads are not allowed on R-4A

Impacts of new dwellings on wildlife, habitat
and subsistence should be minimized

Leasing of land to third parties for revenue
generation is not allowed

Home-based businesses are allowed/ limited
as per Rural Residential designation
Expansion of existing hydro infrastructure is
not supported; maintenance is

Wind development may be supported subject
to mitigation of impacts

Visitor facilities should be small-scale
Issuance of new non-renewable resource
interests is not supported

Disposition of “legacy” vacant surveyed lots
will be opposed

Existing resource areas should be phased out
and rewilded to extent possible

KDFN traplines and related activities are
supported

Grazing interests should be re-examined in
the future



*Historical land submissions are applications for an interest on Settlement Land where a Citizen or Beneficiary or
their family have traditional ties.

7. Do you agree with the proposed land use designations and associated policies?

1 Yes, I agree

[ Partially - I have some minor concerns or suggestions
[ No, I disagree

J Not sure/ no opinion

8. If you have concerns or suggestions regarding the proposed land use designations, please
share those with us:

Part 5. Other Comments

The draft plan contains a wide range of policies and actions under the topics of: Wilderness
Protection; Wildlife and Habitat; Heritage and Culture; Subsistence Harvest; Land-Based
Recreation; Water-Based Recreation; Commercial Events and Tourism; Natural Resource
Activity; and Infrastructure and Services. If you have not already done so, we encourage you
to read the full plan.

9. Please share any feedback you may have about other plan contents.



Part 6. About you

10. Are you responding to the survey as an individual or on behalf of a business/organization?
[ As an individual

0 On behalf of a business:

1 On behalf of an organization:

0 Other:

IF YOU ARE A BUSINESS OR ORGANIZATION, YOUR SURVEY ENDS HERE. THANK YOU!

11. Where do you live?

[ Fish Lake/planning area
] Whitehorse area

] Another part of the Yukon
] Outside of the Yukon

12. Are you a property owner in the tu Zil Man area?

O Yes O No

13. Are you a Kwanlin Diin First Nation Citizen or Beneficiary?

O Yes O No

14. Are you a Member, Citizen or Beneficiary of another Yukon First Nation?

1 Yes (please indicate which one) ] No

15. How old are you?

Under 18
18 -24
25-34
45 - 54
55 - 64
65+

OO0Oo0agaod

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY
KDFN Citizens and Beneficiaries: take a photo of this page and email it to
karee.vallevand@kdfn.net to be eligible for the draw prize!




