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Ontario, and in particular
the northern boreal region,
has globally significant
land, water, and culture.
It is in an excellent position
to provide travelers,
including residents, with 
a world-class wilderness
tourism experience.
Research in Ontario has
shown that in resource-
based tourism (RBT)
remoteness sells.

Executive Summary
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executive summary

Within the industry, the remote sector
appeals to up-market clients who are
willing to pay up to twice as much as
clients of road-accessible tourism. In
addition, Ontario research demonstrates
that the quality of fish-
ing is much higher in
remote lakes than 
in road-accessible ones,
and that when new
roads are built to access
previously remote lakes
these lakes are “fished
out” in a matter of
weeks. 

Despite a clearly overwhelming inter-
est in remote-based tourism, remote
recreational opportunities across Ontario
are shrinking as industrial development
moves further into undeveloped northern
landscapes. A vibrant provincial RBT
industry requires that a continuum of
recreational opportunities on the land

base be maintained, including remote-
based recreational opportunities.

Although tourism plays a demonstrably
important role in northern economies, it
is still treated as a constraint to other

commercial resource
industries that rely on
access to Crown lands
in Ontario. The RBT
industry is further
challenged in that it
has to justify its value
repeatedly to the gov-
ernment to influence
policy decisions deal-

ing with resource-related issues. 
For Ontario to remain a “world-class

wilderness tourism destination,” signifi-
cant changes must be made to the 
current approach to the protection of
wilderness tourism values through 
appropriate land-use planning and access
management.

Ontario is well-positioned to attract travelers looking for high-value wilderness experiences in remote areas, but this 
competitive advantage could be lost without proper planning to protect remote landscapes.
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executive summary

1. Remoteness is a quantifiable economic value that can and should be 
managed. Ontario should protect a range of resource-based recreational
opportunities in the boreal region, including remote-based recreational
opportunities.

2. Given the difficulty of effectively controlling access, roads planning
should be integrated into community-based land-use planning and land-
scape-level planning in Ontario’s globally significant northern boreal
region.

3. Impose a moratorium on resource allocation until community-based 
land use planning and landscape-level planning in the northern boreal
region are completed.

4. South of the 51st parallel, plan to maintain remoteness at a landscape
level (beyond the scale of forest management units) by developing a 
policy for access management.

5. Where roads are built, minimize road density, avoid sensitive areas, and
plan carefully for access controls. Use adaptive management to monitor
the success of access controls and report on these measures annually to
the public.

6. Ensure that First Nations communities, partners, and governments agree
on tourism principles and best practices for Aboriginal tourism before
development begins in the northern boreal region.

7. Ensure that detailed tourism values inventories (including area and 
spatial values) and mapping are integral components of land-use planning
in the northern boreal region.

8. Ensure that communities have adequate resources to engage and lead 
land-use planning in their traditional territories in the boreal region.

This report offers eight recommendations
for provincial and First Nations governments
and planners:

This report offers eight recommendations
for provincial and First Nations governments
and planners:
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At approximately 50 million hectares, the
boreal region within Ontario spans the
northern part of the province, from the
Manitoba border in the west to James
Bay in the east. Ontario’s northern boreal
forest is contiguous with the intact forests
in Manitoba and together these form the
largest intact forest region in Canada and
in North America. 

In Ontario, large-scale commercial
development to date in the boreal forest
has been primarily limited to the southern
region – the land area south of the 51st
parallel, known as the Area of the
Undertaking (AOU) (see Figure 1). Across
the country, however, industrial develop-
ment of timber, mineral, and energy
resources has been steadily creeping into
the more northern boreal region, and,
hence, into the traditional territories of
Canada’s remote Aboriginal communities.
Even before full-scale development begins,
networks of roads and infrastructure are

Introduction 

Canada’s boreal is home 
to one of the three largest
intact forests remaining in
the world.1 Canada’s boreal
region is part of a nearly
continuous forest region
that stretches across the
entire globe.
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introduction

200 0 200100

 

Figure 1. Land use planning areas in the province of Ontario

Map produced by the Wildlands League and Ontario Nature with Data supplied under Licence by Members of the Ontario 
Geospatial Data Exchange (2004). Inset map: Boreal and Taiga Forest Regions provided by Global Forest Watch (2003).

Northern Boreal Initiative planning area is a generalized boundary provided in “Community Based Land Use Planning, Northern 
Boreal Initiative” (MNR, October 2002) available online at www.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nbi2002/mw_CLUPFinalbkp_ttf.pdf.
This map is provided for context and descriptive purposes only.
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introduction

being proposed to allow access to natural
resources in the far north. 

The challenge is to enable economic
development in the northern region,
while avoiding some of the damaging
impacts of intensive development already
witnessed in the southern boreal region.
Resource-based tourism (RBT) may offer
one solution. 

According to the World Travel &
Tourism Council, tourism and its related
economic activities generate 11 percent of
Global Domestic Product, employ 200
million people, and transport nearly 700
million international travelers per year.
This figure is expected to double by 2020.
More and more tourists are seeking out
nature and the “thrill of exploring remote
wilderness areas” around the globe. In the
last decade, nature and adventure travel
has emerged as one of the fastest-growing
segments of the tourism industry.2, 3

In contrast to industrial development,
which typically extracts resources, RBT
depends on public lands remaining in a
relatively natural state. The RBT industry
requires intact forest areas, unspoiled
waterways, plentiful fish and game, a
range and diversity of access opportuni-
ties (including roadless areas) and abun-
dant natural wildlife. In this respect, pro-
vided that it occurs in a controlled and
responsible manner, RBT can help meet
landscape conservation and economic
development objectives by
1. diversifying livelihoods of local com-

munities
2. providing an incentive to conserve

intact forest areas by offering rev-
enue-producing, lower-impact eco-
nomic use

3. providing protected area managers
with additional financial resources
through visitor fees

4. raising visitor awareness, promoting
community involvement and interest
in conservation issues, and generating
political support for conservation
through education during travel 3

RBT has the potential to make impor-
tant contributions to building resilient
and sustainable economies in Ontario by
providing jobs, increasing the tax base,
and diversifying northern economies. At
the same time, it is generally thought to
leave a lighter footprint on the landscape
than other resource-based industries. 

South of the 51st parallel, because of
the high demands for resources in this
region, tourism operators have faced a
number of challenges as industrial devel-
opment in the area rapidly proceeds.
Conflicts between the RBT and forest
industries have been frequent, often
because neither party has appreciated the
needs and concerns of the other. Until
recently, there has been little in the way
of coordinated planning to resolve, and,
in future, avoid, such conflicts. In con-
trast, north of the 51st parallel in Ontario
there is an opportunity for RBT to be
highly compatible with existing commu-
nities, particularly those interested in
maintaining traditional Aboriginal land-
use activities. 

Development planning for the north-
ern region is moving ahead through the
Ontario government’s Northern Boreal
Initiative (NBI).4 Resources for tourism
and mining operations have already been
allocated, but licences for commercial
forestry operations have yet to be issued.
In the absence of licences to the forest
industry, the NBI presents an opportuni-
ty to start from a relatively clean slate
and to consider how different land uses,
including RBT, can best be integrated
from the outset. 
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In light of recent development opportunities north
of the 51st parallel, with the Ontario govern-
ment’s launch of the NBI, CPAWS–Wildlands
League and Ontario Nature undertook a study to
inform community-based land use planning and
future tourism development in the area. The
study had four objectives:
1. survey the existing RBT industry in Ontario’s

boreal region
2. examine the challenges facing RBT in this

area
3. identify the land use requirements for a

viable RBT industry in Ontario’s boreal region
4. learn from past tourism experiences to ensure

appropriate RBT planning in the northern
boreal
The project used a case study approach, exam-

ining in detail three areas – two within the northern

boreal and one within the southern boreal. Data
collection was focused on documenting the 
experience of tourism operators in these areas
through a series of interviews. The information
collected was complemented by additional data
gathered from a literature review. Drawing on the
learning of experienced tourism operators, the
study provides conclusions and recommendations
for appropriate tourism planning and resource
allocation in Ontario’s boreal forest. 

A map of tourism values in the Cat Rivers system
was developed (see section 4.4) to provide impor-
tant inputs into land use planning north of the 51st
parallel. They will also specifically aid two First
Nations communities – Cat Lake and Slate Falls – as
well as conservation organizations in building a
conservation rationale for preserving the ecological
and cultural values of the Cat River system.

Study Description

This study looked at the experiences of both remotely based fly-in and drive-in tourism operators and the challenges facing
the industry in Ontario.
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study description

50 0 5025

 
 

 

Figure 2. The three case study areas in Northwestern Ontario

Map produced by the Wildlands League and Ontario Nature with Data supplied under Licence by Members of the Ontario
Geospatial Data Exchange (2004).

Northern Boreal Initiative planning area is a generalized boundary provided in “Community Based Land Use Planning, Northern
Boreal Initiative” (MNR, October 2002) available online at www.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nbi2002/mw_CLUPFinalbkp_ttf.pdf.
This map is provided for context and descriptive purposes only.
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study description

2.1 Study area
The study focused on three areas within or near
what is known as Sunset Country Travel Region5

in Northwestern Ontario (see Figure 2): 
1. Red Lake. Red Lake is a small road-accessible

community whose economy relies heavily on
mining, tourism, and forestry. Red Lake is
located south of the 51st parallel, close to the
current limit of legal industrial logging, and
near the end of the northern extent of paved
roads in Ontario. Red Lake is close to
Woodland Caribou wilderness provincial
park. 

2. Pickle Lake. Pickle Lake is located north of
the 51st parallel. It is road-accessible and
relies on mining and tourism. Pickle Lake is
near Wabakimi provincial park. 

3. Cat River system. The Cat River system
encompasses the Cat Lake and Slate Falls
First Nations communities. The Cat Lake
reserve is approximately 179 kilometres due
north of Sioux Lookout and is accessible only
by winter road or by air. The reserve is
approximately 215 hectares in size, situated
on the north shores of the Cat Lake river 
system. It is home to about 450 residents of
Cat Lake First Nation. Slate Falls First Nation
is located approximately 80 km north of
Sioux Lookout and has a population of
approximately 200 people.

