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PREFACE

This is the third in a series of joint publications for parks and protected areas issued by the Parks
Research Forum of Ontario (PRFO) in cooperation with Forum partners.  Through this cooperative
effort, PRFO supports and facilitates the conduct and publication of research relevant to parks and
protected areas and the dissemination of such research for wider conservation use.  The specific objec-
tives of PRFO are to:

• promote research to improve understanding, planning, management and decision-making 
for parks and protected areas; 

• encourage educational training activities relating to parks and protected areas; 
• facilitate more cooperation in parks and protected areas research; 
• establish a meeting place for people involved in parks and protected areas research; 
• exchange information on a regular basis among people involved in parks and protected 

areas research; and, 
• monitor and report on parks and protected areas. 

In working toward these objectives, PRFO has focused to date on the holding of an annual general
meeting (AGM) and the publication of the proceedings.  

On March 26 and 27, 2003, a symposium focusing on social science research in parks and protected
areas was hosted by Ontario Parks, Algonquin Provincial Park, the Friends of Algonquin Park and
PRFO.  Similar to past Algonquin Research Symposiums on forests and wildlife (2001) and fisheries
(2002) research in parks and protected areas, the symposium was a tremendous success in dissiminat-
ing park research and bringing together academics, park management professionals, students and
other individuals who have a keen interest in park management.  

This report, now issued as PRFO Occasional Paper No. 3, contains summaries and abstracts of the
symposium presentations.  Although information that the reader can gain from this publication is
highlighted from the full presentations, this publication does present an opportunity to follow up with
park staff and respective authors.  The main benefit is that the publication will make social science
research in Ontario’s parks and protected areas, and elsewhere, more widely known.  Such research
is of value for its own sake and also in contributing to better planning, management and decision-
making in the future.  We are very grateful for the support from Barton Feilders and Bob Davidson of
Ontario Parks, the Friends of Algonquin Park, and especially Algonquin Provincial Park, John Winters
and Jim Murphy, in this project.  

The Editors
Parks Research Forum of Ontario (PRFO)
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PUBLICATION POLICY

As a core operating principle, the Parks Research Forum of Ontario (PRFO) places a high priority on
the timely publication of quality proceedings from the Annual General Meetings (AGMs), state-of-the-
art workshops, and other collaborative ventures with which it is involved. By design, the topical scope
of PRFO publications is wide ranging and encompasses the natural sciences, cultural and social sci-
ences, economics and other related disciplinary endeavours associated with conserving, planning,
managing, and decision-making for parks and other protected areas. This wide sweep derives from
the goals and objectives, and the operating principles of PRFO, which recognize that ‘conservation
research’ must be viewed in a very comprehensive fashion to fully address the needs for protected
area planning and management.

Since its inception in 1996, PRFO has published more than 500 papers.  Many report on work in
Ontario, and are of direct relevance to Ontario’s needs for protected area research, planning and man-
agement. Publication standards have evolved, with continual refinement and improvement being an
objective of the PRFO Steering Committee. Ongoing improvement has been motivated by principles
and accepted standards for scientific reporting, academic excellence and regular feedback from con-
tributors, editors and the larger PRFO audience, many of whom have called for adding rigour to PRFO
publications. With this volume, standards of reporting and presentation have again been elevated in
a rigorous publication that we hope will meet the aspirations and needs of PRFO’s audience.

Current style and content standards for PRFO publications are posted on the PRFO website
(www.prfo.ca). Adherence to these standards provides consistency in style and reporting, and facili-
tates the editorial process, which is substantial when dealing with volumes such as this one.
Adherence to these standards establishes a high level of discipline for contributors, especially the
many student and agency-based contributors who gain valuable experience in professional reporting.
However, in striving for excellence, there is the reality of time and resources coupled with colloquial
expression and style, which not uncommonly appear in conference proceedings. One inevitable result
is some deviations in style and format among the papers. To the extent possible, within these con-
straints, PRFO strives to generate a high quality product in a timely fashion.  
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Murray Fallis examining stocks of black flies taken from birds.
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THE ROLE OF SOCIAL SCIENCE IN PARK MANAGEMENT

Jim M. Murphy
Park Planner 

Ontario Parks, Algonquin Provincial Park
P.O. Box 219

Whitney, ON K0J 2M0
Phone: (613) 637-2780 Ext. 244

Fax: (613) 637-2864
jim.m.murphy@mnr.gov.on.ca

ABSRACT

Since the establishment of national, provincial and state park systems in North America in the late
1800s, social science research has played an important role in answering park management questions.
Research in geography, history, archaeology, political-science and other disciplines, has often provided
valuable information that has shaped park policy and the wise management of park resources. This pres-
entation examined the definition of social science in the context of park management.

INTRODUCTION

It goes without saying that many of us would not be here this evening if we did not have an interest
in parks and their importance in sustaining social values. As a society we define our activities,
processes and measures of success based on our underlying core or social values. Understanding and
working with this human element is the work of elected officials, park managers and social scientists.

This symposium is about bringing together a cross section of individuals and their interests represent-
ing federal and provincial governments, the academic community and the private sector to discuss
social and economic questions facing park managers today. This forum is intended to reflect upon his-
torical and contemporary social science research and to discuss the barriers and paths of opportunity
that exist to promote this science and make it more effective in answering pressing park management
issues.

SOCIAL SCIENCE IN PARK MANAGEMENT

One of the barriers that has plagued social scientists for generations has been in changing the percep-
tion of their work as ‘soft science’ which less significant than natural science. It is unfortunate, that
social scientists still must work to market their expertise more effectively outside of their disciplines
and encourage decision-makers to integrate social science research and recommendations into park
policy and management planning.  The dialogue between natural and social scientists needs to
improve to encourage more interdisciplinary collaboration between planning team members. In gen-
eral terms, park managers often perceive values as something that can be inventoried, such as wildlife
species or geological features, while to social scientists, values are intrinsic to people.  In speaking with
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other provincial and national park colleagues a more concerted effort is required to include social sci-
entists onto planning tables and teams, such as forest and park management planning teams and in
mainstream decision-making.

In the academic world, social science needs to receive a higher profile at universities and colleges in
the faculties of environmental and resource management. This would go a long way in recruiting and
hiring staff that have trained capabilities in answering ‘social’ questions pertaining to park manage-
ment.

To the misfortune of park managers, the public is not a homogenous community—the public has mul-
tiple opinions and values. Values in social science are cultural ideas of what is desirable, right and
appropriate. Values can only be determined from people's thoughts and behaviours and this is the pri-
mary reason why planning processes are intended to be open and have numerous opportunities for
public involvement.

Social science under the jurisdiction of park agencies such as Ontario Parks, Parks Canada and the U.S.
National Park Service includes the disciplines of economics, geography, psychology, political science
and sociology.  Economics can assist park managers in park economic impacts, the costs and benefits
of park policies and management options, and the role of parks in national, provincial and regional
tourism.  Geography is the analysis of the distribution of people, resources and culture. Geography
can assist park managers through historical settlement patterns, regional development and human
impacts on park resources.  Psychological studies can assist park managers in visitor experiences,
interpretative media and communications.  Political science concentrates upon institutions of govern-
ment from the federal to municipal level and can benefit park managers through studies of public par-
ticipation in park planning, the role of communities and interest groups, and improving organization-
al effectiveness. Sociological studies can reveal demographic trends, visitor behaviour and public
opinion regarding park policies and management decisions.  Archaeology and cultural anthropology
focuses on prehistoric and historic peoples and their relationship with park resources. 

Conducting research is essential to improving our understanding of often complex social systems
related to how people perceive of and behave in parks.  It also requires significant resources and a
multi-year commitment. In today's fiscal environment, few organizations can sustain the effort
required to conduct credible social science research on their own. Success depends upon increased col-
laboration amongst researchers and support from government, university, industry and the private
sector. 

In my experience there are four types of social science research that are associated with park agencies.
First, ‘Basic’, or what some scientists call pure science, is science that may not be physically conducted
in a park, but may be beneficial in providing a new understanding of social phenomena that may have
an effect on a park ecosystem.  Second, ‘Applied Science’ is generally more site or park specific, pro-
vides baseline information about a park environment, and is important to providing information use-
ful to decision-making regarding specific resource management issues.  Third, ‘Commercialization of
Science’ has also been evident in several park agencies over the past decade. Greater collaboration
between government and private sector tour agencies has attempted to meet the tourist needs of
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‘active learning’ and ‘authentic’ experiences, while meeting the research objectives of parks.
Smithsonian tours in the U.S. and a new venture here in Algonquin, Delta Grandview's Nature Trails
Citizens Science Project on Lake Opeongo are two examples.  The fourth type of social science is
‘Interest Group’ or ‘Advocacy Science’. This type of research is generally intended to advance the
cause of special interest groups in influencing the decision-making process through a ‘scientific’
process. This may include studies conducted to enhance position papers on a number of management
and policy issues.

For park agencies in North America social science research contributes to many program areas. They
include interpretation, marketing and communications, park operations, research and planning:  

Interpretation: Social science contributes to the way in which people learn effective methods
of engaging visitors and educating them about the park environment; 

Marketing and Communications: Social science provides guidance on how people can be bet-
ter informed through internet, tabloids, lure brochures, images and other media.  Social mar-
keting research efforts concentrate on changing behaviours and attitudes of park visitors such
as   the Healthy Parks, Healthy People initiative undertaken by Parks Victoria (Parks Victoria,
2004) and the Engaging Canadians strategy of Parks Canada (Parks Canada, 2000); and, 

Planning: Public involvement is very important in the acceptance, support and success of
management actions; over the past 25 years there have been significant improvements in the
extent, approaches and mechanisms for public involvement in influencing decision-making—
for example, the Environmental Bill of Rights (Government of Ontario, 1993), the Environmental
Registry, and park and forest management planning. 

Every one of these areas requires a good understanding of societal behaviours in order to maximize
interest, support and implementation of park management actions.

REFERENCES AND ADDITIONAL READINGS

Government of Ontario. 1993. Environmental Bill of Rights. SO 1993, c28. Amended to 2002, c.24. 
Queen’s Printer: Toronto, Ontario.  

Parks Canada. 2000. The State of Protected Heritage Areas. Her Majesty the Queen in Right of 
Canada: Hull, Québec.  

Parks Victoria. 2004. Healthy Parks, Healthy People. Available at:
http://www.parkweb.vic.gov.au/1grants.cfm 
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Log drive on the Petawawa River, 1930.
(Algonquin Park Museum Archives #1146, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources)





CONSTRUCTING CANADA OUTDOORS

Brian S. Osborne
Professor 

Department of Geography, Queen’s University, 
Mackintosh-Corry Hall, Room D311

Kinsgton, ON
Phone: (613) 533-6042

Fax: (613) 533-6122
osborneb@qsilver.queensu.ca

ABSTRACT

The ‘culture of nature’ has played an important part in the construction of Canadian national identi-
ty. Of equal importance is the need for Canada to develop what the ill-fated 1990 Green Plan called
‘environmental citizenship’ based upon the nurturing of ‘environmental awareness’, ‘responsi-
ble action’, and ‘informed decision-making’. What it should also have called for was the cultivation
of an ‘environmental imagination’. That is, the understanding of, and empathy with, the environ-
ment as the all-enveloping context in which our societies and cultures have developed.

INTRODUCTION: AN ICONOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF LANDSCAPE AND NATURE

A discussion of the role of social science research in the planning and representing of the mission of
parks and protected areas is a forward-looking concept. Long regarded in derogatory terms as ‘soft
science,’ it is increasingly being understood that a better understanding of people’s beliefs, values and
priorities are crucial to their social, political and personal decision-making. These need to be under-
stood in our approach to planning our natural and cultural heritage resources. Just as we understand
the utility and rigour of ecosystem analysis and econometrics in positivist scientific terms, so also do
we need to be analytical in deconstructing the meaning of nature for people. 

For a long time, ecological science adopted the ‘naturalist’ and ‘essentialist’ view of nature as a sepa-
rate, analyzable, objective reality studied in the isolated categories of geomorphology, soils, climate,
flora and fauna, and reconstituted in the somewhat deterministic ecosystem models. More recently,
social science has applied the power of hermeneutics, phenomenology, semiotics, iconography and
discourse theory to the underpinnings of our social construction of nature that influence decision-
making. 