2.2 Study approach
Research for the study consisted of three parts: 
1. In-person interviews with RBT operators and

local industry foresters
2. A literature and policy review 
3. Discussions with experts in the field of RBT

policy and research 

Drawing on promotional materials provided by
the Sunset Country Travel Association, 34 RBT
operators within the Red Lake and Pickle Lake
areas were identified and contacted. A subset of
the operators contacted agreed to participate in a
two-hour face-to-face interview. Sixteen interviews
were completed with operators and/or forest
managers in the study area (Table 1). 

On the Cat River system, 11 outpost camps
operate north of Sioux Lookout in northern
Ontario between Whitestone Lake (north of Cat
Lake First Nation) and Bamaji Lake (south of
Slate Falls First Nation). CPAWS–Wildlands
League and Ontario Nature staff worked with
youth and their group leaders6 in the Cat Lake
community to survey the four owners of the 11
camps, including one lodge, and to map values
associated with existing remote tourism and other
resource-based tourism on the Cat River system. 

The purpose of the semi-structured interviews
was to identify the main conflicts and concerns of
tourism operators. Discussion themes that either
arose from conversation or were intentionally raised
included  diversification, issues of remoteness and
forest access roads, and Resource Stewardship
Agreements (a new mechanism for conflict resolu-
tion that takes the form of business-to-business
agreements between RBT operators and forestry
companies). As part of an exercise to map tourism
values, operators were asked to indicate, on topo-
graphical maps, features of the landscape important
to them and their customers (such as lodges, out-
posts, travel routes, angling and hunting locations,
wildlife viewing areas, and shore lunch sites). 

A subsequent literature review was combined
with observations made during fieldwork and
with insights provided by tourism operators and
others. The results of the qualitative content
analysis include opinions expressed by individual
operators who were interviewed. 

Location Drive-to Boat-in Fly-in Canoe Outfitter Forest industry
Pickle Lake 0 3* 2 1 0
Red Lake 4 0 3 1 2
Cat River 0 0 11 0 0

* Two boat-in operations were visited. At The Old Post, two interviews were conducted – one with a guide.

Table 1. Summary of tourism operator and forest industry interviews in the study area
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3.1 Defining resource-based tourism
Resource-based tourism (RBT) is a term used to
classify a number of types of tourism, including
nature-based tourism, ecotourism, adventure
tourism, and sustainable tourism.7 RBT includes
tourism-related activities and experiences that
depend on the attributes associated with natural
and relatively undeveloped settings.8 In the
Ontario context, the term resource-based tourism
has been officially adopted by the government
and is used to describe the majority of tourism
activity in northern Ontario. 

RBT requires natural resources in a relatively
undeveloped setting for activities such as angling
and hunting, canoeing, visiting parks, viewing
birds and wildlife, skiing, snowmobiling, hiking,
camping, swimming, and other water sports.10, 36

The RBT industry is important to Ontario for a

number of reasons. Specifically, it provides
employment, revenue, and economic diversifica-
tion to many northern communities.

According to the Ontario Ministry of Tourism
and Recreation, tourism comprises the activities
of persons traveling to and staying in places out-
side their usual environment for not more than
one consecutive year for leisure, business, and
other purposes. The province’s definition of
tourism excludes same-day travelers who, in
order to reach their destination, traveled less than
40 kilometres (one way) away from home, and
overnight travelers who traveled less than 40 kilo-
metres and stayed in non-commercial accommo-
dation.10 CPAWS–Wildlands League and Ontario
Nature acknowledge that there are limitations to
using a threshold of 40 kilometres because it is
not uncommon for residents to travel more than
40 kilometres for recreational purposes. 

Resource-based Tourism in Ontario

A high-quality experience for visitors depends on a high-quality resource base, including healthy fish and wildlife populations.
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Resource-based Tourism in Ontario

3.2 Resource-based tourism 
infrastructure in Ontario
The Ministry of Tourism and Recreation (MTR)
licenses some RBT operations under the Tourism
Act (Section 10–37). These licences are limited to
establishments with fixed-roof accommodations
that use Crown land. There are approximately
1,700 licensed RBT operations
in Ontario,11 as well as many
additional tourism businesses
that do not fall under the
provincial licensing frame-
work. These may include busi-
nesses such as canoe outfitters
that may not operate fixed-roof
accommodations but nonethe-
less contribute to the RBT
economy in Ontario. 

RBT operations can general-
ly be divided into three differ-
ent categories based on acces-
sibility: remote, semi-remote,
and road-accessible.12 Remote
establishments are accessed by
floatplane; semi-remote establishments may be
accessed by boat or train; and road-accessible
operations have the most easily accessed facili-
ties. Today, approximately 25 percent of the RBT
businesses in northern Ontario are remote.12

A typical remote tourism business uses an
extensive land base. It might have a number of
boat caches, a main lodge that can accommodate
a large number of guests, and outpost camps.
Important values include natural features, such as
spawning grounds for fish, islands for caribou
calving, eagles’ nests, and the surrounding forest.
Great fishing spots, shore lunch sites, and wild
rice are also important features of the landscape.
The absence of roads and road access are critical
to preserving the values that these operations rely
on, such as world-class fisheries. 

Semi-remote tourism businesses are usually
accessed by boat and therefore require a launch
that may or may not also provide public access.
Although there are nearby roads, these operations
are still relatively remote, and visitors remain at the
camp for the duration of their stay. Semi-remote
businesses may use local roads. However, opera-
tors want to ensure that access to the lakes where
tourism businesses are located is minimized. 

Road-accessible operations, by contrast, rely
on roads to give tourists access to their opera-
tions. Nearby towns provide goods and services
to guests through facilities such as restaurants,
supply stores, and golf courses. 

A vibrant provincial RBT industry requires that
a continuum of recreational opportunities on the
land base be maintained, including remote-based

recreational opportunities.
RBT operations can be fur-

ther differentiated by the type
of accommodation they offer:
main-base lodges and/or out-
post camps, which may be
spread across a large geograph-
ic area. Main-base lodges typi-
cally have several smaller cab-
ins grouped around a main
lodge.14 The quality ranges
from five-star to basic. Outpost
camps are usually plywood or
log cabins with very few
amenities. However, many out-
post camps in Northwestern
Ontario offer freezers, satellite

phones, and electricity. An outpost camp is typi-
cally located by itself on a lake or on a secluded
portion of a larger lake.14

Some RBT operations offer an “American
plan” (three meals a day included), but most offer
a “housekeeping plan” (do your own cooking) to
visitors.16 Most tourism businesses are small- to
medium-sized operations, and many are family-
owned.17 This family-like atmosphere is an impor-
tant draw for some tourists.18

Guest capacity at remote and semi-remote
lodges and outpost camps is similar. The facilities
surveyed tended toward an average lodge capaci-
ty of 32 to 36 beds, while outpost camps house
six to eight guests at a time (Table 2). 

Facility Type Average 
Guest Capacity

Lodge (fly-in) 32
Lodge (boat/train) 36
Outpost Camp (fly-in) 8
Outpost Camp (boat/train) 6

Resource-based tourism
requires natural

resources in a relatively
undeveloped setting for

activities such as angling
and hunting, canoeing,
visiting parks, viewing

birds and wildlife, skiing,
snowmobiling, hiking,
camping, swimming,

and other water sports.

Table 2. Average guest capacity by facility type19
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3.3 Resource-based tourism policy and
planning framework in the Area of
the Undertaking
In 1997, the Ontario government developed a new
Resource-Based Tourism Policy. This policy recog-
nized the importance of the RBT industry and its
contribution to the economic base of northern
Ontario. Its goal was to “promote and encourage
the development of the Ontario RBT industry in
both an ecologically and economically sustain-
able manner.” 

The RBT policy examined resource allocation
and various options to increase the benefits and
responsibilities of RBT operators. It also set the
stage for RBT industry involvement in Lands for

Life. The Lands for Life process encompassed all
Crown lands in Ontario roughly south of the 51st
parallel, also referred to as the Area of the
Undertaking. It had four objectives:22

1. to complete Ontario’s system of parks and
protected areas 

2. to recognize the land use needs of the RBT
industry

3. to provide forestry, mining, and other
resource industries with greater land and
resource use certainty

4. to enhance angling and hunting and other
Crown land recreation opportunities 
The land use planning outcomes are docu-

mented in Ontario’s Living Legacy (OLL) Land
Use Strategy (1999). Through OLL, approximately

RBT in Ontario is a highly seasonal industry.
Most remote business owners reported a 20-week
annual operating season, while road-accessible
operations averaged a longer season at 19 to 30
weeks per year. Approximately 15 percent of
road-accessible facilities are open for 52 weeks of
the year. 

Reported occupancy rates in a given year vary
somewhat by facility type (Figure 3). Fly-in lodges
and outpost camps have the highest reported
median occupancy rates at 30 percent each. This
compares to 25 percent and 20 percent, respec-
tively, for boat- and/or train-accessible lodges and
outpost camps.20

Figure 3. Reported median occupancy rates by facility type21
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70 percent of the Area of the Undertaking was 
designated as “general use,” where forest industry
operations would occur in combination with other
activities. Land was not allocated specifically for
RBT, however, 2.4 million hectares of land were
allocated as new parks and protected areas where
tourism activities could continue. Although
tourism operators were involved in the Round
Tables that led up to the land use strategy, no RBT
associations were signatories to the Ontario Forest
Accord. The Ontario Forest Accord was an agree-
ment between the MNR, the forest industry and
the Partnership for Public Lands (CPAWS-
Wildlands League, Ontario Nature and World
Wildlife Fund) signed at the conclusion of the
Lands for Life process.

Following Lands for Life, the RBT and forestry
industries in Ontario signed a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Ontario government,
which led to the development of Resource

3.4 Resource-based tourism in the
Northern Boreal Initiative planning
area
During Lands for Life, the MNR was simultane-
ously moving forward with the Northern Boreal
Initiative, a community-based land use planning
approach for Crown lands north of the Area 
of the Undertaking. The MNR established the
Northern Boreal Initiative in part to address 

Stewardship Agreements (RSA).24 RSAs are 
business-to-business agreements designed to
reduce conflict between forestry and tourism
industry interests that share the same land base.
According to the MNR, “Serious investments of
time and goodwill in the RSA process should pay
off in a quicker, cheaper, and less adversarial 
forest management planning process”.24

In 2001, the year after the Memorandum of
Understanding and Guide to Resource Steward-
ship Agreements was published, the Management
Guidelines for Forestry and Tourism were revised
and reissued.24 The guidelines outline a number
of techniques and strategies to be used to protect
tourism values from some of the negative impacts
of forestry operations. 