The term used by geographers for culturally loaded geographies is ‘landscape’. As assemblages of
humanly produced material forms, landscapes constitute cultural records arranged palimpsest-like
through time and space that may be interrogated as material artifacts and symbolically loaded signi-
fiers of meanings. From the initial, anthropology-driven perspective of landscape as an assemblage of
material culture-traits and complexes, the focus has shifted to a more nuanced decoding of the sym-
bolic meaning. In particular, the material rendering of social memory in a mythologized place trans-
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forms landscape from an external phenomenon to be engaged visually, to a psychic terrain of inter-
nalized symbolic meaning: an inscape. These serve as emotional prompts for action in the present and
their interpretation helps us understand its role in ‘cultural practice’ and as an instrument of ‘power.’ 

CASE STUDY: CONSTRUCTING CANADA, OR, FROM ANISM TO ARTIFICE

The ‘culture of nature’ has played an important part in the construction of Canadian national identi-
ty in terms of symbolically charged views of the ‘wilderness’ and meta-narratives of historical process-
es of settlement and resource development. That is, constructions of Canadian Nature have long been
bracketed by the icons of the Group of Seven and the staples of economic development theory. But what
has not been to the fore has been a sense of ‘environmental citizenship’ based upon the nurturing of
‘environmental awareness,’ ‘responsible action,’ and ‘informed decision-making,’ all energised by an
‘environmental imagination.’ That is, a fuller appreciation of the interaction between societies and
their environments and the contexts within which scientific, social and cultural frameworks are situ-
ated.

It may be argued that the human definition of Nature is always a social construction and never a total-
ly objective entity completely external to us. That is, we remake Nature by defining it. For a richer
understanding of how we interact with it, we need to unpack a series of kaleidoscopic images of a
base-reality to effect a genealogy of the ‘idea’ of Nature. That is, an archaeology of consciousness to
understand where we have come from, where we are, and where we are going. At any point in time,
therefore, contemporary value systems are complex amalgams of past and present priorities. Thus,
Canada’s long history of human settlement and resource-use has witnessed several different eras of
environmental consciousness, values, and praxis: 

• as ‘home’ for Canada’s First Nations who, ideally,  sought ecological sustainability;
• as ‘wilderness’ for most Euro-Canadian settlers who attempted to transform Nature into 

a controlled and productive ‘garden’; 
• as ‘staple’ for an expansive ‘national policy’ of resource-based economic development;
• as ‘planned resource’ with a growing awareness of the need to conserve the nation’s nat-

ural wealth for future development; and, 
• as ‘aesthetic-spiritual’ icon for the social cohesion of a nationalising state.

Rather then being a chronological series of successive stages, residual elements of all of these arche-
typical perspective still figure in contemporary discourses about Nature. Taken together, they under-
pin what Schama calls (1995) “inherited landscape myths and memories” that inform current preferences,
actions and policy. 

The modern Canadian perspective of Nature, therefore, is a complex interweaving of several threads
of past encounters with Nature. But three dimensions seem to permeate modern discourses:

• scientific constructs underpin what are thought to be good management principles. The 
ecosystem with all of its assumed precision, clarity, and explanatory power has transcend-
ed mere empirical verification and modelling. It has now become a frame-of-mind and the 
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dominant paradigm that would be enhanced by integrating the cultural contexts in which 
science is formulated and practised;

• recent discourses of Nature are much influenced by several fresh perspectives: deep ecolo-
gy; bio-regionalism; eco-feminism; non-western ontologies. Taken together, they challenge 
the capitalist-consumer-growth ethic that has underpinned much of our past encounter 
with Nature and reflect an appreciation of Nature for its ‘intrinsic’ contributions to the 
quality of life rather than an ‘anthropocentric’ assessment of its utility; but, nevertheless, 
Nature continues to be constructed as a ‘consumer product’ in a service-sector driven eco-
nomy where the commodification of the ecological experience is expressed in marketing 
the wilderness experience or eco-tourism for the popular good or local economic develop
ment; and, 

• finally, given the growing cosmopolitan character of the Canadian population, attention 
has to be directed to ensuring that our policies for parks and the outdoors accommodates 
non-western ways of looking at Nature. It belongs to them too.        

REFERENCES AND ADDITIONAL READINGS
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The Hayes Party at Rain Lake.
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TRENDS IN PROVINCIAL PARK USE

Dan Mulrooney
Research Analyst

Ontario Parks, Planning and Research Section
Ministry of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 7000, 300 Water Street

Peterborough, ON K9J 8M5
Phone: (705) 755-1725

Fax: (705) 755-1701
dan.mulrooney@mnr.gov.on.ca

ABSTRACT

Each year, Ontario's provincial parks attract millions of visitors from around the world.  Monitoring
public use of provincial parks is an important and fundamental responsibilty of Ontario Parks.  Quality
visitation data supports the development of environmental monitoring programs to report on the health
of and benefits provided by provincial parks.  Over the past 15 years, visitation to provincial parks has
increased dramatically.  Sustained high levels of visitation have ecological, social and economic impli-
cations for Ontario Parks.  This paper presents trends in total visitation, day-use visitation, camper
nights, interior camper nights and average length of stay.  

WHY COLLECT VISITATION DATA?

Monitoring and tracking visitor use at provincial parks are fundamental functions for Ontario Parks.
Visitation information is widely used in the planning and management of provincial parks.  The suc-
cess on many projects such as built capital, staffing levels and the development of programs and serv-
ices depends on reliable visitation information.  Knowing how many people visit a protected area is
also critical to the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) and Ontario Parks’ mission of sus-
tainability.  Visitation information can help park managers assess the negative ecological impacts of
use.   Ontario Parks has good information regarding the number of visitors to operating parks, how-
ever, little is known about how many visitors go to non-operating parks.  

PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES AND METHODS

The purpose of the presentation and paper is to characterize recent trends in overall visitation at oper-
ating parks.  This purpose is supported by the following three objectives: 

1) analysis of trends in developed campground use;
2) analysis of trends in day visitor use; and, 
3) analysis of trends in interior or backcountry use.

A simple method was used to undertake the analysis.  Using the Park Statistics publications
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(Government of Ontario, 1988 and 2002), total visitation and some individual park visitation data
were recorded in a spreadsheet.  The 15-year period (1988-2002) was selected for analysis.  The per-
centage change between the base years 1988 and 2002 was calculated for each visitation variable.  Both
demand and supply side variables were assessed to determine overall trends.  The demand and sup-
ply side variables are noted in Table 1.

Table 1. Demand and Supply Side Variables Assessed. 

DEMAND SIDE TRENDS

Total park visitation increased from 7,774,409 in 1988 to 10,491,820 in 2002.  This represents an increase
of 35%.  For the same period, park day-use visitors increased from 3,968,156 to 5,454,839 or an increase
of 37.5%.  Camper nights were also up, increasing from 3,806,253 to 5,036,981.  For the 15-year period,
camper nights increased by 33.7%. Interior camper nights increased a total of 43.9% (340,128 to
489,425).  Finally, the average length of stay increased by 42.3% from 2.6 days to 3.7 days.  

Dramatic increases were also evident at Algonquin Provincial Park.  Total visitation at Algonquin
increased 66.4%, from 559,365 to 930,521.  Day use was up by 147.1%.  Day-use increased from 96,914
to 239,433 day-use visitors.  Based on discussions with Algonquin park staff, several hundred thou-
sands day-use visitors may have always been present.   The more recent difference is that through bet-
ter public awareness and enforcement, more daily permits are being sold along the Highway 60 cor-
ridor.  Algonquin camper nights increased from 258,092 to 420,102 representing an increase of 62.8%.
As might be expected, interior camper nights were up at Algonquin as well.  Interior camper nights
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DEMAND SIDE VARIABLE 
 

SUPPLY SIDE VARIABLE 

Total visitors Developed sites  
Day use visitors  Day use visitor space provided  
Camper nights Interior sites  
Interior camper nights  Algonquin developed sites  
Interior camper nights per site  Algonquin interior sites 
Camper nights per developed campsite   
Average length of stay   
Algonquin total visitation   
Algonquin day use visitation   
Algonquin camper nights   
Algonquin camper nights per developed 
campsite 

 

Algonquin interior camper nights per site   
Algonquin average length of stay  
 

 



grew from 204,359 in 1988 to 270,986 in 2002.  Algonquin's interior camper nights grew by 32.6%.

SUPPLY SIDE TRENDS

The supplies of camping and day-use opportunities for the same 15-year period was also analysed.
Developed campsites which service car campers, declined from 19,840 in 1988 to 18,809 in 2002.  There
are several reasons for this decline in supply.  The first and most important reason is the loss of a num-
ber of operating provincial parks from the supply system.  For example, the campgrounds at Lake of
the Woods and Lake Nipigon Provincial Parks were deregulated with a resulting loss in developed
campsite supply.  As well, over time, poor campsites at a number of parks that tend to flood or are not
in suitable locations are taken out of service.  Finally, with the implementation of the Ontario Parks
today there is a better accounting of developed campsites than in previous years.  

Available day-use visitor space grew from 3,146,558 in 1989 (data from 1988 not available) to 5,307,561
in 2002.  This increase is largely due a new business model for Ontario Parks which saw a number or
major parks in southern Ontario going to year round operations and extended operation seasons for
many other parks across the system.

The supply of interior campsites increased from 3,705 to 6,500 for the 15-year period. This represents
an increase of 75.4% in interior campsite supply.  During the 15-year period more parks are offering
interior sites and once again since the implementation of the reservation service there is now a better
accounting of the supply of interior sites.

During the 15-year period the supply of developed campsites at Algonquin declined from 1,385 to
1,315 (-5.1%).  This is also thought to be an adjustment in the quality of sites offered and better
accounting. The supply of interior campsites in Algonquin grew by 28.2% (1,518 to 1,946).    

VISITOR PRESSURE

A rough measure of visitor pressure on park resources can be obtained from the ratio of camper nights
per campsite.  For the entire park system, camper nights per developed campsite have increased by
41.1% (174.7 camper nights to 246.4 camper nights).  At Algonquin, camper nights per developed
campsite have increased even more greatly (186.3 to 319.4).  Visitor pressure on developed campsites
in Algonquin has increased by 71.4%.  Due to the additional supply and a lag in demand, interior
campsite nights per interior campsite declined 18% (from 91.8 camper nights to 75.2 camper nights).
However, the Algonquin camper nights per interior campsite has only increased from 134.6 camper
nights to 139.2 camper nights.  This represents a slight increase of 3.4%. 

CONCLUSIONS

There has been a huge increase in visitation to Ontario Parks for the 15-year period 1988-2002.  It
should be noted that 2002 was an all time record year for visitation (10,491,820). The second highest
recorded visitation was in 2001.  Both years were noted for hot summers.  Weather is an important
determinant of overall visitation levels.  Hot, dry weather, especially on summer weekends, seems to
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drive an ever-increasing number of people to Ontario Parks.  Parks such as Algonquin have also expe-
rienced great increases in visitation.  Increased visitation has a host of benefits and costs.  More visi-
tors mean greater revenues for Ontario Parks.  Residents of Ontario and tourists from other provinces
and countries spend money while camping.  Expenditures made by visitors while experiencing
provincial parks supports businesses and communities throughout Ontario.  More people than ever
may be improving their state of health through visiting a park.  However, increased visitation also has
costs.  More visitors place additional demands on park infrastructure such as roads and washrooms.
Sensitive features such as sand dunes and beach grass may be more heavily trampled.  Developed and
interior campsites have a greater number of days in use, thereby reducing the amount of time for site
regeneration.  While visitation rises, the huge task for Ontario Parks still remains: the protection of
Ontario's outstanding features and landscapes and the provision of sustainable levels of outdoor
recreational opportunities.  

REFERENCES AND ADDITIONAL READINGS

Government of Ontario. OMNR, Park Statistics 2002. Ontario Parks, Operations and 
Development Section: Peterborough, Ontario. 
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ABSTRACT

The Great Lakes Heritage Coast (GLHC) is a policy statement that identifies the Great Lakes coast
for special planning and management consideration (Government of Ontario, 2001). This policy state-
ment supports a comprehensive approach to the protection and enjoyment of the significant values that
are found along the coast. The Heritage Coast policy recognizes the internationally significant natural,
cultural, scenic, and recreational values of the Lake Superior and Lake Huron/Georgian Bay shoreline
within the planning area. In this presentation, results of work involving the GLHC initiative is dis-
cussed.  As part of the GLHC Coastal Protection and Tourism Strategy, The Tourism Company
visited 25 First Nations along the Coast. In this paper, the following is covered: current First Nation
attitudes towards the GLHC and parks and protected areas; First Nation interests in coastal protection
and tourism; First Nations, ecotourism and protected areas – an assessment of the synergies; opportu-
nities to involve First Nations in the GLHC; challenges for GLHC stakeholders in developing strong
relationships with First Nations; and, models for successful and relevant government/First Nation rela-
tionships. 

INTRODUCTION

In 2002—2003, the Tourism Company was part of a multi-disciplinary consulting team retained by the
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) to prepare a coastal protection and tourism strategy
for the Great Lakes Heritage Coast Signature Site (GLHC). The Tourism Company was responsible for
the tourism planning component as well as the involvement of First Nations.

The resulting GLHC strategy  was based on the overriding objective to focus on coastal protection and
restoration. The consulting team viewed tourism both as an important form of economic development
as well as a tool for coastal protection—a means to create employment for local people as well as a
means to generate financial support for conservation and preservation initiatives and educate visitors
to be more environmentally and socially responsible. 

The intent of this paper is to review some of the key findings and recommendations regarding First
Nations involvement in coastal protection, stewardship and tourism, and to raise some new concepts
for consideration.
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THE ABORIGINAL COMPONENT OF THE GREAT LAKES HERITAGE STRATEGY

The purpose of the Aboriginal component of the GLHC strategy development process was to begin to
listen to each of the individual First Nation communities and work toward defining an appropriate
consultation process for all 25 First Nations, with an aim to involve First Nations in the GLHC
Strategy.

The Tourism Company, and associate consultants, travelled the Coast by boat and car and visited 21
of the 25 First Nation communities. A short presentation was made by the Tourism Company on the
Aboriginal tourism opportunity followed by open discussions. A wide range of input was received
from these community visits with discussion around environmental and cultural issues and on
tourism plans and opportunities. The second step involved two ‘information sharing’ sessions, along
the Coast, with invitations going to each of the First Nations. Through this process all but one of the
First Nations along the Coast provided input on issues, concerns and ideas.

Through the community visits the consultants discovered that there is great potential for Aboriginal
tourism development in each and every community; they also discovered there is a significant amount
of product already in place or planned.  The levels of product already in place varied across the three
sub-regions—Georgian Bay, the North Channel and Lake Superior. 

There are some excellent models for Aboriginal tourism along the Coast (i.e., Endaa Aang Eco-Cabins,
Ojibwe Cultural Foundation, De-bah-ja-ma-jig Theatre Company, Serpent River Trading Post), and
there is tremendous potential to develop more products and diversify product offerings. There is
strong interest in most of the communities. The First Nations are eagerly embracing the principles of
ecotourism. 

There are three regional Aboriginal tourism organizations active along the Coast in developing and
marketing tourism product. The first is the Northern Ontario Native Tourism Association (NONTA)
active throughout northern Ontario, the second is G’Nadjiwon Ki in southern Georgian Bay, and the
third is Waubetek Business Development Corporation active on Manitoulin Island. 

In almost every one of the community visits the consultants had to overcome initial reluctance or neg-
ative feelings toward the Ontario’s Living Legacy (OLL) process and the resulting designation of the
Heritage Coast. Once the discussions progressed beyond this initial reluctance, issues were identified
ranging from a discussion of overriding issues for First Nations to environmental restoration and pro-
tection issues and cultural sensitivity/protection issues. 

Overriding Issues/Considerations
• Land claims;
• Lack of trust with provincial overnment;
• Decisions made without First Nations input;
• Protected areas compromising future options;
• Grass roots consultation is required;
• Individual communities must be treated equally to other communities; and,
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• Process must be culturally sensitive.

Environmental Issues
• Many environmental restoration issues along the Coast (i.e., Depot Harbour, chemical sites 

near Serpent River); 
• Some communities lack basic infrastructure;
• Impact of uncontrolled tourism a concern;
• Want eco-friendly development; and,
• Need to share information for more effective co-management of resources.

Cultural Issues
• Protection of sacred sites;
• Avoid exploitation of First Nations values;
• Preservation of traditional knowledge;
• Revive interest in culture with younger generations; and,
• Capitalize on economic opportunities.

Conclusions
• Some First Nations indicated that they would support the GLHC only if they have a full 

partnership role;
• Implementation cannot be led/controlled by a government ministry;
• Require a documented and agreed to plan for consultation and involvement;
• MNR has to demonstrate willingness to consider new models for resource management;
• A government-to-government relationship is essential; and, 
• There is a need for more consistent communication with First Nations.

Ideas for Consideration
• Application of seven Grandfather Teachings throughout Coast—teachings of humility, 

wisdom, truth, honesty, bravery, love and respect;
• Use of traditional place names and use of elders’ names;
• Territorial Parks—idea of a park under management of First Nations;
• Assistance for community-based tourism plans;
• Use 7th generation timeframe—every word spoken and every action undertaken today 

impacts on seven generations; and,
• Management Board with First Nation positions.

A number of case studies that were conducted as part of the overall strategic planning process point-
ed out some useful models for partnerships between First Nations and government, as well as First
Nations and environmental groups (ENGO’s). Several models are discussed subsequently. 

THE QUU’AS WEST COAST TRAIL SOCIETY

The Quu’as West Coast Trail Society is a non-profit joint venture among the Pacheedaht, Ditidaht and
Huu-ay-aht First Nations, each of which have Reserve Lands along the West Coast Trail. Quu’as has
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a joint venture relationship with Parks Canada for the planning and management of the West Coast
Trail, one of the three main areas within Pacific Rim National Park on the west coast of Vancouver
Island. The joint venture was initiated in 1996 when the Chiefs of the three First Nations decided that
they should take over contracting within the park. The relationship is unique in that it covers more
than just the management of the park. The relationship is a business partnership with career training
for positions within Parks Canada and mentoring assistance for new Aboriginal business ventures.
Some of the funding comes from Aboriginal Business Canada (ABC). The relationship allows for the
individuality of each community and the differing levels of economic development progress.

HAIDA GWAII, QUEEN CHARLOTTE ISLANDS

In 1981 the Skidegate Band Council and the Haida Nation set up the Haida Watchman Program in
response to concerns about the potential for vandalism and other damage to old Haida village sites.
The program began with several volunteers using their own boats to travel to the sensitive sites where
they would camp for the summer season. They acted as both guardians for the preservation of the
sites natural and cultural values, and they presented visitors with an introduction to Haida culture. 

Following six years of negotiation the Gwaii Haanas Agreement was signed establishing a co-operative
management relationship. Common objectives for the care, protection and use of Gwaii Haanas were
defined. It also provided the framework to make recommendations on planning, management and
operations issues to both the government of Canada and the Council of the Haida Nation. This frame-
work provided for the formation of the Gwaii Haanas Archipelago Management Board, with equal
representation from the Haida and Parks Canada, the body charged with the consensus-based deci-
sion-making process. 

Two other interesting case studies in BC involve First Nations working together with ENGO’s to pre-
pare conservation area designs and plans for their traditional territories:

• Great Bear Rainforest—25% of world's intact temperate rainforest; and,  
• Taku River Wildlife Conservation Project—the largest unprotected river watershed in 

North America.  

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INVOLVING FIRST NATIONS IN THE GLHC

Recommendations for involving First Nations in the GLHC included the following:
• New models of partnership are required—i.e., co-management of protected areas, concept 

for Territorial Parks, incorporating traditional ecological knowledge in resource manage
ment decisions etc; 

• The GLHC strategy must be a living document to enable First Nations involvement;
• The strategy must respect traditional ecological knowledge in First Nation communities; 

and,
• First Nations must be part of a successful coastal strategy.

The following two quotes provide further insight into the First Nations’ perspective:
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“Indigenous peoples are not mere stakeholders, but internationally recognized holders of collective and
human rights, including the rights of self-determination, informed consent, and effective participation.
Indigenous peoples are not objects of tourism development. We are active subjects with the rights and
responsibilities to our territories and the processes of tourism planning, implementation, and evalua-
tion that happen in them. Indigenous peoples must be the natural resource and wildlife managers of our
own environments.” (Excerpt from the Working Document of the International Forum on
Indigenous Tourism, Oaxaca Mexico, 2002)

“…it must not be forgotten that interests of the Anishinabek Nations in our forests, lands, water and
air are not only economic. The Anishinabek Nation interests include spiritual, traditional, educational
and social components as well.” (Excerpt from Sucker Creek Submission to the OLL Process,
1999)
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ABSTRACT

The Canadian Provincial Railway’s (CPR) transcontinental rail line, completed in 1885, did not serve
huge areas of Canada well. Entrepreneurs William MacKenzie and Donald Mann began to develop sec-
tions of railways across Canada as a part of a second service. They needed a direct route from Ottawa
to Sudbury and developed a plan through the north side of Algonquin Park, and began to build it in
1912. By 1915 the trains began to roll and life changed along the way, where many locations of vari-
ous sizes developed. Evocative names like Alderdale, Fossmill, Kilrush, Coristine, Kiosk, Ascalon,
Odenback, Daventry, Brent, Acanthus, Radiant, Traverse, Brawny, Achray, Kathmore, and Dahlia
were established. This line, the Canadian Northern, went bankrupt in 1918, and in 1923 became a part
of the new Canadian National Raiwlay (CNR). For 80 years plus a day, transcontinental trains passed
through every day and local trains transported goods, local passengers and tourists to the various stops.
The stories of these communities and the pain of their demise, along with the demise of the railway itself,
is largely recorded. Past Forward, with the support of various groups and individuals, has begun to
record some of the social history of the area for current and future generations. In our presentation we
will summarize our progress to date, outline future plans, and highlight one location where the wounds
have not yet healed completely.

INTRODUCTION: THE CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAY’S “ALGONQUIN ROUTE” (1915-1995)

The CNR railway was built from Pembroke to North Bay as a part of its transcontinental line to elim-
inate the long trip via Toronto (Figure 1).  The line traveled through 128km of the north side of the
park close to several key lakes and crossing water 17 times.  The line opened the north side of the park
to business and pleasure but impinged on the pristine nature of the park.

The Canadian Pacific Railway had crossed Canada close to the U.S. border, but in the age of railways
an additional northern route was needed.  Entrepreneurs William MacKenzie and Donald Mann,
established sections of such a line and needed a short route from Ottawa to Capreol.  They originally
tried to acquire J.R. Booth's Canadian Atlantic across the south side of the park but were outmaneu-
vered by the Grand Trunk. By 1912 they were building their Canadian Northern (Ontario) line
through the north side of the park.  It soon went bankrupt and was taken over by the Canadian
National Railway.
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Figure 1. Algonquin Park showing CNR Algonquin Route, CPR and Booth line in south of Park (Friends of
Algonquin Park). 

As a regional historian who lives near the line in Chisholm Township just west of the park, I devel-
oped an interest in the line and I have written about it extensively in a book and numerous newspa-
per articles (e.g., Mackey and Mackey, 1999; Mackey, 2003).  The line was originally surveyed across
the south end of Chisholm Township and across the south side of Lake Nipissing and some work was
started on the construction of this route.  The route was changed and pushed north to North Bay
bisecting the township.  The impact on the township was good from the point of view of economics,
but some farms were cut up and people were inconvenienced by the constant traffic, crossings, acci-
dents, train wrecks, and noise.

The CNR created numerous stops along the way where line maintenance crews were located.  Some
of these stops like Fossmill, Kiosk and Brent developed as lumber and tourist centres.  Kiosk (Figure
2), Brent and Achray remain as access points and camp sites in the park today.  Each of the fascinat-
ing names on the line evokes some interesting history  (Coristine, Ascalon, Daventry, Acanthus,
Odenback, Radiant, Brawny, Kathmore, Dahlia).
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The three stops in Chisholm Township were no exception.  A community developed around
Alderdale and it became a centre of community activity.  Farmers and travelers used Wasing Station
regularly and Fossmill developed into an active lumber village.  My son and I wrote a book on
Fossmill and produced a video that tells the in-depth story of the life cycle of the community (Mackey
and Mackey, 1999).  Fossmill had its own logging railway which penetrated 20km into the park touch-
ing Manitou and North Tea Lakes.