A policy on roadless wilderness areas is lack-
ing in Ontario even though its development was
mandated in 1994 by the Class Environmental
Assessment on Timber Management. 

Table 3. Recent policy timeline

Year Policy
1987 First Management Guidelines for Forestry and Tourism
1997 Resource-Based Tourism Policy
1999 Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use Strategy

Ontario Forest Accord
2000 Tourism and Forest Industry Memorandum of Understanding 
2001 Guide to Resource Stewardship Agreements
2002 Updated Management Guidelines for Forestry and Tourism

Northern Boreal Initiative (posted on Environmental Bill of Rights)

the “expressed interest of several northern First
Nations communities in new, sustainable 
commercial forestry opportunities.” Under the
Northern Boreal Initiative framework, consen-
sus on economic development and conservation
objectives will be built from within the commu-
nity. Moving forward with development will
require communities to rationalize proposed
new commercial activities with traditional land
uses. 
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Figure 4. Origin of overnight visitors to Sunset Country28

4.1 Resource-based tourism in the
case study area: Sunset Country,
Northwestern Ontario
Since the 1960s, the ranking by origin of visitors to
Ontario who engage in RBT has remained the same.

Most visitors are from Ontario, followed by the
United States, other provinces, and a small per-
centage from overseas.27, 10, 36, 114 However, visitor 
origin varies significantly by region. Moving north-
west toward Sunset Country, an increasing propor-
tion of visitors is from the United States (Figure 4).

Results

Remote operations are especially dependent
on U.S. customers. Tourism operators interviewed
in the case study area confirmed that approxi-
mately 70 to 99 percent of their customers were of
U.S. (especially Midwest) origin. Canoe outfitters
had a more diverse client base in terms of origin
and slightly less reliance on U.S. customers.

RBT businesses are also highly dependent on
repeat customers.29 For example, Booi’s Fly-in
Lodge and Outposts advertises “89 percent of
guests return.”30 Interviews indicate that across
our sample base approximately 70 to 99 percent
of visitors are repeat customers who return each
year or every few years. 

The primary reason tourists frequent RBT
businesses in Sunset Country is fishing.
Northwestern Ontario is considered one of

Canada’s premier fishing destinations.29 The lakes
contain abundant populations of fish species –
such as walleye and northern pike – that are pop-
ular with anglers.18 However, there is increasing
interest by government, conservation groups and
RBT operators in diversifying operations to
include non-consumptive activities, such as
wildlife viewing.16

Table 4 shows the range of activities currently
offered by fixed-roof accommodation operators in
Sunset Country. Among the top five are angling,
hunting, boating and related guiding/outfitting
services. American visitors tend to participate
more in consumptive RBT activities, such as fish-
ing, while overseas visitors are more likely to visit
parks and/or friends and relatives.16

Overnight Visitor Origin (Sunset Country)

Percent

Origin

Other US

Minnesota

Ontario

Manitoba

Other Canada

International
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4.2 Economic impacts of resource-
based tourism in Sunset Country
The RBT industry provides jobs, income, and tax
revenue, and helps to diversify the economies of
many resource-dependent communities. In
Northwestern Ontario, RBT is a particularly

important component of some local
tourism economies. For example, in the
Kenora Census District, approximately
83 percent of tourist spending is direct-
ed toward RBT activities.36

Despite the significance of resource-
based tourism to the provincial economy,
little quantitative economic information
is available about RBT in Ontario. The
scarcity of data is a recurring theme 
in the available tourism literature.19, 2, 29

As a result, the RBT industry faces a 
situation in which it has to justify its 
value repeatedly to the government to 
influence policy decisions dealing with
resource-related issues.29

In 2002 and 2003, an ongoing
Comparative Economic Resource-based
Tourism (CERT) project at the Centre for
Northern Forest Ecosystem Research
(CNFER) produced two reports that
begin to fill some of the information
gaps. Drawing on these reports and the
results of a 2003 Sunset Country study
undertaken by Northwestern Ontario
Tourism Association,39, 109 it is possible 
to construct rudimentary economic
profiles of RBT operations across

Ontario and, more specifically, within the case
study area. 

According to the 2001 statistics for Ontario’s
resource-based tourism region, RBT was the third
most important industry in northern Ontario,
after forestry and mining, and accounted for 3.3
percent of total employment (Table 5).

Industry Group Number of Jobs Percentage of Jobs 
Total Forestry Products & Services Industries 29,700 5.7%
Mining & Related Manufacturing 22,200 4.2%
Resource-based Tourism 17,525 3.3%
Agriculture, Fishing & Hunting 10,000 1.9%
Oil & Gas Extraction 2,900 0.6%

Activity Percentage of 
Operations

Offering Service
Angling 88%
Boating (all) 69%
Hunting 65%
Fishing/Hunting Outfitter 55%
Guiding Service (personal) 54%
Eco/Adventure/Wildlife Tourism 18%
Fly-in Outfitter 14%
Snowmobiling 13%
Canoe Outfitter 9%
ATV Trails 8%
X-Country Skiing/Snowshoeing 5%
Golfing 4%
Tour Operator 4%
Scuba Diving 2%
Industrial Touring 1%

Table 4. Activities and services offered by fixed-roof
accommodation operators in Sunset Country 29

Table 5. Resource-based employment in Ontario’s RBT region 40



CPAWS Wildlands League and Ontario Nature Remoteness Sells: A Report on Resource-based Tourism in Northwestern Ontario18

results

On a regional level, RBT is a very important com-
ponent of the Northwestern Ontario economy. In
the Sunset Country Travel Region, RBT provides41

1. 9,898 full-year jobs 
2. $306 million in economic activity
3. $202 million in wages and salaries
4. $185 million in federal, provincial and munic-

ipal taxes
It is estimated that between 60 and 70 percent

of these tourism revenues were retained in the
region in the 2001 operating year. This high pro-
portion of revenue remaining in Northwestern
Ontario distinguishes RBT from other industries. 

Within the RBT segment, visitors who partici-
pated in fishing and hunting spent the most per
person visit ($206), followed by visitors who 

visited national/provincial parks ($171), visitors
who went camping ($117), and visitors who
engaged in winter sports, such as snowmobiling
and skiing ($109). The Northwestern Ontario
Tourism Association report (2003) shows that
angling is the top attraction in this region, and
that small, independent accommodation
providers (such as RBT outposts and lodges) are
especially important in Northwestern Ontario.
Table 6 summarizes the significant economic 
contribution of nine tourism operators to the
economy of Northwestern Ontario annually and
over the five-year forest management plan period
for the Trout Lake Forest (Sustainable Forest
Licence holder: Weyerhaeuser).

There are 443 distinct fixed-roof commercial
accommodation providers in Sunset Country,
offering visitors a combined inventory of 6,459
units. Accommodation operators employed 3,785
people. A total of 767 jobs, or 20 percent, went to
members of First Nations. These figures translate
to an estimated 2,145 full-year equivalent jobs, 
of which 650 are First Nations full-year equivalent
jobs. In terms of ownership, 82 percent of accom-
modation operations are owned by Canadian 
citizens and landed immigrants, 17 percent by
U.S. citizens, and 1 percent by members of First
Nations.  

Operators were asked to provide information
regarding the cost of a week-long fishing package
for a single guest in a party of four (Table 7).
Responses indicate that fly-in lodges with
American plans command the highest price for a
week-long fishing package ($1,500). That is three
times the amount charged by semi-remote opera-
tions with housekeeping plans ($500). Road-
accessible facilities with housekeeping plans have
the lowest price ($474). 

Table 6. Summary of RBT revenue in the Trout Lake Forest Management Unit generated by nine
operators in Block 23A (Block 23A is intact boreal forest in Northwestern Ontario)42

Annual 5 year plan term
Gross revenue $1.17 million $5.86 million
Total taxes (federal, province, municipal) $421,587 $2.11 million
Dollars spent in NWO $862,091 $4.31 million



Remoteness Sells: A Report on Resource-based Tourism in Northwestern Ontario    CPAWS Wildlands League and Ontario Nature 19

results

Facility Type Price Before Tax*
Lodge (fly-in) American Plan $1,500
Lodge (boat/train) American Plan $1,300
Lodge (fly-in) Housekeeping Plan $1,000
Lodge (boat/train) Housekeeping Plan $500
Road-accessible American Plan $763
Road-accessible Housekeeping Plan $474

The average revenue generated per unit varies
with the size of the facility, with 11- to 19-unit
operations showing the highest revenue per unit
($45,040) during the 2001 operating season. The
average facility size in Sunset Country is 15 units,

which compares to the provincial average of 33
units. About half of RBT operators’ revenues
derive from accommodation costs, with the rest
filled in by other package allocations and food
and beverage services.

Facility Size 1–10 Units 11–19 Units 20+ Units
Accommodation $20,930 $23,244 $19,832
Food & Beverage $3,457 $4,094 $5,228
Retail $6,493 $5,109 $1,885
Guest Services $4,489 $8,124 $4,749
Other Revenue $6,544 $4,469 $3,733
Total $41,913 $45,040 $35,427

Comparing average revenue against reported
operating expenses provides an estimate of net
revenue per unit by size of facility within the
Sunset Country study area (Table 9). Once again,
the results show that the 11- to 19-unit operations

generate the highest net revenue per unit at about
$6,500 annually, with the 1- to 10-unit and 20+
unit facilities trailing at approximately $5,000 per
unit per year. 

Number of Units 1–10 Units 11–19 Units 20+ Units
Net Revenue/Unit $5,072 $6,481 $4,974

Table 8. Average revenue per unit for the 2001 operating season29

Table 7. Week-long fishing package price per guest by facility type

Table 9. Average net revenue per unit for the 2001 operating season29

* Adjusted to Canadian dollars (prices are often quoted in U.S. currency).
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Reported occupancy rates were higher in the
Sunset Country study area than in other regions.
Based on the typical operating period of 231 days,
facilities experienced 55 percent occupancy in
2001. While the study did not differentiate among
remote, semi-remote, and road-accessible facili-
ties in this case, it is fair to assume that the same
trend of higher occupancy
rates with increasing remote-
ness would apply in Sunset
Country as elsewhere.