Because of the limited space here I draw your attention to a couple of references that may be of inter-
est.  As a columnist for the North Bay Nugget’s Community Voices regional supplement, I have written
numerous articles on the line all of which, with photos, are available online at www.pastforward.ca.  

When Fossmill burned and died in 1934 Sydney Staniforth, the driving force behind the company in
Quebec and at Fossmill, established his own company at Kiosk in 1936.  Most of the management team
and many of the workers came from Fossmill.  In the early days of Kiosk there was no family accom-
modation so the men stayed in bunkhouses and traveled home to Fossmill on the one day off that they
had each week.  The abandoned stop at Coristine, just over the Amable du Fond from Kiosk, was pur-
chased by one family and used for years.  This family had connections with the original Quebec oper-
ation, came to Fossmill and on to Kiosk, and three generations have worked at Columbia Forest
Products in Rutherglen which was developed when Kiosk burned and died in 1973.

Figure 2. Aerial photo of Kiosk in full operation (Doug Mackey). 
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Kiosk became the largest community and industrial complex in park history.  The 1974 Master Plan
for Algonquin Park did not want communities (or railways) in the park, so Kiosk and eventually the
CNR line disappeared.  The people at Kiosk fought hard to keep the community but they eventually
failed.  The government and the union relocated the workers, many of whom were women working
in the veneer mill.  Many went to Columbia Forest Products and many went to Tee Lake, Quebec,
where the three Staniforth sons were managers of Booth's operation.

The people of Kiosk meet annually to maintain their friendships and remember their past.  In 2003
they remembered the 30 years since the fire and several Staniforths and some cottagers attended.  My
son and I have attended many of these reunions and we have made several presentations and mount-
ed displays.  Research has been completed for a book and video on Kiosk through Past Forward, an
enterprise that we operate to conduct historical research.

Our Kiosk research looks at the life cycle of logging history at Kiosk going back to the 1870s when
William Mackey took out squared timber and later saw logs from the Lake Kioshkokwi and Amable
du Fond watersheds.  The CPR through Eau Claire served Mackey's sawmill until 1902 when the oper-
ation was taken over by J.R. Booth.

Booth’s Kiosk operation with its cookery, bunkhouse, office and warehouse was in mothballs and it,
and Booth’s limits, were taken over by Staniforth in 1936.  Kiosk evolved remarkably under
Staniforth’s leadership and through the latest technology and progressive planning.

The demise of the Algonquin Route came about for a number of reasons one of which was the coinci-
dence of the Kiosk fire when the Master Plan was developing.  Tourist lodges had failed and passen-
ger service was curtailed.  The railway was not making money so the CNR finally abandoned it and
pulled up the rails 80 years, almost to the day, after it was opened.

There was considerable discussion over the potential use of the railbed in Chisholm Township.  The
farmers fought with the trail people and lost.  Other sections have plans but the park section seems to
be going back to nature in spite of some efforts to use it for hiking and biking and other recreational
purposes. The CNR’s Algonquin Route is a fascinating social and economic story full of success, fail-
ure, change and reparation, and it’s not over yet.  
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ABSTRACT

In August 1994, a number of avocational, academic, museum, consulting and government archaeolo-
gists joined with writer/historian Rory MacKay, representatives from the Ontario Archaeological
Society, the Algonquins’ of Golden Lake First Nation and Ontario Parks staff to discuss their interests
in the region’s cultural heritage. Five days of think tank sessions on the history and archaeology of the
Bonnechere proved to be an excellent forum for the rich exchange of information, ideas and theories
about cultural resource protection. From this was born, the Bonnechere Cultural Heritage Project,
whose team efforts have provided public archaeology programs at Basin Depot, Lafleur Homestead,
Egan Farm and the mouth of the Bonnechere at Round Lake. While not every archaeological site or proj-
ect is suitable for public visitation and/or participation, the discipline of archaeology as a whole bene-
fits from the public’s exposure to the science of archaeology. This presentation will review: 1) the impor-
tance of partnering; 2) findings of the digs to date; and, 3) the role of the public in archaeology.

INTRODUCTION

“On our way up the stream, we repeatedly found it almost entirely blocked up with square timber,
sometimes for miles together.” (Alexander Murray, Geological Survey of Canada, 1853) 

Rising from the gentle waters of McKaskill and North Branch Lakes in Algonquin Provincial Park, the
Bonnechere River meanders for approximately 145 km in a southeast direction where it enters the
Ottawa River. The Bonnechere River follows the route of a prehistoric river flowing through a valley
created when the land dropped down between two fault lines. This feature, known as a graben, is evi-
dent throughout the Ottawa Valley. Ten thousand years ago sand deposits lined much of the shore-
line. Gradually magnificent forests of red and white pine grew throughout the watershed, producing
magnificent stands ready for harvest as square timber. At the height of the Canadian square timber
era, 13% of the square timber going to the docks at Québec City made its' way down the gentle waters
of the Bonnechere River. 
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Figure 1. The Bonnechere River Watershed (OMNR, 2003). 

BACKGROUND

In August 1994, a number of avocational, academic, museum, consulting and government archaeolo-
gists, plus historian and educator, Rory MacKay, joined representatives from the Ontario
Archaeological Society and the Algonquins of Pikwakanagon to discuss cultural heritage in this
region. The five-day, intensive think tank session on the history and archaeology of the Bonnechere
River featured an exchange of information, ideas and theories of mutual benefit to all attending. Of
particular significance to park managers was the commitment by group members to work for and sup-
port the identification and conservation of significant cultural heritage resources of the Bonnechere
River.

The Bonnechere Cultural Heritage Project was created from these discussions. Initial goals developed by
a working group include:

• to conduct a comprehensive inventory of heritage sites along the Bonnechere River from 
Round Lake upstream to the headwaters;

Algonquin Research Symposium 2003 32



• to compile and create a comprehensive database of published and unpublished materials 
relating to the cultural heritage of the Bonnechere watershed;

• to assist with the establishment of the Bonnechere Cultural Resource Centre as a key 
repository for Bonnechere River information and artifacts; and,

• to develop educational and interpretative programs about the human heritage of the 
Bonnechere, highlighting the importance of cultural resource recognition and protection.

Fieldwork to date has been limited to the sections of the river protected by Algonquin, Bonnechere
River and Bonnechere Provincial Parks approximately 46 km in length. Historically this section of the
river was referred to as the ‘Little Bonnechere River’ which is the name used by most researchers and
historians in their writings. 

RESULTS

In reviewing the ambitious goals of the working group, I am pleased to highlight the progress to date
but must apologize for being brief.  The accomplishments of group are not only impressive but quite
lengthy. So while I will be able to report on the scope of work, I will be unable to expand greatly on
the extent of the individual research activities. It must be also noted that research efforts to date have
only focused on the ‘Little Bonnechere River’ portion of the waterway. 

Accomplishments to date include:

• Ongoing efforts to inventory features along the Little Bonnechere River have added 
to the original 13 known sites, to a point that there are over 70 known features 
along this stretch of river.

• An extensive collection of documents (10 transfer cases), photos, maps and publications 
have now found a home at Bonnechere Provincial Park in addition to extensive material 
housed in the Algonquin Provincial Park archives. Friend's organizations from both 
Algonquin and Bonnechere have purchased a ‘text works database’ program for consist-
ent documentation and retrieval of photos, images and documents. Although data entry 
will take years, researchers are already finding the system user friendly.

• The Davenport Centre at Bonnechere Provincial Park has been constructed and features an 
archive room providing storage for one of the biggest collections of Depot Farm artifacts 
circa 1850—1900 in Canada. 

• Public archaeology programs have been conducted since 1996 primarily at Basin Depot and
at the Lafleur Homestead. Supportive educational tools that have been developed include 
publication of: Spirits of the Little Bonnechere—A History of Exploration, Logging and 
Settlement 1800 to 1920 by Roderick MacKay; Discover the Spirits of the Little 
Bonnechere—A Cultural Heritage Activity Book for Youth by the Friends of Bonnechere 
Parks; Walks of the Little Bonnechere River by Mark Stabb and Roderick MacKay and 
Visiting the Spirits—Exploring the Hidden Heritage of the Little Bonnechere River, an 
interactive CD by the Friends of Bonnechere Parks. 

• The grop hosted the Cultural Heritage Tourism in Ontario conference in 1999.
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CONCLUSIONS

In a very short period of time, a tremendous amount of insight and knowledge has been gained from
the research. The public archaeology programs have been overwhelmingly popular. Adaptations of
these programs are now being used in other provincial parks and cultural heritage assessment work
is being conducted on a more regular basis in parks throughout the province. As a model, the
Bonnechere Cultural Heritage Project has not only raised awareness of the value of cultural heritage but
it has introduced new visitors to our parks.
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ABSTRACT

Ontario Parks has the largest and most successful interpretative program in Canada. Ten years ago
Ontario Parks was in fourth place. There have been a number of initiatives that have led to the success-
ful program offered today. This presentation will examine ten ‘ingredients’ needed to create and main-
tain a successful program. These ten ingredients include: 1) Strategic Planning—developing a frame-
work for interpretation; 2) Rationalizing the Program—evaluating which parks should offer interpre-
tation; 3) Visitor Surveys—determining what our visitors want in an interpretative program; 4)
Program Audits—ensuring individual park programs are effective; 5) Annual Collection of Statistics
and Reporting—collecting statistics, monitoring trends and reporting back to staff; 6) Staffing—con-
sistency in staffing classifications; 7) Strong Policies—updated and directional policies to lead the pro-
gram; 8) Operating Standards—direction for each park on level of staff and type of program to present;
9) Permanent Staff—encouraging the creation of permanent National Heritage Education (NHE) lead-
ers in parks; and, 10) Staff Training—standardized training for all seasonal and permanent staff. With
this recipe for success, Ontario Parks will continue to offer visitors the opportunity to learn about
Ontario’s rich natural and cultural heritage.

TOP TEN INGREDIENTS FOR CREATING AND MAINTAINING A SUCCESSFUL INTERPRETATIVE
PROGRAM IN ONTARIO PARKS

Ontario Parks has the largest and most successful interpretative program in Canada.  This success is
based on a number of initiatives that have been developed since 1992. The following paper discusses
these initiatives. 

1.  A Strategic Plan for Natural Heritage Education
A strategic planning process was undertaken beginning in the fall of 1992.  The strategy was devel-
oped as a collaborative effort through a three-day workshop of permanent and long-term seasonal
Ontario Park interpreters, as well as interested superintendents.  It has become a framework from
which to lead the natural heritage education programs.  The strategic plan contains a vision, goals,
objectives and strategies that are updated annually.  The plan was revised in 1997 and will be revised
in 2004.
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2.  Rationalization of the Visitor Services Program in Ontario Parks
During the strategic planning exercise we discovered some inconsistencies in the interpretative pro-
gram.  Some of the programs were purely entertainment, and were not based on park resources.  As
well, there were many inconsistencies apparent in the existing levels of service.  In the past, the des-
ignation of levels of service for each park has been somewhat subjective and for the most part based
on tradition.

It was decided to do a methodical evaluation of each park in terms of its interpretative potential in
order to rationalize the program. The goal of the project was to develop methods to help structure and
guide the program. 

We wanted to determine:

• which parks merit the continuation of an interpretative program for visitors;
• how do we rate parks in terms of their potential and ability to support an interpretative 

program;
• how do we develop and improve the quality of the program for visitors; and, 
• what are the goals of the interpretative program in terms of the goals and objectives of the 

parks system and the wants and needs of the visitor.

The project included four steps: 

• establishing criteria for ranking parks, including the significance of natural resources, sig-
nificance of cultural resources, markets, total visitation, located on a major tourist route, 
existing program, per cent of visitors that attend programs; 

• developing three new levels of service for the delivery of the interpretative program; 
• evaluating the name ‘Visitor Services’; and, 
• establishing operating standards for the program. 

After this process, we went from 76 parks with interpretation to 44 parks, changed the name from vis-
itor services to natural heritage education, changed the levels of service and established new operat-
ing standards.