It is also important to note
that fixed-roof, or licensed,
accommodations represent a
subset of the economic activity
generated by RBT in Ontario.
People on informal trips organ-
ized without the help of an
outfitter also spend money on
all types of equipment, food,
and transportation. Research
from other countries has found
that informal travelers – back-
packers, for example – have a
greater economic impact and
spend more money in the communities they visit
than travelers who have purchased a package
from a tour operator.7

4.3 Tourism and forestry as conflicting
land uses 
There is a long history of conflict between the
tourism and forestry industries operating on
Ontario’s public lands. This has been highlighted
in many provincial planning processes, as well as
in numerous environmental assessment bump-up
requests (when a citizen or group asks for the
whole forest management plan to be subject to a
full environmental assessment).46

Timber operations have two distinct effects 
on RBT: perceptual effects and resource effects.47

Perceptual effects include, for example, aesthet-
ics, noise, and competition for resources.
Resource effects include increased access that
leads to an increased strain on fish and wildlife
resources. RBT operations are highly dependent
on the natural environment and on abundant
populations of fish and wildlife. Land uses that
interfere with these resources will inevitably

result in conflict among forest users. While 
conflicts arise with mining interests, resident
anglers and even cottagers in some locations,
interviews suggest that the main conflict is with
the forest industry.29, 110, 101

Fourteen of the tourism operations included
in this study are within the boundaries of two

forest management units: the
Red Lake and Trout Lake
Forests (Figure 5). Survey
respondents were asked
about their experiences with
RSAs and/or RSA-like agree-
ments between themselves
and the forest industry.
Responses were mixed. Of the
eight operators who had
experience with negotiating
agreements, four felt that
RSAs contributed positively
to the protection of the
tourism values required for
their business. According to
these operators, the concept
of a RSA is not new; they

have been making handshake deals with the
forest industry for many years. 

Forestry in Northwestern Ontario is generally
managed by large corporations, which operate on
Crown lands under the authority of a Sustainable
Forest Licence. Most tourism operations in Sunset
Country, by contrast, are small, family-owned
businesses. According to some of the operators,
this creates an unequal playing field in which the
lack of unification among operators contributes to
their lack of clout as an industry.

RSAs allow tourism operators to have formal
input into the FMP process and provide continu-
ity because agreements stand even when busi-
nesses change hands. According to some respon-
dents, the agreements also facilitate more effec-
tive business-to-business negotiations. These
operators note that the MNR’s previous involve-
ment was frustrating and did little to address
problems practically. 

Some operators indicated that RSA-like agree-
ments signed in the past were not always
enforced. Also, measures included in RSA-like
agreements were described as insufficient to
address the problems noted by operators (e.g.,
harvesting to shoreline occurred, and access 

Research from other 
countries has found 

that informal travelers 
– backpackers, for 

example – have a greater
economic impact and

spend more money in the
communities they visit

than travelers who have
purchased a package 
from a tour operator
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Figure 5. Location of tourism operations in the context of the 
Red Lake and Trout Lake Forests in Northwestern Ontario

Map produced by the Wildlands League and Ontario Nature
with Data supplied under Licence by Members of the
Ontario Geospatial Data Exchange (2004).
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controls were not enforced). One respondent
observed that it is ultimately the Forest
Management Plan (not the RSA) that is approved
by the MNR and that determines what will occur
on the land base.49

Within the Red Lake and Trout Lake Forests,
69 operators were eligible to participate in the
RSA process, and four RSAs had been signed.50

One RSA was negotiated between a remote oper-
ator in the Trout Lake Forest Management Unit
(northeast of Red Lake) and Weyerhaeuser, the
Sustainable Forest Licence holder. These two
businesses have a long history of conflict and pro-
vide a good example of the typical forestry/
tourism relationship in northern Ontario. The
details of this relationship illustrate the types and
range of mitigation measures used by the forest
industry to protect tourism values. There are,
however, outstanding conflicts on the Trout Lake
forest regarding new road access to remote lakes
with high tourism value. 

In the late 1990s, an operator in the Trout 
Lake Forest Management Unit requested issue 
resolution through the MNR and then made an
environmental assessment bump-up request to
the Ministry of Environment regarding the Trout
Lake 1999 forest management plan. The request
was denied. At issue was potential road access to
the lake, as well as aesthetics and noise. More
recently, an RSA has been signed, demonstrating
how formal agreements may help to reduce the
impact of forestry operations on tourism values.
As a result of the agreement, the following miti-
gation measures are now in place:  
1. 200-metre shoreline reserves surrounding the

lake 
2. no roads or landings within 120 metres of the

shoreline reserves
3. forestry operations restricted to the fall and

winter seasons 
4. roads to be site-prepared51 and regenerated
5. prompt regeneration to follow harvesting

Communication between the parties is on-
going and may result in the seasonal restrictions
on forestry operations being lifted during slow
tourism periods.52 The agreement provides an
example of how formal measures to protect
tourism values can assist in reducing conflict
between RBT operators and the forest industry. 

The foresters interviewed indicated that over
the past 10 to 15 years the relationship between

the tourism and forestry industries has shifted
from adversarial to more cooperative. In the past,
forestry companies essentially “had the run of the
land”; there was not the same push by govern-
ment agencies for stakeholder consultation that is
seen today. In the past, also, many tourism oper-
ators were completely opposed to forestry opera-
tions; now, more are willing to negotiate and pro-
vide input into forest management. 

Communication between the two industries
has improved, and this is key to the success of the
RSA process. RSAs can facilitate a better under-
standing between the industries and are helping
to build “social capital” in the case study com-
munities. The RSA process benefits both parties
by encouraging communication, building trust,
and increasing knowledge and data through
RSAs, inputs into Forest Management Plans, and,
potentially, maps. 

This sentiment was echoed in interviews with
company forest managers, who identified two
main problems related to the MNR’s role in man-
aging the relationship between the tourism and
forest industries:
1. access management following the completion

of forestry operations 
2. the timely development of tourism values

maps (see next section)
Currently, the Sustainable Forest Licence hold-

er is responsible for planning, constructing, and
maintaining roads, while the MNR is responsible
for enforcing any restrictions placed on a given
road’s use.24 The MNR may use signs to limit road
access, but this approach is often ineffective. Lack
of enforcement contributes to the perception that
agreements have been breached, resulting in 
conflicts between RBT operators and the forest
industry.54, 62

Since 1998, the MNR’s forest management
field staff has been reduced by 50 percent, and
the number of forest-related field inspectors has
been reduced by 67 percent.55 This limits the
development and implementation of effective
RSAs in areas where the MNR plays an integral
role, including enforcing compliance with
approved access plans. It is important for the
MNR to increase its effectiveness in enforcing
access controls. That said, there appears to be
some progress through RSAs. However, it is diffi-
cult to evaluate their effectiveness broadly since
RSAs are a fairly recent initiative in Ontario. 
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The potential for clashes between
RBT operations and forestry activity
increases as timber harvesting
encroaches on remote landscapes.
When new roads cut through the forest,
road-based users, such as prospectors,
anglers and hunters, gain open access
to remote areas. Remote operators iden-
tified both forestry operations and
increased motorized access to areas
that previously had no roads as their
two biggest concerns for their business-
es over the next five years. Recurring
themes in interviews included concerns
about landscape and shoreline aesthet-
ics, remoteness, and healthy fish
stocks. All of these concerns relate
directly or indirectly to the impact of
forestry activities on the landscape. 

RSAs may be helpful in addressing
site-specific, small-scale concerns, but they are
not effective in addressing big picture or large
landscape access issues in Ontario’s boreal forest.

4.3.1 Remoteness
In the tourism context, “remoteness” is defined
by the MNR as “a tourism resource that is not
accessible by road and is based on a remote
wilderness experience where access is only
gained through air, water or rail. The important
attributes of this product include inaccessibility,
isolation from visual and auditory impacts, and
high quality environmental resources (e.g., fish
and wildlife).”56

Problems therefore arise when forestry 
operations approach tourism areas and infringe
on visitor expectations of peace, quiet, and a
wilderness experience. One operator whose senti-
ments were echoed repeatedly in interviews said,
“Pristine, unaccessed wilderness is a big selling
point.” Out of province visitors and residents who
pay for a remote fly-in experience may be disturbed
by the visual effects of logging roads and recently
harvested forest areas, and by the noise that
accompanies forest industry activities. According
to one respondent, tourism wilderness and
resource values drop due to road access and over-
use. Another operator had boat caches on a remote
lake. The area was once isolated, but now there
are logging buffer zones with skidder trail access,
which allows drive-in access by the general pub-

lic. Clients still fly to the boat cache on day trips,
but it is a harder sell now that there is so much 
logging and the atmosphere has changed. 

This anecdotal evidence is supported by a
1998 Centre for Northern Forest Ecosystem
Research study,57 which revealed that remote
and semi-remote tourism establishments charge
significantly more for accommodation packages
than road-accessible establishments do. Some
survey respondents indicated that they have
moved north of the Area of the Undertaking to
escape the negative effects of the forest industry
on their tourism operations.58

The Tourism and Forest Industry Memorandum
of Understanding described how “remoteness” as
a value will be protected in forest management
planning and RSAs:56

Where the [RBT operation] has identified
remoteness as a value to be protected, then
the prescriptions identified in the Tourism
Guidelines shall be applied to maintain a
reasonably similar level of remoteness as
existed prior to forest management opera-
tions. The prescriptions to be considered
will include, but are not limited to: no har-
vest areas; functionally roadless strategies;
modified operations.
A “reasonably similar level of remoteness”

means that the tourism value(s) have the same
level of remoteness on the ending benchmark
date as on the beginning benchmark date.60

Despite the proven value of remoteness to attracting visitors, Ontario
still does not have an effective roadless areas policy.
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“Remoteness” refers to accessibility; in other
words, access to the tourism value(s) should be
limited to the same methods, and be similarly
easy or difficult, on the ending benchmark date as
on the beginning benchmark date.56

In “functionally roadless” areas, roads are gen-
erally discouraged and may be prohibited except
for forest management purposes. Any roads that are
permitted are generally constructed to the lowest pos-
sible standard (for example, tertiary roads or winter
roads), located to facilitate decommissioning, and/or
restricted to specific activities and uses. Functionally
roadless areas are normally maintained to protect and
promote a tourism value or values that might be 
negatively affected by permanent, public road access.