3.  Policies
It was important to have up-to-date policies for the program. With the rationalization process, the
main policy for interpretation, PM6.02, was revised to reflect the new levels of service, and the new
name of the program, incorporating words from the strategic plan and listing the new level of service
of each operating park.

4.  Operating Standards
Operating standards were updated to reflect changes in policy, new levels of service and staffing stan-
dards.  The operating standards are used to guide the length and type of program in each park.   
5.  Consistency in Staffing
The operating standards were used as a tool to ensure consistency in staffing.  Before the new operat-
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ing standards were developed, there were 11 different classifications for park interpretative staff.
There was no consistency in classification or in length of contact.  The new operating standard set out
job descriptions based on level of service of the park, recommended classifications and lengths of con-
tract.  There are now only four categories of seasonal staff in the Natural Heritage Education Program
(NHE). 

6.  Program Audits
A program audit for the park NHE program was developed and implemented across the province.
The audit generally takes one day and is conducted during the operating season (usually July or
August).  It is recommended that each park receive an audit every three years.  It is a tool to help park
staff offer the best programming with staff and resources and is usually conducted by the zone spe-
cialist and main office coordinator.  The zone manager reviews the results of all audits.

7.  Visitor Surveys
A Natural Heritage Education Survey was developed in 1996 to look at visitor preference in park pro-
gramming and reasons for not participating in programs.  The survey, which is implemented by park
staff, also presents a profile of park uses and helps staff better meet visitor needs.

8.  Annual Report
An annual report is compiled based on information from NHE Year-End Reports that each park com-
pletes.  The report monitors statistics, trends and staffing levels and provides a tool to report on new
and innovative initiatives.

9.  Permanent Staff
Since 1992, eight permanent NHE parks leader positions have been created and filled.  These perma-
nent, in-park positions provide consistency and leadership in the program for both the individual
park and the system.

10. Training Opportunities for NHE Staff
Training opportunities for staff have enriched the program and improved the quality of the product.
Some of the training opportunities are as follows:

• Spring NHE training session for 180 staff (largest in Canada);
• Fall meeting for permanent and long-term seasonal staff (approx. 60 staff);
• Conferences and Workshops (NAI, Interpretation Canada, OMA);
• Ontario Parks Learning Modules; and, 
• Staff Conferences. 

CONCLUSIONS

In 2003, three million visitors participated in the Natural Heritage Education Program in Ontario Parks.
Through staff led programs, hundreds of kilometres of trails, and innovative visitor centres, park vis-
itors learned about the natural and cultural features of the park system.  The goal of the NHE program
is to help visitors to recognize, to use and to enjoy the educational opportunities in our provincial
parks.  Through the ten initiatives discussed, and the hard work of park staff, visitors have the oppor-
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tunity to better understand the meanings and significance of the significant natural and cultural fea-
tures of Ontario Parks.
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ABSTRACT

The rationale and creation of Algonquin Park, in late 19th century in Ontario, occurred at a point in
time when the political and social conceptions of Nature, and the policies and status of Aboriginal peo-
ples were in an evolutionary flux. The nexus of discourses that became the basis of Algonquin park pol-
icy development were symptomatic of dissonant ideologies and divergent Euro-Canadian and
Aboriginal perceptions of nature, land and resources. These perceptions were imbedded in different
ontologies, cultural constructions, and techno-economic systems and resulted in the failure of park
developers to communicate with the Indian department regarding apparent Aboriginal interests in the
Ottawa-Huron territory. The narrative of the socio-historical Algonquin/Mississauga occupation, and
their subsequent relocation from the Ottawa-Huron tract, encapsulates three divergent policy direc-
tions, which resulted in the creation of a culturally constructed perception of Aboriginal land tenure
and the ideological rationale of the development of Algonquin Park. This narrative of socio-political con-
struction forms the theoretical underpinning for the central premise of this paper; however, it focuses
on the history of a group of Algonquin families who occupied the area of Algonquin Park. The case
study illuminates possible objectives of park policy planners in maintaining the myth of the 'disappear-
ing Indian' but leaves many unanswered questions regarding the lived experience of the people who
inhabited the area. Indeed, it seems that the failure of government officials to resolve the petitions of
Algonquin families for title to their lands within the area of Algonquin Park was intentional and exem-
plified new policy objectives to deal with what the government saw as 'the Indian problem'.  

ALGONQUIN OCCUPATION IN THE OTTAWA VALLEY AND COLLECTIVE CLAIMS TO TERRITORY

The traditional territory of the Algonquin has always been within the area we now know as southeast-
ern Ontario and western Québec (in the first half of the 19th century, petitions to government officials
for title to land were signed both by the Algonquins and Nipissings, however this will not be
addressed here). Conflict, due to European intrusion, began in the late 1700s when the Algonquin had
reason to complain that settlers, trappers and lumbermen were encroaching on their territory. These
conflicts continued throughout the next half century and became increasingly more hostile (Day and
Trigger, 1978; Hanson, 1986). How the Algonquin people interpreted these conflicts on their land and
their relationship with European government officials is a multi-faceted not well-understood part of
our history and embodies only one of these divergent ideologies of the colonial environment. There is
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extensive documentation to support the many petitions and claims submitted by the Algonquin (and
Nipissing) nations regarding their loss of game and habitat, and subsequently their means of survival
(see Huitema, 2001: 63-96). The prevailing view of government officials was that:

“[a]s they have not fulfilled the divine command, to subdue the earth, their pretensions to ownership,
in this respect are untenable. Their unsettled habitation in these immense regions cannot be accounted
a true and legal possession, and the people of Europe…finding land of which the savages stood in no
particular need, and of which they made no actual and constant use, were lawfully entitled to take pos-
session of it and to settle it with colonies. ... We do not, therefore, deviate from the views of nature, in
confining the Indians within narrower limits.” [Government of Canada, Journals of the
Legislative Assembly of Upper Canada (JLAUC), 1844-45, Section 1, unpaginated-hereafter,
Bagot Commission] 

The following quote from government officials exemplifies the historical legacy of the Algonquin peo-
ple in the Ottawa Valley and acknowledges the repeated and ignored requests for title to their home-
lands:  

“…[T]heir hunting grounds on the Ottawa, which were formerly most extensive, abounding with deer,
and other animals, yielding the richest furs, and which their ancestors had enjoyed from time immemo-
rial, have been destroyed for the purposes of the chase. A considerable part has been laid out into town-
ships, and either settled or taken possession of by squatters. The operations of the lumber-men have
either destroyed or scared away the game throughout a still more extensive region, and thus as settle-
ment advances, they are driven further and further from their homes, in search of a scanty and precar-
ious livelihood. Their case has been often brought before the Government, and demands early atten-
tion.” (Bagot Commission, 1844-45, Section 2.3, unpaginated)

Not only did the Algonquin people attempt to negotiate claims to their homelands throughout this
period, but historical accounts and extensive government documentation clearly indicate that their
lands in the Ottawa Valley were clandestinely ceded by the Mississauga Nation who did not possess
the rights to surrender these lands.

THE MISSISSAUGA/ALGONQUIN BOUNDARY DISPUTES

The Mississauga-Algonquin conflict regarding the cession of lands in the Ottawa valley encompasses
a period of over 100 years, from the late 1700s up to the Williams Treaty of 1923. The boundary between
the watershed of the Ottawa Valley and the watershed of the Great Lakes was a zone of interaction
and occupation for the Algonquin-Mississauga peoples and this area constituted a shared territory
and a common resource base that supported their nomadic subsistence activities. Failure by govern-
ment officials to address the complexity of nation-to-nation relationships and the native ideology of
land and resource sharing based on social and political practices resulted in the imposition and intro-
duction of Euro-Canadian values into the complex calculus of Native people-land relationships. The
indiscretion of Mississauga cessions of Algonquin lands in the nineteenth century has resulted in con-
tinuing litigation to redress these long-standing claims to a long-standing disputed territory. Figure 1
shows the boundary of the present-day Algonquin land claim, which corresponds with their histori-
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cally occupied territory and also illustrates the overlapping land cessions negotiated by the
Mississauga.  For a more complete account of the Mississauga-Algonquin and government contesta-
tions regarding the cessions of the Ottawa Valley lands see Huitema et al. (2002: 87-112).

Figure 1. Algonquin Claim Areas (1840—1899), and Mississauga Land Cessions (1783—1923). 
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THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF GOVERNMENT POLICY AND LEGISLATION, AND INDIAN POLICY
OBJECTIVES

Initially 'Indian Affairs’ was under the auspices of the Department of Crown Lands (DCL) and this
department controlled the allocation of Indian lands; however, the objectives of the department were
to maximize profit from lands and resources. Later, ‘Indian Affairs’ became a federal responsibility
but Indian land was still a provincial concern and under provincial control. This conflict of interests
created obvious barriers for native people attempting to retain title to their land. The ideology pro-
moted by the DCL was that Indians had no more rights to land “than a panther or a bear”(Joseph Trutch,
Commissioner of Crown Lands, cited in Dickason, O.P., 1997: 234) and that the lands they claimed
were “of no actual value or utility to them.”(Trutch, J. cited in Berger, 1981: 222) In addition, Duncan
Campbell Scott, the Deputy-Superintendent-General of the Department of Indian Affairs (DIA), stat-
ed that their objectives were “to continue until there is not a single Indian in Canada that has not been
absorbed into the body politic and there is no Indian question, and no Indian Department.” (Dickason, 1997:
302). 

The evolution in ideas of ‘conservation’, ‘preservation’, ‘nature’, ‘wilderness’ and the place of the ‘sav-
age’ in this wilderness during the mid-to late 1800s culminated in policies that were designed to con-
trol, civilize and banish native people to reserve areas with the ultimate goal of assimilation and/or
eradication. The expression and articulation of these concepts impacted directly on the motivation that
inspired the formation and development of Ontario’s first national park—Algonquin Park. They also
represent an underlying ideological disjuncture of policy direction concerning park development and
Indian policy. Initially my research intended to demonstrate that the objectives and development of
Algonquin park policy failed to integrate DIA policies of native assimilation and relocation. However,
it now seems possible that the question of the ‘Indian problem’ had no place in the social construction
of ideas regarding ‘wilderness’ and preservation, although ironically the ‘noble savage’ had always
been seen as an integral part of ‘nature’ and ‘wilderness’—the embodiment of ‘wild nature’ so to
speak.

THE ALGONQUINS OF ALGONQUIN PARK

Individual groups of Algonquins began petitioning for title to lands in the Ottawa Valley watershed
in 1842 and over the next half century, requests for land and compensation came from Algonquins
who lived in the Townships of Sebastopol; South Algona; Lawrence—watershed of the Madawaska—
today part of Algonquin Park; Nightingale—today also part of Algonquin Park; and the Township of
Sabine, as well as other locations throughout the Ottawa Valley (see Figure 1). The DIA and the DCL
suggested that they relocate to reserves in Québec or to the Golden Lake Reserve established in 1873
in the Township of South Algona. The Algonquins were quick to point out that these reserves in
Québec were not their homelands and that their hunting, trapping, fishing, sugaring and camping ter-
ritories included all of the watersheds of the Mattawa, the Petawawa, the Bonnechere, the
Madawaska, the Mississippi and the Rideau Rivers, and they did not want to be removed from their
traditional homelands. 
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In 1857, petitions from five Algonquin kinship groups residing in Algona Township resulted in the
creation of the Golden Lake Reserve 16 years later—the only reserve for Algonquins to be located in
what is today the Province of Ontario. The creation of this reserve was problematic because it involved
land that was under the provincial jurisdiction of the DCL. The provincial government and the feder-
al DIA eventually agreed to allow the Algonquins to purchase the land in question. There is no indi-
cation that the Algonquin families ever purchased the land. The DIA eventually purchased a quarter
of the requested territory for the Algonquins to be established as a reserve. A number of families chose
not to relocate onto the small parcel of reserve land nor become registered Indians, and their descen-
dants still live today in areas around the perimeters of the reserve on the Bonnechere River watershed.

In 1863, 400 Algonquin families living in the northern areas of Haliburton and Hastings Counties
requested 4,000 acres of homeland in the Township of Lawrence but were told by the DIA to move to
the reserves in Québec. The Algonquins replied that the lands in Québec were useless to them as their
hunting grounds were in Upper Canada. The DCL did advise the Algonquins in 1866 that the south-
east quarter of the Township of Lawrence had been reserved for them but they had no rights to the
timber and could not interrupt parties who had timber licences in this area. The DIA sent a memo
dated in July, 1866, (six days after the correspondence from the DCL), and recommended that a sale
of lands be authorized for them at 20 cents per acre, payable from Indian funds, including payment
for the expense of subdivision. Apparently, this was never undertaken.  In 1868, the Algonquins
inquired whether the lands set aside for them in Lawrence Township would be surveyed, and again
requested title to the land. Russell replied that the DCL had no funds with which to subdivide the
township into lots but if the Indian people could afford to hire a surveyor to do so, they would con-
sider setting the land aside. In 1888, the Algonquins requested that their lands be exchanged for other
land in the northern part of Hastings or Haliburton Counties. The DIA suggested if they could find
appropriate land elsewhere they could apply to the Province of Ontario for it. No documentation was
found to verify whether the Algonquins ever made application to exchange their lands.

In 1894, the DIA advised the DCL that a request had again been made for a reserve and asked that
they take the necessary steps to hand the land over to the DIA.  DCL replied that this land was not set
apart as a reserve or as a grant to the Indians and that when Crown Lands completed a report they
would determine if the Algonquins had made any improvements on the land. Apparently, Crown
Lands wanted the Algonquin people to meet the same requirements for homesteading as settlers who
requested a claim to an area, but it seems that this was only a ruse to prevent then from settling on
lands intended for inclusion into Algonquin Park. In 1894 and again in 1895, E. Bennet, Indian Agent,
intervened on behalf of the Algonquins to inquire if any decisions had been made regarding the estab-
lishment of a reserve. 

The DCL requested Peter Thompson, the first Superintendent of Algonquin Park, to complete an
inspection of the lands in the southeast quarter of Lawrence Township in June of 1895. The report con-
cluded that since the Township of Lawrence was situated close to Algonquin Park, the presence of the
Indians there would pose a danger to the preservation of the game in the park. It also stated, “that he
[the late Mr. Thomson] did not find a single Indian settler in the township… and that there had been no attempt
at clearing the land.”(NAC, RG10, vol. 2401, File 83-203, Aubrey White, to Hayter Reed,
1895/11/16:108230: 1). White (DCL) informed Reed (DIA), “You know the predatory habits of these peo-
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ple, how they roam about, and how difficult it is to keep watch of their movements in the forest.” (NAC, RG10,
vol. 2401, File 83-203, Aubrey White, to Hayter Reed, 1895/11/16:108230: 2). He also suggested that it
was difficult to apply a white person’s law, with respect to killing game, to the Indian who depended
for his livelihood upon what he could kill in the forest. White concluded: “Under these circumstances I
think you will see how impossible it is for the Department to sell or grant the Indians any lands in the township
of Lawrence.”(NAC, RG10, vol. 2401, File 83-203, Aubrey White, to Hayter Reed, 1895/11/16:108230:
3). Indian Agent Bennett advised the DIA that the Algonquins would not go to Golden Lake and rec-
ommended meeting with them to see what could be done. He also suggested that the Whitney [lum-
ber?] Co. “has the most to do with keeping the reserve from them” and asked if he should try to make a set-
tlement with the Company. 

In 1896 and 1897, the Algonquins requested and agreed to join other families in Sabine Township but
the DIA advised them to get consent from the Chief Ranger of Algonquin Park to settle there. The
Algonquins replied that the land that they were talking about was not located in Algonquin Park so
it made no sense to get permission from the Park Ranger. In 1897, the DIA again suggested that these
Indians should go to the Golden Lake Reserve, but Bennett replied that these Indians did not belong
to the Golden Lake Reserve and suggested again calling a meeting with them. He also stated that the
land they wished comprised about 1,500 acres, but he suggested that the department give them 4,000
acres as the land was unfit for settlement [but not for lumbering] and would never be settled on by
whites.

In 1987,White (DCL) advised McLean (DIA) that the DCL was not interested in helping to create
Indian reserves in townships that would be opened for settlement and that the Township of Sabine
was included in a timber licence. White added that if the Indian Department wished to open a reserve
there, they would have to purchase the lands from Crown Lands. In 1899, the DIA submitted a report
which concluded that the Algonquins should relocate to Québec or to the Gibson Reserve on the shore
of Georgian Bay, north of Penetanguishine. The issue of creating reserve lands for these Algonquins
was never resolved, and many drifted to the reserve at Golden Lake. But many also remained in the
area, attempting to cope with settler and lumbering intrusions, and lost their power and ability to
become recognized as owners on their own land. 

Algonquin Provincial Park was established in 1893, initially named Algonquin National Park but
changed in 1913 by the Provincial Parks Act. Initially it was comprised of 18 townships but was later
enlarged to include townships from the east, west and south boundaries. This enlargement included
the Townships of Lawrence and Nightingale.
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ABSTRACT

A large portion of nature tourism occurs in parks, and there is growing interest to develop and apply
indicators, such as those used in tourism, to measure the contribution made by parks to the economy.
In order to assess the economic benefits associated with visitor spending generated by tourism activi-
ties within parks and surrounding areas, availability of widely accepted standards would be useful. The
Department of Canadian Heritage has developed a Provincial Economic Impact Model (PEIM), a
standardized tool to assess the provincial economic impacts of parks in Canada. Visitor spending data
and budget data are input into the PEIM to generate direct and indirect impacts for labour income,
Gross Domestic Product and employment. Social demographic data and expenditure data for
Algonquin Provincial Park visitors were collected through detailed visitor surveys in 1999 and 2000.
The five visitor types studied were day visitors, car campers, interior campers, (and for the first time)
lodge visitors and cottage leaseholders in Algonquin. Average amounts spent per person-night for each
visitor type were multiplied by yearly park visitor numbers to generate estimates of total annual spend-
ing for each visitor type. Combined annual spending for the five visitor types was estimated at approx-
imately $20 million. Study results and implications will be presented. The process of calculating total
annual visitor spending estimates raised some important issues associated with sampling procedures,
consistent decisions for data treatment, park visitor counting and different units of measurement. This
is the first time precise calculations have been done for Algonquin Provincial Park.

INTRODUCTION

Competition for limited government funds, agency restructuring, desire for fiscal accountability, and
increased park visitation have contributed to an atmosphere which is supportive of park agency
efforts to better understand the park and its visitors from an economic perspective.  Knowledge of the
economic impacts of parks is relevant to governments when considering conservation policy and allo-
cating funds (Pearson et al., 1999).  As such, a growing interest exists in developing widely accepted
standards for assessing parks' contributions to the economy, including economic benefits associated
with visitor spending generated by tourism activities within the park and in the surrounding areas.

*This paper was originally published in: Lemieux, C.J., J.G. Nelson and T.J. Beechey. (Eds.). 2003. Parks and Protected Areas Research in Ontario, 2002:
Protected Areas and Heritage Coastal Ecosystems. Proceedings of the Parks Research Forum of Ontario 2002 - University of Guelph at Ridgetown
College. Parks Research Forum of Ontario: Waterloo, Ontario. Reprinted with permision of the publisher.
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Measuring Benefits
Measures of park economic benefits can be used for planning, policy analysis, budget justifications
and marketing.  There are many different ways to assess the value of benefits associated with parks
and protected areas (The Outspan Group, 2000b; World Commission on Protected Areas, 1998;
Coopers and Lybrand Consulting, 1996; Dixon and Sherman, 1990).  Some benefits are more difficult
to quantify than others.  For example, assigning value to benefits associated with species diversity or
ecosystem protection is more nebulous than quantifying the value of tourism spending.  Although it
is common for studies to focus on calculating benefits that are more straightforward to measure, the
value associated with less tangible benefits should not be overlooked.

Three categories of benefits are recognized in the common framework adopted by the Federal
Provincial Parks Council (The Outspan Group, 2000a).  Personal benefits are received by individuals.
In the context of parks, they may include benefits received by those who visit the park as well as those
who enjoy the resource indirectly (e.g., through books or movies).  Business and commercial benefits
are the benefits received by businesses and the surrounding community from spending that is caused
by establishment, development or existence of a park (Department of Canadian Heritage, 1999).
Societal benefits are benefits derived from public goods where the benefits accrue to members of soci-
ety (e.g., ecological functions of parks such as oxygen production).  This study focussed on business
and commercial benefits.

The area in which benefits are being assessed is defined through an account register.  It sets the bound-
aries for the analysis.  Benefits to a local area will be different than those that accrue to a regional or
provincial area (Department of Canadian Heritage, 1999).  Analysis for this study was set at a provin-
cial scale.

Provincial Economic Impact Model (PEIM)
Developed in partnership by the Department of Canadian Heritage and the Canadian Tourism
Commission, the Provincial Economic Impact Model (PEIM) is a user-friendly computer application for
estimating the economic impacts of expenditures at the provincial level on heritage activities such as
the development and operation of natural areas, protected areas, parks and historic sites, and the
tourism spending associated with these events.  As part of the efforts to develop a common frame-
work to measure the economic value of protected areas, the Federal Provincial Parks Council (now
known as the Canadian Parks Council) has proposed the PEIM be adopted as a standardized tool for
assessing economic impacts of provincial parks in Canada.  The PEIM assesses business and commer-
cial benefits at a provincial level.

The main inputs required for the PEIM are park budget data (e.g., infrastructure expenditures, oper-
ating and maintenance expenditures, and wages and salaries) and visitor spending data.  Impacts of
visitor spending are examined in this paper.  There are three possible approaches to using the model
based on time, budget and data availability.

The degree of detail required increases with each approach.  The first approach requires total expen-
ditures by all visitors (spending categories are not required).  Information on visitor origin (i.e., loca-
tion of permanent residence) and visitor motivation (i.e., level of influence the park had in determin-
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ing their choice of this area as a stop or destination on their trip) is not required.  Crude estimates are
generated through this approach.   The second approach requires information on visitor origin and
spending categories (e.g., transportation, accommodation).  This approach may be suitable when typ-
ical survey information is available.  Approximate estimates are generated through this approach.  In
addition to the information required for the second approach, visitor motivation is required for the
third approach.  This approach takes into account the percentage of visitor spending that can be attrib-
utable to the park according to the visitor origin, and the level of influence the park had upon the deci-
sion for the trip.  This approach generates the most credible estimates.

The PEIM generates estimated impacts for labour income, gross domestic product (GDP) and employ-
ment.  These measures are frequently used to describe economic impacts.  This study examined the
application of the PEIM using the third approach (i.e., information on visitor origin and visitor moti-
vation are required) with data obtained from Algonquin Provincial Park visitors.

STUDY AREA

Algonquin Provincial Park is the oldest and one of the best-known parks in Ontario.  It covers an area
of 7,725 km2.  A provincial highway travels for 56 km through the narrow south section of the park.
The park has 12 campgrounds accessible by car (8 which are located along the southern highway cor-
ridor) with over 1,200 campsites.  As well, there are 29 interior access points which provide entry into
1,500 km of canoe routes, 170 km of backpacking trails, and over 1,500 interior campsites.  Of the total
recorded visitors to Ontario provincial parks in 2001 (i.e., visitor statistics are not recorded for all the
provincial parks), visitors to Algonquin accounted for roughly 9% (Ministry of Natural Resources,
2002).

METHODS

Expenditure data for five distinct visitor types to Algonquin Provincial Park were collected through
visitor surveys in 1999 and 2000.  Surveys were distributed at park entrances, camping registration
offices, and the park visitor centre.  Surveys were returned either to drop boxes inside the park or via
regular mail to the University of Waterloo.  A total of 1,131 valid surveys were analyzed to produce
visitor characteristics and expenditure information for day visitors (n=289), car campers (n=437), inte-
rior visitors (n=221), lodge visitors (n=62), and cottage leaseholders (n=122).  This is the first time
information has ever been collected on lodge visitors and cottage leaseholders.  Tour bus visitors and
summer youth camps were not included in this study.  For each visitor type, the average amount spent
per person-night was multiplied by yearly park visitor numbers to generate estimates of total annual
spending.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Profiles were created for each visitor type.  Demographic variables examined include group composi-
tion, average length of stay, average income, level of education, trip motivation, park use and visitor
activities.  Comprehensive spending data were also collected.  Demographic results may be consid-
ered in conjunction with expenditure results to enhance insights.  However, expenditure results are
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the focus of the ensuing discussion.