The concept of functionally roadless areas
may be useful to protect semi-remote tourism
operations from the negative effects of forestry
operations. However, weak enforcement of access
restrictions has limited their effectiveness in
Ontario. A 2003 study conducted by CPAWS–
Wildlands League and Sierra Legal Defence Fund
in the Temagami District, based on field inspec-
tions, revealed a 55 percent access control viola-
tion rate. Similarly, MNR inspection records sug-
gest a conservative estimate of violation frequen-
cy of 45 percent in the 14-year period between
1977 and 2000. These high violation rates appear
to be due partly to the inherent difficulties of
limiting access, and partly to inadequate road
planning and access control strategies. The
CPAWS–Wildlands League and Sierra Legal
Defence Fund study concluded that the evident
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challenge of implementing effec-
tive access controls is a strong
argument for keeping areas
road-free, and, where roads are
built, for minimizing road den-
sity, avoiding sensitive areas
and carefully planning access
controls.62 Unfortunately, a sig-
nificant gap in Ontario's forest
management is an adequate
provincial policy regarding the
maintenance of roadless wilder-
ness areas and the protection of
remoteness on the intervening
landscapes and waterscapes
outside parks and protected
areas where forest management
occurs. This policy is still lack-

ing, even though its development was mandated
in 1994 by the Class Environmental Assessment
on Timber Management.

In 1997, the MNR produced Ontario's
Approach to Wilderness: A Policy (Version 1.0).
However, this policy fails to meet the require-
ments of the Class EA because it focuses on using
parks to meet roadless wilderness objectives,
whereas the requirement was to develop a provin-
cial roadless policy for the managed forest.

Opportunities to enjoy a remote landscape are
increasingly rare in the southern boreal forest of
Ontario as roads are constructed to access more
lakes and forests (see Figure 6 for road density in
Ontario). Visitors and residents who value remote
recreational opportunities are not looking for exclu-
sivity; they want to ensure that, like them, others
access remote areas by plane, hiking, or canoe.

4.3.2 The impacts of road access on tourism values
The number of road-free areas in Ontario is
decreasing. At the same time, several groups
argue that road access should be increased and/or
maintained in the province. Some angler and
hunter groups have traditionally lobbied to keep
logging roads open by stating that it is a civil right
to have free road access to all Crown lands. 

Road-accessible operators were less concerned
about increasing road access than remote opera-
tors, since they use roads to move customers from
site to site. However, even road-accessible opera-
tors commented that there was a need for better
road planning, suggesting that roads should be

Controlling access to existing road networks has proven difficult, which 
highlights the need for comprehensive access planning.
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Figure 6. Road density in Northwestern Ontario (includes all primary and secondary roads)

Map produced by the Wildlands League and Ontario Nature with Data supplied
under Licence by Members of the Ontario Geospatial Data Exchange (2004).
Distance to roads provided for primary and secondary roads.
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designed to cross rivers only once. The Woman
River, for example, has multiple road crossings,
which decreases the quality of the wilderness
experience for canoeists, even in places where the
shoreline landscape remains intact. 

Remote operators were concerned that roads
reduce remoteness and may eliminate the eco-
nomic viability of remote operations.63 One
remote operator described a remote fly-in lodge
that hosts 150 people, seven days a week, all 
season long. If it were road-accessible, this
respondent reported, the lodge would require 600
guests – four times the current number – to pro-
duce similar revenues, but the fishery could not
sustain this number of people. 

Road-access operations, too, worry about losing
control of the fishery with increased road access.64

One operator interviewed in Red Lake is concerned

A 2000 study provides further evidence to 
substantiate the concerns expressed by operators.
The study examined the effects of exploitation of
the lake trout fishery following improved road
access on Michaud Lake in Ontario.67 The new
road meant that anglers could access the lake in
the winter via snowmobiles and all-terrain vehi-
cles, and in the spring using trucks and boats.
Less than three weeks after road access was
improved, the estimated maximum sustainable
yield was exceeded. Within five months, the adult
lake trout population had been reduced by 72 

percent.67 The study concluded, “Forest access
roads and the increase in angling pressure that
they create may have a far greater impact on
Boreal Shield lake trout populations than spawn-
ing habitat loss due to sedimentation.” RBT busi-
ness owners are aware of the link between access
and the health of the fishery resource, and remote
establishments work hard to keep roads from
reaching the lakes where they operate.  

Furthermore, there are signs that the attitudes
of user groups may be changing. In a 2001 survey,
Thunder Bay moose hunters identified access as

Figure 7. Expected walleye catch rate for an average angler per four hours of fishing19, 109
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that Ontario is developing a “two-tier tourism
industry” – protecting fly-in camps at the expense
of road-accessible operations. There is a clear need
to balance protection for fly-in lakes with protec-
tion for road-accessible ones. Operators pointed to
the need for more careful management of roads
and access points to lakes, as well as improved pro-
tection for the remaining remote areas in Ontario.
Doug Reynolds of Nature, Outdoor Tourism
Ontario (NOTO) noted that an adaptive manage-
ment program with a requirement to report to the
people of Ontario is needed to monitor the success
of access controls. It would also be helpful in mon-
itoring road-based recreational opportunities. 

According to RBT operators, fishing quality, 
as measured by reported catch rates, declines 
dramatically as lakes become more road-
accessible19, 109 (Figure 7). 
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an important issue. Many moose hunters, for
example, recognized the importance of RBT and
did not necessarily expect that currently road-free
areas should all become road-accessible to
hunters.69 Recent talks between Nature, Outdoor
Tourism Ontario and the Ontario Federation of
Anglers and Hunters have also explored the need
for a range and diversity of access opportunities
in the province, especially given increases in road
density across the province.70

4.3.3 Aesthetics
Interviews with operators suggest that there is a
certain level of acceptance of the forest industry
as an economic reality, which does not demand
that all forestry operations be hidden from
tourism clients (who may see operations while
driving or flying to the RBT business). Road-
accessible operators were more likely to rank 
aesthetics over road access as their main concern
regarding forest industry operations. 

Common concerns about aesthetics emerged,
regardless of the type of operation. Business
owners want shorelines, and especially the views
from their camps, to be free of logged areas.
Where harvesting is visible, operators want the

sites “greened up” as quickly as possible; the
aesthetics of even a young forest are more
appealing than those of a freshly logged area.
Early green-up is also one of the suggested meas-
ures in the Management Guidelines for Forestry
and Tourism.71

Some comments addressed the inadequacy of
shoreline reserves and noted that there are areas
with visible cuts behind 50-metre buffers. It was
suggested that at least 500 metres may be
required to create an adequate buffer. One
respondent felt that forestry companies were
“pushing the limit,” and that clients should not
see cutovers, roads, or pulp trucks once they are
on the lake.  

4.4 Documenting resource-based
tourism values 
Inventories and maps are important tools for
understanding landscape requirements, as well as
the potential impacts of tourism development.
During the RBT operator interviews, participants
were therefore asked to contribute their local
knowledge to a tourism values mapping exercise.

Logging activities may have a direct impact on fish and wildlife populations and reduce the aesthetic quality of the 
wilderness experience by increasing noise and reducing forest cover.
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Identified Resource-based Tourism Values

Good fishing*
Sand beaches (often used for shore lunches)

Wildlife viewing and hunting areas
Waterfalls

Historical sites (such as old Hudson’s Bay Company sites)
Undeveloped shorelines

Remoteness
Bear management areas & minnow blocks

Eagles’ nests
Northern lights

All-terrain vehicle (ATV), Snowmobile, and portage trails
Wild rice patches

Other lakes (accessible by portage or other means to supply fishing opportunities)
Lodges and outposts

Boat caches 
Canoe routes

The goal was to map the natural resources and
landscape values that operators deem critical to
the continued success of the RBT industry (e.g.,
lodges, outposts, lakes and creeks, and fish and
wildlife areas).  

The mapping exercise and a review of existing
guidelines led to some insights regarding the cur-
rent approach to inventories and mapping in
tourism planning. According to the operators,
some of the most important features of the land-
scape are beauty, undeveloped shorelines, abun-
dant fish and wildlife, and the peace and quiet
associated with remote wilderness areas (Table 10).
Some of these attributes are spatially explicit —
that is to say they can be identified as a point on a
map (e.g., important shoreline locations, good
walleye lakes, waterfalls, and old-growth stands).
Other features, however, add immeasurably to the
tourism experience but cannot necessarily be 
captured as points on a map (e.g., remoteness,
peace and quiet, and the northern lights). 

The lists of important values identified by
operators differed, since they ultimately reflect
the interests of the clientele using a specific area
and the operator’s local knowledge of which sites
appeal to guests. It is important to note that some
values are protected under existing provincial
guidelines. For example, the Timber Management

Guidelines for the Provision of Moose Habitat
protects moose aquatic feeding areas, which may
also provide good locations to view wildlife. In
this way, many important tourism values may
already be captured through forest management
planning in the MNR’s Natural Resource Values
Information System (NRVIS), and protected
through existing forest management guidelines
and/or policies. 

However, there are other values for which this
is not the case. For example, prescriptions to
increase moose habitat may actually erode impor-
tant habitat for other species, such as woodland
caribou. In particular, the delineation of area-
based attributes (such as remoteness and wilder-
ness) has not been particularly well addressed in
the current planning process, despite the fact that
the Tourism and Forest Industry Memorandum of
Understanding recognizes that remoteness and
wilderness are highly valued by segments of the
tourism industry. In its Criteria for Mapping
Tourism Values for the Ministry of Natural
Resources NRVIS (mapping guidelines), the MNR
defines tourism values as “natural or cultural
resources found in the forest which are important
to a tourism activity or experience in which
tourists participate.”56 For the purposes of propos-
ing forestry prescriptions in an RSA, a tourism

*Good fishing was the most frequently emphasized value.