Spending by Visitor Type
Different units of measurement can be used to report visitor spending.  Day visitors, car campers, inte-
rior visitors and lodge visitors who completed the survey reported group expenditures for one trip.
From this information, total average amount spent per group per trip is easily calculated.  Total aver-
age expenditures per person-night were also examined.  Person-nights are calculated by multiplying
group size by length of stay (e.g., if 2 people stay 2 nights in the park, this counts as 4 person-nights).
These results are summarized in Table 1.  Cottage leaseholders reported expenditures over a 12-month
period, rather than for one trip.  Results for cottage leaseholders are discussed separately.

Table 1. Average Expenditures by Visitor Type.

Based on the results presented in Table 1, on average, lodge visitors spent the most ($1,600 per group
per trip, or $230 per person-night).  The second highest average expenditure was by day visitors ($710
per group per trip, or $150 per person-day).  Although car campers reported spending almost $100
more per group per trip than interior visitors ($540 and $450 respectively), the average amounts spent
per person-night are very similar ($37 and $38 respectively).  This is because the influence of group
size and length of stay are accounted for in the latter unit of measurement (amount spent per person-
night).  Group size and length of stay are not reflected in expenditures reported per group per trip.
Lodge visitors spend approximately 6 times more than campers spend (car and interior) and day vis-
itors spend approximately 4 times more than campers.

Uncommon to most provincial parks, cottage leaseholders were included as a visitor type in this
study.  There are approximately 305 cottage leaseholders in Algonquin Provincial Park.  Annually,
they spend very large sums of money on and at their cottages.  The average total spent by cottage vis-
itors affiliated with one cottage lease during one year was $10,700.  This total included three types of
expenses unique to cottagers (i.e., an average of $2,000 spent on leases and bills, an average of $3,500
spent on large renovations and an average of $320 spent on furniture during one year).  When these
expenses were removed from total annual expenditures (for consistency of expenditures measured
among all five visitor types), the average yearly amount spent by visitors on one cottage lease
decreased to $4,800.  Included in this total was an average of $450 spent on hardware and small
repairs.

Total annual amount spent by each visitor type was required for the PEIM.  Prior to visitor spending
data being input into the PEIM, it was necessary to make adjustments for trip motivation and camp-
ing fees.  Level of influence was factored into calculations, and park fees for interior visitors and car
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VISITOR TYPE TOTAL AVERAGE 
AMOUNT SPENT PER 
GROUP PER TRIP ($) 

TOTAL AVERAGE 
AMOUNT SPENT PER 
PERSON-NIGHT ($) 

Day Visitors 710 150 
Car Campers  540 37 
Interior Visitors  450 38 
Lodge Visitors  1,600 230 



camping were removed.  These adjustments were incorporated into the results discussed throughout
the remainder of the paper.

Annual spending for the five visitor types studied was estimated at approximately $20 million.  Day
visitors contributed most to the total spending (38%) with an estimated $7.7 million spent.  Next clos-
est were car campers at 24%, whose spending totalled $4.8 million.  Similarly, interior visitors spent
an estimated $4.1 million, or 20% of the combined total.  Despite having the highest average per per-
son-night expenditures, lodge visitors only contributed 14% of total annual spending  ($2.8 million)
due to restricted visitor numbers.  Although the average yearly amount spent by cottage leaseholder
groups was quite large, the overall contribution to combined annual visitor spending was under 4%
($730,000) due to the much smaller cottager numbers.

Table 2. The average amount spent per person-night for each visitor type based on the visitor origin.  

The average amount spent per person-night for each visitor type based on the visitor origin, is sum-
marized in Table 2 (recall that adjustments were made to the visitor spending data for trip motivation
and park fees prior to it being entered into the PEIM).   Perhaps the most dramatic finding shown in
Table 2 is the vast difference in day visitor expenditures according to their visitor origin.  Average
amount spent increases with distance.  Local day visitors spent approximately $15 per day, compared
to $93 for day visitors from the rest of Ontario, $217 for day visitors from the rest of Canada, and $238
for day visitor to Algonquin whose permanent residence is located outside Canada.

Park managers and staff may wish to augment the attention paid to day visitors, based on the
favourable economic impacts that they can generate.  In Algonquin and elsewhere, collection of day
visitor information has not been as systematic or as frequent as the collection of data for car campers
and interior visitors.  According to the results summarized in Table 2, local day visitors spend very lit-
tle while visiting the park.  Therefore, it is likely that impacts generated by local day visitors will be
small.  However, day visitors from the rest of Canada and international locations spend large amounts
of money, comparable to the large amounts spent by lodge visitors (the latter visitor type is not com-
mon to most parks in Canada).  Especially when the economic impacts of visitor spending based on
visitor origin are considered (see the discussion regarding Table 3), this visitor type warrants further
consideration in Algonquin, and possibly in other parks too.

Average expenditures for car campers followed a similar but less pronounced pattern as the one
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AVERAGE AMOUNT SPENT PER PERSON-NIGHT ($) 
BY VISITORS ORIGIN VISITOR TYPE LOCAL 

AREA 
REST OF 

ONTARIO 
REST OF 
CANADA 

INTERNATI- 
ONAL 

Day Visitors ($)  15 93 217 238 
Car Campers  14 21 51 87 
Interior Visitors  30 28 43 28 
Lodge Visitors  192 197 237 223 
Cottage Visitors  23 24 25 24 



observed for day visitors.  Average expenditures for car campers started at $14 spent by local visitors
and increased to $87 spent by international visitors.  The average amount spent for lodge visitors was
consistently large (between $190 and $240), regardless of visitor origin.  The amount spent by cot-
tagers may appear rather small, especially in relation to the thousands of dollars spent by visitors on
one cottage lease per year.  However, the units of measurement in Table 2 are person-nights.  Because
the number of nights spent by visitors at the cottage throughout the year was quite large, the average
amount spent per person-night was considerably reduced.

Estimating Provincial Economic Impact
After tabulating basic visitor expenditures and preparing the expenditure data for entry into the
PEIM, provincial economic impacts of spending were calculated.  Results according to visitor origin
are shown in Table 3.  According to economic measures presented, spending by visitors from the rest
of Ontario has the greatest impact on labour income ($6.8 million), gross domestic product ($10 mil-
lion), and employment (250 full-time equivalent jobs).  Certainly the majority of park visitors to
Ontario provincial parks are residents of Ontario.  Spending by visitors from the rest of Canada and
from other countries contributes $48,000 and $1.8 million respectively (almost approximately $1.9 mil-
lion).  The smaller economic impacts generated by visitors from these two origins may appear less sig-
nificant.

Table 3. Estimated Total Provincial Economic Impact by Visitor Origin.

However, it is useful to refer to the account register, or area in which the benefits are being assessed;
the PEIM assesses benefits at a provincial scale.  In the common framework being developed, a dis-
tinction is made between economic benefits and economic impacts.  Benefits arise when monies spent
reflect an increase in economic activity within the defined area (i.e., the province) that would not have
occurred without the park (Department of Canadian Heritage, 1999).  From this perspective, spend-
ing by local and Ontario visitors is not considered to be new money added to the provincial economy.
It is likely that most of that money would have likely been spent in the province anyway.

The impact of spending by visitors from outside Ontario is counted as a net addition to the provincial
GDP generated by visitation to Algonquin.  Once visitor origin is taken into consideration, Algonquin
Provincial Park visitor spending contributes almost $1.9 million in net economic benefits to the
provincial economy.

As explained, expenditures by local and Ontario residents do not constitute a net addition to the econ-
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VISITOR ORIGIN LABOUR INCOME GROSS DOMESTIC 
PRODUCT (GDP) 

EMPLOYMENT 
(FTE) 

Local $18,000 $28,000 0.6 
Rest of Ontario  $6,800,000 $10,000,000 250.2 
Rest of Canada  $32,000 $48,000 1.2 
International  $1,300,000 $1,800,000 48.7 
Total $8,100,000 $11,900,000 300.7 

 



omy.  However, had the analysis been performed using a local or sub-regional model, as is done by
the United States National Park Service with the Money Generation Model 2 (Stynes and Propst, 2002),
then much of the money spent by Ontario visitors could be counted as economic benefits.  One limi-
tation of the PEIM is that results are not considered from the local or sub-regional scale, which local
stakeholders are often more interested in than results for the province as a whole.

CONCLUSION

Measures of park economic benefits can be used for planning, policy analysis, budget justifications
and marketing.  Tourism spending is one type of traditional economic impact measurement and was
a primary focus of this study.  Park visitor spending can be reported using different units of measure-
ment and in conjunction with other types of visitor data.  Basic statistics on visitor spending can reveal
patterns associated with different visitor types.

When calculating estimates of visitor spending, it is important to clearly identify the area of analysis,
and to refer back to this area when interpreting the business and commercial benefits that accrue to
the provincial economy as a result of the spending.  Based on spending by visitors who come from
outside Ontario, Algonquin Provincial Park contributes a net addition of $1.9 million to the provincial
gross domestic product.  Results of this study suggest that perhaps increased attention should be
directed toward capturing a better understanding of day visitors.  This is the first time precise calcu-
lations have been done for Algonquin Provincial Park.
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ABSTRACT

A Heritage Landscape Guide tells the story of what humans and nature have done with the land.
Parts of this story can be found in books and documents, or in the memories of people. Parts of it can
be seen in historical maps and photographs. Much of the story can be read on the land itself. The story
is evident in the character of old buildings and other structures, in field patterns and the layout of the
roads. It is also apparent in the shape and size of woods and natural areas, as well as in climate, soils
and waters. Heritage Landscape Guides are intended to:  help people understand how the land has
evolved and what changes seem to be underway today and why; attempt to address the needs that citi-
zens, professionals, and specialists of different kinds have for ways of integrating information about the
environmental, social, economic changes that are going on around them; be a useful tool for education
in schools, in training professionals and in interpreting protected areas and surrounding regions to
concerned citizens; provide information that can be used for making decisions related to conservation
and sustainable planning and land-use; and, help build a shared view of the heritage of a place. 

INTRODUCTION

In evaluating the current state of landscape and community planning, one overarching theme that
emerges is the difficulty that scholars, professionals, and decision-makers have in responding to the
magnitude and pace of change confronting society.  Changes of all kinds are proceeding very rapidly
in Ontario just as they are in other parts of Canada and the world.  These changes are sometimes so
rapid and complex that while people may be aware of and concerned about them, they do not always
understand or know how to deal with them.  Different agencies and organizations discuss them using
varied terminologies and conceptual structures, so that they are difficult to think about in an interre-
lated fashion.  The changes are often labelled as economic, social, environmental, or institutional and
are not linked to one another in terms of their interactive effects on people and communities.  They
are also often seen as the domain and responsibility of particular disciplines and fields of study and
certain sectors, agencies or organizations.  
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Not much thought is given to how information from the various disciplines and organizations will be
put together, not only in the minds of citizens, but also by professionals or specialists of one kind or
another.  Society is seen as functioning largely in terms of messages from specialists and not in terms
of citizens who are receptive to and capable of bringing together and using information of many kinds
in the context of civil society.  In these circumstances the situation can be seen not as one in which we
do not have enough information; rather it is one in which we are awash in diverse information that
we do not know how to organize and deal with efficiently, effectively, and equitably.  

HERITAGE LANDSCAPE GUIDES—A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

In this context changes can be related to one another through certain general or integrative ideas or
concepts.  One such concept is ‘landscape’, a term that is widely understood by professionals such as
architects, engineers, geographers, historians and planners, as well as by citizens, to refer to the sce-
nic, natural, cultural, socio-economic, and historic features and values that describe and typify a place
and distinguish it from others.  The historic or heritage dimensions of the term are especially impor-
tant because they tie the current landscape and people to what has gone before.  From a heritage per-
spective landscape can link natural and cultural changes with those of the past and provide a set of
values and meanings within which ongoing changes can be understood and evaluated.

The value of the idea of landscape has been demonstrated in other countries such as the United
Kingdom and the United States through, for example, the work of the Countryside Agency and the
programs of the U.S. National Park Service on both natural and cultural heritage landscapes (see for
example Birnbaum and Peters, 1996; McClelland, 1995; Parker and King, 1995; Countryside Agency,
2000). Identifying and understanding such landscapes and the economic, social, natural, and other
changes that have gone into their creation over the years, strengthens sense of place and community
and provides a framework to deal with change.  Scholars and professionals have most often taken the
view that heritage landscapes are of two broad types: cultural or natural.  While being very aware of
this division, we also are aware that local people might not necessarily think in these terms.  In our
work we are adopting a landscape approach that sees both cultural and natural heritage as interrelat-
ed, especially in the context of settled environments where, from the local point of view, they are gen-
erally not conceived of as distinct from each other.  

The concept of landscape therefore has considerable applicability and utility in urbanized and highly
settled areas such as Ontario.  However, in spite of efforts by numerous people over the years, the idea
of landscape as an organizing framework for understanding, planning, evaluating, and responding to
change has not been widely accepted in Ontario, nor indeed in Canada generally (Pollock-Ellwand
and Nelson, 2000; Pollock-Ellwand, 1997).

CONTEXT

One exception is the Niagara Escarpment, which has been the focus of one of the most vigorous land-
scape planning programs in Canada since the late 1960s, through the work of the Niagara Escarpment
Commission and related organizations such as the Ontario Heritage Foundation (OHF) and the
Coalition on the Niagara Escarpment (CONE).  Having said this, the general sense of the Escarpment
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is as an outstanding geologic and scenic feature, with bedrock, cliffs, waterfalls, and other features
that distinguish it as a landform in central and southern Ontario.  A wider perception of the
Escarpment as a bioregion or a broad cultural landscape with many distinctive natural and cultural
features has not yet emerged among scholars and professionals.  

In this context, the Heritage Resources Centre has recently been doing work at an international scale
on the idea of Ontario's Niagara Escarpment as part of a very extensive landscape complex called the
Great Arc (Nelson et al., 2000).  This emerges near Rochester, New York, and sweeps through south-
ern Ontario, Manitoulin Island, Michigan, and Wisconsin into Illinois.  This extensive landscape image
has great potential value in that it could serve to integrate thinking about land-use change and its
socio-economic and environmental effects throughout much of the Great Lakes basin.  We have made
contact with and secured positive response to further work on the Great Arc from concerned persons
in New York and Wisconsin. 

One focus of our work is on the identification and description of local landscapes in localities such as
Grimsby, Dundas, Owen Sound, and Creemore that are parts of larger landscape images of the
Niagara Escarpment or the Great Arc.  These larger images generally reflect the view of professional
planners as well as people who live outside the Escarpment area and tend to value it for recreational,
tourism, and conservation purposes.  Local landscape images can be discovered through close consul-
tation with local people and can reflect their understandings and values about natural and cultural
heritage and the socio-economic or working landscape in which they live.  Understanding these local
landscape images and their similarities to and divergences from one another—as well as the more gen-
eral and essentially professional image of the Escarpment as a whole—may help all concerned to work
together more efficiently, effectively, and equitably (Greider and Garkovich, 1994; Hillier, 1997; 1999).

APPROACH

The specific means or vehicle that we wish to produce to help people understand landscapes along
the Escarpment is the local Landscape Guide.  These Guides are basically succinct descriptions of the
landscapes around localities which people can identify and relate to as a framework for judging the
effects of change.  The intent is to document local people's expressions of significant heritage in terms
of their own standards or criteria, whatever they may be.  A number of these Guides have been pre-
pared or are in preparation including the Grand River Watershed (Nelson et al., 2003a), Ridgetown-
Rondeau (Nelson et al., 2003b), Old Town Toronto (Nelson et al., 2001) and the Upper St. Lawrence (in
press). 

Our methodology is based on the principles of collaborative, participatory, and interactive planning
that sees shared learning among all participants as a capacity-building and enriching process
(Friedmann, 1987; Healey, 1997; Innes, 1998; Nelson, 1991). The methods we are using include initial
analysis of written materials on the heritage of the Niagara Escarpment and towns or municipalities
along it, with special emphasis on the localities selected for this study.  Once a background under-
standing of each of the study localities has been completed, contact is made with a small number of
individuals in each locality who are known for their understanding of local heritage, activities and
planning issues.  These individuals are looked to as luminaries, or knowledgeable persons, with

Social Science Research in Parks and Protected Areas 57



whom we hope to refine study details in locally appropriate ways.  Other techniques for recording
local perspectives on valued places include interviews, workshops or focus groups, and open-ended
questionnaires.  

To ensure their usefulness and quality, Heritage Landscape Guides are prepared according to the follow-
ing principles: giving a strong sense of the natural and cultural history of a place; integrating geolo-
gy, biology, archaeology, history, geography, economics and other specialties to create a comprehen-
sive understanding of a place; highlighting defining charactersitics or sense of a place; involving local
people, as well as other knowledgeable persons, in developing a sense of place; emphasizing maps,
photographs and other illustrations to bring the place alive; learning and enjoying a place through
experience; improving the Guide as new information comes available and opportunity arises; and,
providing references and other information so the interested user can follow-up on the Guide. 

ANTICIPATED BENEFITS

Landscape Guides are seen as a vehicle for synthesizing and building better understanding of local
heritage and planning challenges.  They can ultimately result in the development of a network of peo-
ple within and among localities who can communicate and build upon the landscape idea as a way of
understanding and dealing with their heritage and with the planning challenges that they are facing.
We hope that the Landscape Guides and associated products would be found to be of general value
to others who might wish to prepare their own Guides.  In this respect we intend to prepare a manu-
al for the preparation of Landscape Guides based on the work and experiences put forward in this
proposal to facilitate the general application of the procedure elsewhere.

POSTSCRIPT

In reflecting on Algonquin as what most people would consider the premier provincial park in
Ontario, we were struck by the fact that this park and its thousands of visitors each year do not have
the benefit of a Heritage Landscape Guide. A Guide for Algonquin would not only tell of the rich natu-
ral and cultural history of this park, but in the process also tell much of the history of Ontario’s provin-
cial parks. In this and other ways, the Guide would enrich the experience of the visitor as well as
inform and attract those yet to come to and enjoy Algonquin. 
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OTHER VOLUNTEERED PAPER ABSTRACTS

Regatta in front of the Highland Inn. 
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PARKAEOLOGY: CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT IN THE PROVINCIAL PARK SETTING
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ABSTRACT

The author examined the nature and importance of archaeological and other cultural heritage resources
in Ontario provincial parks, including Aboriginal and Euro-Canadian terrestrial and underwater
archaeological sites, built heritage resources, and cultural landscapes, and briefly reviews the legislative
and policy framework under which they are managed. The author then went on to discuss some of the
major issues and challenges that surround the identification, conservation, and responsible use of sig-
nificant cultural heritage resources in the provincial park and Crown Land settings. Finally, the asso-
ciated potential for interpretative and educational program development, including the potential for the
development of revenue-generating programs such as public archaeology projects, was discussed.
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ABSTRACT

Nature Trails was established for Grandview Resort in 1992 as a year round, soft wilderness (low
impact, non-consumptive) eco/nature adventure program. This program has been designed to introduce
small groups to the intricacies of aquatic and terrestrial research. The program is designed to provide a
hands-on, visual educational experience. The naturalist interpreter will create a learning atmosphere
that allows the participants to be involved in an interactive data collection process. The program will
commence on Lake Opeongo during the summer months starting in June and ending in early
September. It will operate 3 times a day, 7 days a week with expeditions departing from the main dock
on Lake Opeongo. Once the expedition boat departs the main dock it will travel directly to the Harkness
Laboratory of Fisheries Research, where participants will have the opportunity to tour the lab and study
some of the specimens. They will then return to the zodiac and begin their journey on Lake Opeongo.
They will visit a variety of pre-selected sites where they will have the opportunity to participate in gath-
ering research data including water sampling, wetland research, dip netting for aquatic invertebrates,
plankton monitoring, loon nesting research, cormorant nesting studies and shoreline moose watching
surveys. With the aid of microscopes, hand lens and binoculars  participants will peer into a drop of
water and learn to identify phytoplankton and zooplankton, and study and identify birds and mammals.
Each site will be recorded and the coordinates identified using a GPS receiver.
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ABSTRACT

Construction of a temporary visitor centre (VC) at Pukaskwa National Park began in 1982 with the
objective of being a place for people to receive key park information that would enable them to explore
the park and have access to some interpretative exhibits. In 1991 the VC was expanded to play a bigger
role in communicating Pukaskwa’s key messages and to be the centre for interpretation activities. Over
time the VC displays/exhibits began to deteriorate and there was no longer a clear objective for the VC.
As a result, prior to undertaking any changes, it was determined that a comprehensive 2-phase evalu-
ation of the VC was necessary. Phase 1 of the evaluation was implemented in 1999 which included
observation studies to determine visitor behaviour and face-to-face interviews to obtain more compre-
hensive qualitative data regarding effectiveness and satisfaction of displays and exhibits. The insight
gained was utilized in the design and implementation of new exhibits. Once the changes were complet-
ed for phase 2, a post-evaluation was completed which replicated the same methodology of phase 1 in an
effort to evaluate the changes resulting from the new exhibits. This presentation discusses the approach
used for this evaluation and some of the key findings.
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ABSTRACT

Faced with overwhelming social science research needs within an environment of ever tightening fiscal
realities, hard decisions must be made as to what research is a priority and a must to have in order to
achieve the management objectives of St. Lawrence Islands National Park. This presentation discusses
the process used at St. Lawrence Islands National Park to strategically determine what social science
information is required to achieve its vision, mandate and objectives.
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Bob Bateman and Bill Gunn doing a vegetation study on a bird plot.
(Algonquin Park Museum Archives #3924, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources)
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I would like to thank everyone who made this symposium a success.  In particular, I would like to
thank Lee Pauzé, Kevin Clute and Jim Murphy who organized this event and took care of all the
details.  I would like to thank all the presenters who took time to not only prepare oral presentations
but also provide written abstracts and papers.

Over the past two days we have seen a broad range of topics concerning the use of social science as it
applies to parks. Although I will not recap all of the talks, I would like to briefly summarize two
themes and leave you with some challenges.

Jim Murphy started the symposium with a synopsis of the role that social sciences plays as a planning
tool.  Much of the background information for park management decisions have been supported by
research in the various social science disciplines.  We have also seen through Dan Mulrooney’s pres-
entation that current issues can and must be tracked through high quality data monitoring to assist
managers with today's policy decisions.  Chris Anderson reviewed the responsibilities and challenges
in managing the cultural heritage resources.  Managing parks includes involvement with our partners
as well, as Mike Robbins pointed out in his discussion on First Nation participation in the Great Lakes
Heritage Coast project.  Maggie Bowman demonstrated the role of visitor surveys in determining the
economic value a place like Algonquin Park can have in Ontario's economy.

The value of the social sciences can also be seen in interpretation.  Kathy McPherson discussed the role
of the Natural Heritage Education Program within Ontario Parks and reasons for the success of this
program.  A very successful cultural heritage education program was outlined by Jim Fraser demon-
strating the important role that archaeology can have in furthering the public's knowledge.  Robin
Tapley's creative approach to creating ‘citizen science’ programs is an exciting blend of education, sci-
ence and partnerships.  

I would like to leave you with some challenges for the future.  It is obvious that natural history
resources have been well studied and communicated.  However, cultural history has lagged behind.
We have much to learn in protecting, appreciating and educating our rich cultural heritage.
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It is clear that times are changing.  The demographics of park users are changing.  How and when the
parks are used is changing.  It is important as 'managers' of these resources we understand, appreci-
ate and adapt to these changes.

Finally, there is a tremendous opportunity for new research.  We have seen the potential of how the
social sciences can assist us.  For those of you who have chance to direct research projects in the future,
I encourage to you to think about using Algonquin Park as your research subject.
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Ontario Ministry of Culture
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Ontario Parks
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___ PRFO 2003 Proceedings ($35.00) 
___ PRFO 2004 Proceedings ($25.00) 
___ Climate Change Workshop ($20.00) 
___ Algonquin Symposium 1 (wildlife) ($12.00) 
___ Algonquin Symposium 2 (fisheries) ($12.00) 
___ Algonquin Symposium 3 (social science) 

($12.00) 
___ Building the Great Arc: An International     
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+ 7 % tax  
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