Table 10. Resource-based tourism values as identified by survey respondents
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value is further defined as a “feature on a map.”
The MNR sets out nine criteria for mapping
tourism values:56

1. the value must be capable of being defined
spatially

2. the mapped information must be accurate
3. the information must be verifiable
4. the information must be timely
5. the value must be related to the operation of

a tourism business
6. the value must be expressed in terms readily

understood by both industries and the
Ontario government

7. lake edge, or high water mark, is an impor-
tant reference point in the establishment of
measures for protecting tourism values

8. a forest value requiring special consideration
as a tourism value is a value that does not
receive consideration in any of the other
guidelines

9. every tourism value map must be in support
of one or more of the following resource-
based tourism interests, as stated in the
Tourism and Forest Industry Memorandum 
of Understanding:
• natural aesthetics
• remoteness, including maintenance of 

traditional means of access
• maintenance of the perception of 

wilderness
• sustainability and enhancement of fish, 

game, and wilderness opportunities 
necessary for tourism operations

• maintenance of the perception of Ontario 
as a world-class wilderness tourism 
destination

In practice, mapping as it is currently carried
out does not address area-based values, such as
remoteness, wilderness, or the “perception of
Ontario as a world-class wilderness tourism des-
tination,” even though these values are identified
as resource-based tourism interests in the
Tourism and Forest Industry Memorandum of
Understanding. According to the MNR, however,
“this in no way diminishes their significance.”56

This highlights one of the challenges of 
mapping tourism values: the existing inventory
methods focus primarily on site-specific resources
and lack specific consideration for overall usage
patterns over larger areas. Another shortcoming
of the criteria is that they do not take into account

cultural values around which Aboriginal people
and others may wish to build tourism opportuni-
ties (see Section 5.1 for a discussion of the emerg-
ing Aboriginal tourism market).

Another problem raised in interviews pertains
to the MNR’s role in producing the tourism values
maps that are used for RSAs and as an input into
Forest Management Plans. The MNR is responsi-
ble for developing these maps, and guidelines for
mapping tourism values are laid out in the 2001
Memorandum of Understanding. However, some
operators (and forest managers) noted that
tourism values maps were either inadequate or
not produced at all for a given planning area. In
the case of the Red Lake Forest Management Plan
approved in 2003, for example, the tourism values
map was never produced. This contributes to the
difficulty of developing appropriate management
prescriptions for known tourism values. 

To identify key tourism opportunities and 
constraints in landscape planning, it is critical to
use local knowledge, community input, and a
complete tourism values resource inventory with
appropriate mapping products. Figure 8 provides
an example of a mapping product that was an out-
put of the tourism values inventory exercise. It has
the potential to provide important input into com-
munity-based land use planning and forest man-
agement planning to ensure the protection of high-
potential tourism areas in the Cat River system.

4.5 Trends in the resource-based
tourism market

4.5.1 Changes in the angling and hunting market
The current RBT industry in Ontario relies prima-
rily on angling and hunting; these are Ontario’s
“premier products,” and RBT operators have 
been successful at marketing them, especially 
to Americans.75, 16 Although angling and hunting
markets have, in general, seen very little growth
in recent years,16, 112 practices and approaches are
changing. For example, “Catch-and-Release”
(CAR) fishing is becoming increasingly popular.16

Discussions with tourism operators revealed two
interesting trends within the angling market. The
first is increased promotion of conservation meth-
ods, such as CAR fishing, and conservation
licences.78 The second is the introduction of more
special regulations, or initiatives led by tourist
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Figure 8: Tourism values in the Cat River system

Map produced by the Wildlands League and Ontario Nature with Data supplied 
under Licence by Members of the Ontario Geospatial Data Exchange (2004).
High Tourism Values data collected by the Forest Guardians Team, Cat Lake First Nation (Summer, 2003).
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outfitters to encourage conservation measures.
Examples of special regulations include the Lake
St. Joseph Accord and self-imposed regulations
adopted by the Gullrock Lake Camp Owners
Association. 

Lake St. Joseph is located south of Pickle Lake,
off Highway 599. The Lake St. Joseph Accord was
created in 1989 by the MNR
and RBT operators on the lake
to control the number of peo-
ple fishing through the use of a
tag system. Over the years,
more and more regulations
have been introduced, includ-
ing the mandatory use of sin-
gle, barbless hooks. In addition
to going beyond the govern-
ment regulations, the operators
themselves do not allow
anglers to take oversized fish.
All of the operators pay into
the tag system, and the money
collected is used for research.
The most positive effect of the Lake St. Joseph
Accord is that it is teaching anglers to be consci-
entious  and conservation-minded. One operator,
who has acted as a guide on Lake St. Joseph for
six years, has observed an increase in fish sizes as
a direct result of the accord.79

Meanwhile, outfitters on Gullrock Lake
encourage customers to use a conservation
licence by offering to pay for the licence. They
also offer golfing packages, which take pressure
off the fishery, and have implemented mandatory
CAR for trophy-sized fish.80

Interviews with operators revealed that small
incentives can reduce the impact of anglers on the
fishery and are easily sold to customers.81 These
measures may include providing conservation
licences for free or running CAR contests – for
example, win a hat for releasing the largest trophy
fish. Lake St. Joseph had the strictest fishing 
regulations encountered during this study, yet
operators reported that customers had a positive
experience of the restrictions: “they appreciate
them.”82

4.5.2 Diversification 
Non-consumptive tourism and eco-tourism are
types of RBT that are on the rise and have huge
market potential in North America. Researchers

believe Ontario has the necessary, world-class
resources to cater to this expanding demand.16, 75

Currently, most RBT business in Ontario comes
from the U.S. and Ontario. Over 1.5 million
Ontarians engage in wildlife viewing annually,
and nature-related expenditures totalled over $4
billion in 1996.84 North Americans are interested

in a number of non-consump-
tive activities, such as wildlife
viewing and hiking.84 Preferred
activities tend to be low-risk,
non-motorized, and non-con-
sumptive (visiting parks, view-
ing wildlife, etc.) and preferred
settings are natural forests with
the fewest human or industrial
alterations.86 The interviewed
operators identified a trend of
people coming to fish, but
spending more time doing 
non-consumptive activities,
such as resting, reading, or
playing golf.87

Some RBT operators are interested in increas-
ing their capture of this non-consumptive market
and have already started to offer non-consump-
tive activities to their guests. One example is pro-
vided by an operation in Magnetawan, Ontario,
that was originally a lodge for anglers. Concerned
about an unsustainable fishery, the owner looked
for other ways of developing revenue. He now
advertises the resort as an “outdoor recreation
activity” destination and offers unique trips on
the Trans-Canada Trail on dog sled and horse-
back.88 In interviews, the owner described the
process of diversification. He explained that
although the resort still has all the amenities of a
fishing lodge, it now participates in niche mar-
kets, such as trail sightseeing and weddings. The
resort also installed hot tubs, an investment that
paid off in less than two years because rates were
significantly elevated and demand was high.
Today, fishing has become the secondary focus of
the resort. Reynolds of NOTO added that he is
seeing more operators offer new non-consump-
tive activities to their guests. He said that this
development is important because an upswing in
non-consumptive activities puts less pressure on
the resource – the fishery.

Non-consumptive 
tourism and eco-tourism
are types of RBT that are

on the rise and have huge
market potential in North

America. Researchers
believe Ontario has the
necessary, world-class

resources to cater to this
expanding demand.
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From a tourism perspective, the Northern Boreal
Initiative planning area presents a unique oppor-
tunity because of its relatively undeveloped char-
acter. The current abundance of intact forest areas
has the potential to provide a world-class remote
travel experience to interested visitors. Few other
areas in the world retain high-calibre, large
wilderness areas equivalent to those found in
Canada’s northern boreal region. 

A review of land use planning across Canada
shows that every province and territory has some
sort of land use planning or major resource devel-
opment initiative underway.90 British Columbia
uses the Tourism Zonation System (TZS), a plan-
ning approach that uses zoning to characterize
the tourism potential of different areas of the
province as urban, frontcountry, midcountry, or
backcountry.91 Within Canada’s developing north-
ern landscapes, the backcountry zone is identified

as a rapidly diminishing resource. At the same
time, it is an aesthetically attractive and interna-
tionally appealing tourism image. 

Given its shrinking availability elsewhere in
the world, and growing demand from an affluent
traveling public, wilderness promises to play an
increasingly important role in the RBT industry.
The Northern Boreal Initiative planning process
will be critical in determining the future of a
tourism resource of international significance.
Additionally, planning to maintain remoteness in
the Northern Boreal Initiative area will be impor-
tant to residents and visitors who value remote
recreational opportunities, intact forests, and
world-class fisheries. 

As an economic objective, remote RBT can be
a good fit for developing economies in the
Northern Boreal Initiative planning area because 
1. it is a high revenue generator

Resource-based Tourism in the
Northern Boreal Initiative

Currently, tourism operations in the northern boreal forest are accessible only by air and offer a true remote wilderness 
experience in an intact forest area.
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2. it relies on the pristine attributes that are
characteristic of the Northern Boreal Initiative
planning area 

3. it is one of the few industries that may com-
plement many of the traditional land use
activities practised by First Nations communi-
ties in the northern boreal region (e.g., fish-
ing, hunting, and trapping)
Distance is often seen as a disadvantage to

northern economies. In this respect, RBT has an
edge over other forms of economic activity. When
it comes to RBT, “remoteness” is a positive attrib-
ute that sells.92 “No commercial fishing on this
10,000 acres of water and with the nearest logging
road 30+ miles away, access is limited to airplane
year-round!” That’s the sales pitch for one remote
operation in the Sunset Country Travel Region.
Furthermore, it has been proven that the remote
sector appeals to an up-market client who is will-
ing to pay more.93

A 2003 Centre for Northern Forest Ecosystem
Research study supports these findings: remote
and semi-remote tourism establishments charged
significantly more for accommodation packages
than road-accessible establishments. NOTO has
begun to recognize just how unique remoteness
is. In a recent newspaper article, NOTO Executive
Director Doug Reynolds contrasted northern
Ontario with nearby U.S. cities: “Our remoteness
experience in the North is everything that a city
is not…if you have a road, you don’t have
remoteness.”94

To date, RBT in the northern boreal region
remains relatively free of the intense land use
conflicts that challenge operators in the Area of
the Undertaking. However, RBT operators inter-
viewed in the Cat River system identified many
of the same concerns about future development
in the northern boreal that are the basis of pres-
ent conflict in the Area of the Undertaking. Road
access, overfishing, loss of remote character, and
negative impacts from the forest industry ranked
high on their list of concerns related to impend-
ing development. From an Aboriginal perspective,
ownership of Crown lands is also a contentious
issue, since a lack of consensus remains between
the Government of Ontario and First Nations
concerning the interpretation of Aboriginal and
treaty rights.

RBT operators north of the Area of the
Undertaking were generally aware of the policy

initiatives affecting their businesses, such as the
Northern Boreal Initiative and the development of
RSAs between operators and forestry companies
in the Area of the Undertaking. There is a fear
that as commercial development moves into the
northern boreal region, tourism will again take a
back seat in land use planning, and operators will
have to fight to maintain the remote landscape
attributes their businesses require, in the face of
pressure from other commercial users. One oper-
ator expressed the need for controlled planning
and development, and stated that government
was not taking a clear stance or providing enough
direction in regard to the tensions that exist
between conservation, economic interests, broad
public demand, and First Nations rights on the
Northern Boreal Initiative land base. The lack of
documentation and mapping of tourism values 
in the planning area to date were also highlighted
as problems.   

Existing policy direction through the Northern
Boreal Initiative suggests that future commercial
resource allocations will consider First Nations
economic objectives, and that development will be
consistent with community-based land use plans.
However, tourism licences in the northern boreal
region have already been allocated, and many
licences are held by non-Aboriginal operators. 

The 2004 Process Guidelines for the
Disposition of Crown Land to the Resource-based
Tourism Industry apply province-wide, as does
the application review process. One paragraph on
page 2 provides direction on the disposition of
tourism resources in the far north:

Careful consideration has historically
been given to all applications for develop-
ment in the northern area of the province.
Remote First Nations communities are
located throughout this area. Tourism and
other economic opportunities are essential
to local economic well-being and develop-
ment. Proposals which do not have the
support of potentially affected First Nations
could face significant delays and uncertainty.
This support could be in the form of a Band
Council Resolution, or in other forms of
demonstrated Band support. Consultation
with First Nations is to be undertaken as
per PL 4.02.01 and other relevant Ministry
direction.
However, while the guidelines highlight the
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importance of First Nations support for tourism
proposals, interested Aboriginal applicants still
have to meet province-wide requirements to qual-
ify for licences. At present, studies in the Sunset
Country Travel Region show that a total of just 1
percent of accommodation operations are
Aboriginal-owned. It remains to be seen how
future dispositions of tourism opportunities unfold
in the Northern Boreal Initiative planning area. 

Finally, Crown lands currently remain open to
staking under the Mining Act. Staking of mineral
claims across the broad landscape is occurring
pre-emptively, independent of the community-
based land use planning processes that are under-
way. Despite commitments by government to
ensure that First Nations communities have con-
trol over what happens on their traditional lands,
the net outcome of unrestricted staking is that it
reduces land use options at the outset, before
decisions about appropriate landscape-level
development can be made. This may mean lost
opportunities for identifying and preserving areas
of high tourism potential in the Northern Boreal
Initiative planning area.   

5.1 The growing Aboriginal tourism
market in Ontario
The Northern Ontario Native Tourism Association
(NONTA), founded in 1987, facilitates Aboriginal
involvement in the tourism industry. A recent
market analysis completed for NONTA revealed
that significant opportunities exist for Aboriginal
RBT. Although the main draw for tourists headed
to northern Ontario is the outdoors, cultural and
heritage activities can augment the experience 
of visitors.75

There have been a number of recent develop-
ments in Aboriginal tourism. For example,
NONTA and its subsidiary Moccasin Trails Inc.
Fishing Adventures are offering new fishing vaca-
tion packages that combine “access to newly
opened lakes” and “exceptional service.” Nine
project partners, including an airline, trucking
service, and four new outpost camps – all owned
and operated by Aboriginal entrepreneurs – offer
vacation packages that include a flight directly
from Thunder Bay. Revenues in the first year of
operation were approximately $450,000. Spin-off
effects include the sale of refreshments and crafts

in the communities, and jobs maintained and cre-
ated. The Northern Stores in the communities of
Webequie and Bearskin Lake have collectively
increased their revenues by $50,000 by providing
services and supplies to the camps.96

NONTA’s 2002 analysis showed positive trends
and a growing demand for cultural tourism expe-
riences, particularly in the European market. The
report identified specific product development
needs in the field of Aboriginal tourism, including
1. more Aboriginal-themed major demand-

generating attractions, or “flagship” facilities
that raise interest and draw attention to the
market

2. significant upgrades to accommodation to tap
into the “soft,” or non-consumptive, tourism
market by offering higher-quality facilities in
attractive natural settings

3. significant additional packaging themed
around Aboriginal culture and traditions
So opportunities exist to improve existing facil-

ities and develop new ones. A 1993 Nishnawbe
Aski Nation/Ministry of Tourism and Recreation
report concluded that tourism development in
native communities should take different forms
depending on access. The report recommended
that road-accessible communities develop facili-
ties to attract the mass tourism market, while fly-
in communities focus on specialty markets by
accommodating community stays, fishing, hunt-
ing, and canoeing. 

The potential strengths of an Aboriginal
tourism market in the northern boreal region,
according to the report, include vast areas of
globally significant, “untouched” wilderness, 
heritage and provincial park river systems, his-
toric settlements, internationally significant
wildlife viewing opportunities, and world-class
fisheries. A world heritage site in Northwestern
Ontario led by First Nations was recently pro-
posed and this would also be a significant
strength of an Aboriginal tourism market. Among
the weaknesses identified were the high cost of
transportation, the need to diversify a traditionally
hunting- and fishing-based market, a short summer
season, lack of training of some community 
members in running tourism operations, difficulty
in accessing capital, and competition with similar
products in neighbouring provinces. 



Remoteness Sells: A Report on Resource-based Tourism in Northwestern Ontario    CPAWS Wildlands League and Ontario Nature 35

Resource-based Tourism in the Northern Boreal Initiative

5.2 “Their tourist attraction is our way
of life”
In land use planning, it is critical to consider the
social, as well as economic, impacts of Aboriginal
tourism. There is a fine line between spirituality,
marketing, and exploitation; not all aspects of
Aboriginal culture are appropriate to share with
tourists.97 Experience in other jurisdictions has
shown that traditional resource uses and users
can be seriously affected by attempts to preserve
areas for tourism. Depending on the scale and
location of development, for example, tourism
can result in indigenous and local communities
losing access to their land and resources, as well
as sacred sites. Tourism can also have a complex
impact on cultural values.98 Community members
and leaders will have to decide to what extent
they are comfortable sharing their culture or way
of life. Northern Boreal Initiative planners, as well
as community leaders, must ensure that this issue
is properly addressed through land use planning
and subsequent tourism planning. 

A 2003 RBT conference in Thunder Bay shed
light on this challenge from a local perspective. In
his address, Deputy Grand Chief Alvin Fiddler

Consultation:
First Nations are not mere "stakeholders," but constitutionally recognized holders of Aboriginal and treaty
rights, including the rights of self-determination, informed consent, and effective participation. All First Nations
whose traditional territories are used for tourism activity should have the right and opportunity to participate
in decisions that concern them.

Respect:
Both host and visitor should have respect for the culture, lands, and resources of the First Nations of the
Nishnawbe Aski First Nations. First Nations must be the natural resource and wildlife managers of our own
lands, including parks.

Transparency:
Tourism businesses and parks should establish mechanisms of accountability to First Nations. Ownership of
tourism businesses must be clearly defined. First Nations should be able to access information on tourism and
park development that concerns them.

Sustainability:
The tourism businesses must be sustainable. This includes increased knowledge through First Nations capaci-
ty building, improved use of available First Nations resources through networking and partnerships, economic
viability through responsible use of lands and resources, and building local economies through local purchas-
ing and employment.

Nishnawbe Aski Nation, 2003

recognized the global importance of the tourism
industry, which is increasingly targeting the lands
of the Nishnawbe Aski Nation as a destination for
tourism development and parks. On the one
hand, this is “good news.” On the other hand,
Chief Fiddler reminded his audience, “their
tourist attraction is our way of life.” Citing the
need to define Aboriginal tourism rights, the
Chief maintained that First Nations must be
“active agents in the tourism industry, have con-
trol over tourism initiatives, become successful
partners with governments or industry, and take
part in the decision-making process and policy-
making regarding tourism.”  

Recognizing that tourism can be beneficial for
communities when it is based on and enhances
self-determination, Nishnawbe Aski Nation laid
out some Aboriginal tourism principles for dis-
cussion (Box 1). Finally, Chief Fiddler suggested
that instead of asking how First Nations can use
sustainable tourism to preserve or protect their
culture, a better formulation would turn the ques-
tion around to ask, “How can the tourism indus-
try/tourists become unique partners in enhancing
and preserving our culture and lands and
resources for future generations?”  

Box 1: Nishnawbe Aski Nation Tourism Principles
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Ontario, and in particular the northern
boreal region, has globally significant land,
water, and culture. It is in an excellent
position to provide travelers, including
residents, with a world-class wilderness
tourism experience. More and more
tourists are seeking out nature and the
“thrill of exploring remote wilderness
areas around the globe.” In fact, in the
past decade, nature and adventure travel
has emerged as one of the fastest-grow-
ing segments of the tourism industry. 

Research in Ontario has shown that,
in resource-based tourism, remoteness
sells. Within the industry, the remote
sector appeals to more up-market clients

who are willing to pay up to twice as
much as clients of road-accessible
tourism. In addition, Ontario research
demonstrates that the quality of fishing
is much higher in remote lakes than 
in road-accessible ones, and that, when
new roads are built to access previously
remote lakes, these lakes are “fished 
out” in a matter of weeks. Despite a
clearly overwhelming interest in remote-
based tourism, remote recreational
opportunities across Ontario are shrink-
ing as industrial development moves 
further into undeveloped northern 
landscapes. If remoteness is not planned
for and maintained at a landscape 

Conclusions and Recommendations

Remote tourism needs to be treated as a valuable land-use rather than an afterthought in resource management and
land-use planning.

Br
uc

e 
Pe

te
rs

en



Remoteness Sells: A Report on Resource-based Tourism in Northwestern Ontario    CPAWS Wildlands League and Ontario Nature 37

Conclusions and Recommendations

scale, then the risk is that
all of Ontario’s forests and
lakes will be accessed by
roads. 

The World Tourism and
Travel Council’s Blueprint
for New Tourism (2003)
suggests that “incoher-
ence in planning” is one of several factors
that inhibit a vibrant tourism industry. It
states that governments have a particular
role in ensuring the sustainability of key
tourism assets, including the natural and
cultural resources that preserve the
attractiveness of tourism destinations and
the competitiveness of tourism business-
es. In the northern boreal region, this
applies as much to provincial resource
management agencies as to the First
Nations governments who must play a
key role in ensuring that tourism assets
are sustained into the future. Although
tourism plays a demonstrably important
role in northern economies, it is still
treated as a constraint to other commer-
cial resource industries that rely on
access to Crown lands in Ontario. The
RBT industry is further challenged in it
has to justify its value repeatedly to the
government to influence policy decisions
dealing with resource-related issues. 

For Ontario to remain a “world-class
wilderness tourism destination,” signifi-
cant changes must be made to the 
current approach to the protection of
wilderness tourism values through 
appropriate land use planning and access
management.

This report offers eight recommenda-
tions for provincial and First Nations 
governments and planners: 
1. Remoteness is a quantifiable economic

value that can and should be managed.
Ontario should protect a range of

resource-based recreation-
al opportunities in the
boreal region, including
remote-based recreational
opportunities.
2. Given the difficulty of
effectively controlling
access, roads planning

should be integrated into community-
based land use planning and landscape
level planning in Ontario’s globally
significant northern boreal region.

3. Impose a moratorium on resource
allocation until community-based
land use planning and landscape-level
planning in the northern boreal region
are completed.

4. South of the 51st parallel, plan to
maintain remoteness at a landscape
level (beyond the scale of forest man-
agement units) by developing a policy
for access management.

5. Where roads are built, minimize road
density, avoid sensitive areas, and
plan carefully for access controls. Use
adaptive management to monitor the
success of access controls and report
on these measures annually to the
public.

6. Ensure that First Nations communities,
partners, and governments agree on
tourism principles and best practices
for Aboriginal tourism before develop-
ment begins in the northern boreal
region. 

7. Ensure that detailed tourism values
inventories (including area and spatial
values) and mapping are integral
components of land use planning in
the northern boreal region.

8. Ensure that communities have adequate
resources to engage and lead land use
planning in their traditional territories
in the boreal region.
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7.1 Contacts
Centre for Northern Forest Ecosystem Research
(CNFER)
955 Oliver Road
Thunder Bay, Ontario P7B 5E1
Phone: (807) 343-4000
Fax: (807) 343-4001

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
Jim Steele, IM Coordinator, Forests — Business
Solutions Services — Forests Section
Phone: (705) 945-5938  
Fax: (705) 945-6638 
Email: jim.steele@mnr.gov.on.ca

Ministry of Northern Development and Mines
(MNDM)
Glenn Warren, Coordinator, Resource Based
Tourism Diversification Program 
Phone: (705) 564-7513 or (866) 326-7526
Email: glenn.warren@ndm.gov.on.ca

Stephen Harvey, Senior Policy Adviser — Forest
Policy Section
Phone: (705) 945-6713  
Email: stephen.harvey@mnr.gov.on.ca 

Ralph Wheeler, Operations Manager —
Northwest Region 
Phone: (807) 475-1263  
Fax: (807) 473-3023 

Ministry of Tourism and Recreation (MTR)
Jim Antler, Resource Stewardship Agreement
Coordinator
Phone: (705) 494-4159
Fax: (705) 494-4086
Email: james.antler@mczcr.gov.on.ca

Nature and Outdoor Tourism Ontario (NOTO)
Todd Eastman, Research Analyst
Phone: (705) 472-5552
Email: todd@noto.net

Northern Ontario Native Tourism Association
(NONTA)
Mitchell Diabo, Partnership Development
Advisor
Phone: (807) 623-0497
Fax: (807) 623-0498
Email: mitch@nonta.net

Northwestern Ontario Tourism Association
(NWOTA)
Cindy Miller, Secretary
Email: nwota@ff.lakeheadu.ca

Wilfred Laurier University
Len Hunt, PhD Candidate
Phone: (519) 747-4324
Email: hunt5510@wlu.ca
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A number of policies, programs, and initiatives
encourage the maintenance and development of
RBT on Ontario’s Crown land. Many of the fol-
lowing resources provide funding and/or training
to RBT operators. 

The Government of Ontario’s Resource-Based
Tourism Policy, released in 1997, has the goal of
promoting and encouraging the development of
the Ontario RBT industry in both an ecologically
and economically sustainable manner. It is aimed
at addressing issues such as consultation with the
RBT industry, allocation of resources, and securi-
ty of tenure.99

Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use Strategy,
developed in 1999, created a mechanism for the
holders of Sustainable Forest Licences and
Ministry of Tourism and Recreation–licensed
tourism operators to work together: Resource
Stewardship Agreements (RSAs). RSAs are con-
tractual agreements between the two industries
aimed at reducing conflict. They provide input
into Forest Management Plans (FMPs), and are
mandated for FMPs in 2004 and future years. 

The Ministry of Northern Development and
Mines has a Resource-based Tourism Diver-
sification Program (RBTDP). It is designed to
assist the Ontario RBT sector in identifying and
effectively accessing alternative tourism markets
based on Crown natural resources in Ontario.100

The program has three components:  
1. business planning program for operators,

with about 20 businesses involved
2. capital assistance of up to $10,000 to help

secure a loan
3. business enhancement workshops 

The workshops have been the most successful
component. To date, four have occurred, with
approximately 100 people (about 70 businesses)
attending. There will be more workshops in the
fall of 2003. RBTDP is scheduled to sunset in
March 2004, with no likely extension.101

The Northern Ontario Heritage Fund
Corporation (NOHFC) helps northern communi-
ties generate short- and long-term employment
important to their economic viability and quality
of life. It is funding projects such as the Northern
Ontario Trails Program, which supports the devel-
opment of a wide range of trail projects — includ-
ing the Trans Canada Trail, all-terrain vehicle
(ATV) trails, cross-country skiing trails, biking
trails, dog sledding trails, outdoor nature viewing
trails, all-season trails, and multi-use trails — that
demonstrate added economic value to the tourism
sector.102

The Ontario Tourism Marketing Partnership
Corporation (OTMPC) “collaborates with tourism
partners and colleagues at home and internation-
ally to develop and deliver exciting, integrated,
research-driven marketing programs that rein-
force Ontario as a strong tourism economy and a
premier, four-season travel destination.”103 In the
field of RBT there are a number of unique mar-
keting partnerships — such as “Paddling Ontario”
(www.paddlingontario.com) and “Arts in the
Wild” — that market non-consumptive, upscale
vacation packages offered by businesses through-
out the province.

The Ministry of Culture has established the
Cultural Strategic Development Fund, which is
a tool used by ministry consultants to support
strategic projects that help advance the arts, her-
itage, and cultural industries sector. Projects must
be developed in partnership with at least one
other organization and be able to serve as models
for use by other groups.104

Eco-North was a conference and trade show
held during the International Year of Ecotourism
(2002). The focus of the conference was to foster
excellence in ecotourism, nature-based heritage,
and adventure tourism in northern Ontario. 
The proceedings have been published on the 
Eco-North website. There are plans for another

Appendix I: Policies, Programs, and Initiatives
Aimed at Facilitating Resource-based Tourism
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appendix ii

conference in 2004.97

The Northern Ontario Native Tourism
Association (NONTA) has recently completed a
large study of Aboriginal tourism in northern
Ontario, including analysis of both existing facili-
ties and market potential. NONTA has developed
an Aboriginal Tourism Development Strategic
Plan for Northern Ontario, which has five strate-
gic areas of focus: community involvement, infra-
structure and product development, partnerships
and packaging, training and quality assurance,
and marketing and promotion.75

Other initiatives aimed at facilitating RBT
include
1. expansion of parks and protected areas

through Ontario’s Living Legacy, and potential

Acronym Meaning
CAR  . . . . . . . .Catch-and-Release (fishing)
CNFER  . . . . . .Centre for Northern Forest Ecosystem Research
CO  . . . . . . . . .Conservation Officer
CPAWS  . . . . . .Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
CTC  . . . . . . . .Canadian Tourism Commission
FEDNOR  . . . . .Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario
FON  . . . . . . . .Federation of Ontario Naturalists
LCC  . . . . . . . .Local Citizens Committee
MNDM  . . . . . .Ministry of Northern Development and Mines
MNR  . . . . . . .Ministry of Natural Resources
MTR  . . . . . . . .Ministry of Tourism and Recreation
NAN  . . . . . . . .Nishnawbe Aski Nation
NONTA  . . . . . .Northern Ontario Native Tourism Association
NOTO  . . . . . . .Northern Ontario Tourist Outfitters Association/

 . . . . . . . . .Nature and Outdoor Tourism Ontario
ON  . . . . . . . . .Ontario Nature
RBT  . . . . . . . .Resource-based Tourism
RSA  . . . . . . . .Resource Stewardship Agreement
WL  . . . . . . . . .Wildlands League

expansion in the future via Room to Grow
2. development of a “tourism strategy” over the

next few years by the Ministry of Tourism
and Recreation 

3. Federal Economic Development Initiative for
Northern Ontario (FEDNOR) (see the
Ecotourism Industry Focus Group and subse-
quent report)107

4. Canadian Tourism Commission (CTC) Best
Practices Tours (in 1999 and 2000), which
provided small business owners with an
opportunity to experience similar successful
operations first-hand108

5. many websites, brochures, and maps that
allow visitors to gain information and busi-
nesses to advertise their services

Appendix II: List of Acronyms
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Appendix III: Satellite Image of the World 
at Night

Satellite image of Earth at night shows the increasing rarity of areas without significant human impact, particularly in North
America and Europe.
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Wildlands League
Suite 380, 401 Richmond St. W.
Toronto, ON  M5V 3A8

Ontario Nature
355 Lesmill Rd.
Don Mills, ON  M3B 2W8




