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Abstract

The lifecycle of resource towns in Canada has laetpic of study for many decades, but
recently, the role of diversification has becomeeg point in the discussion. Tourism and recreatio
are a potential route to diversification, espegidtir minetowns looking to reduce the impacts of
‘boom and bust,” so common with the fluctuationnadirkets. One unique option for minetowns is
the repurposing of mine land to support nature-rasdurce-based tourism and recreation (NRBTR).
A post-mining landscape designed to be accessitilepeovide a new asset for the community can
help with the diversification efforts and promotiohtourism.

This study investigates the diversification of herih mining communities. The research is
guided by objectives focused on community lifecycteodeling, northern Ontario minetown
population, labour force and tourism, and the renfsmine sites for NRBTR. A mixed methods
approach is used to combine qualitative and qudiviet data. This includes qualitative deductive
modeling, a quantitative community inventory, andliitative case studies.

A new minetown model is proposed that addressesshioetcomings of existing resource
community lifecycle models. The new model usesimgirsector labour force as the categorizing
factor, and includes stages of mining influence alinkrsification responses. An inventory of
northern Ontario minetowns, identified at any tifram 1950 to the present day as being dependent,
is created. The inventory is used to assess piguland labour force trends and the prevalence of
tourism in the communities. The inventory resut®w only one post-1950 minetown as being
abandoned (Renabie), and 24 have been amalgamatedarger municipal areas, leaving 23
communities in the inventory. Minetowns are foundnove through the lifecycle stages in a non-
sequential fashion from 1991 to 2011 and to haweoee diversified economic base than previous
models allowed for, supporting the need for a nealgionary model. Nearly all communities were
found to have tourism and NRBTR businesses andities. Only one (Gauthier) did not have
tourism businesses and only three (Cobalt, GaudimérMcGarry) did not have NRBTR businesses.

NRBTR has previously been identified as a markeheifor northern Ontario and its
prominence in minetowns supports this. The comtiemiwvere surveyed for NRBTR post-mining
land uses to identify case study sites. From thteseCharleson Recreation Area in Atikokan and the
Sherriff Creek Sanctuary in Elliot Lake were sedelct The case studies examined the process of
transitioning former mines to NRBTR sites in forrmametowns, including the on-going use and
maintenance of the site. Both sites were natwaléseas where informal passive recreation occurred
pre-NRBTR development. This helped facilitate ttansition to a formal NRBTR asset. The case
study findings indicate that volunteers and commyuniembers are the primary drivers for NRBTR
redevelopment projects. The need for clearly @efiroles in development and maintenance of such
sites is supported by the findings.

This thesis highlights the reality of minetowns dhd lifecycles that describe them, and the
opportunity for post-mining land use for NRBTR. asiemic and applied implications of the research
are provided with recommendations for various agtancluding those considering mine site
redevelopment to support NRBTR activities. Thiseaach supports proactive diversification efforts
in mining communities, and supports the inclusibRNBBTR.

This research has been supported in part by the Peters Student Bursary made possible by the
Ontario chapter of the Canadian Land Reclamatioso&gation and Vale Mining.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Mining communities in Canada are vulnerable to fnoand bust’ cycles and community
decline following the closure of mining operationshis has been well established through a large
body of work on staples economies, with highlightkucas’s, Bradbury’s and Halseth’s work on the
Canadian resource-based community life-cycle (Briyeser, & Halseth, 2005). This body of work
identifies the need for alternative futures to png the lifespan of resource-based communitiesl
reduce the impacts of fluctuations in the miningl anetals market. Historically, socio-economic
concerns tended to be treated as secondary tethiesgrious environmental damage and degradation
that is seen as an unavoidable aspect of minenaation. This view is shifting and attention isw
widening to include the socio-economic effects afing on local residential populations. There is
also increasing community outreach and supportutiitathe identification and encouragement of
opportunities to develop and diversify the econolmise of mining communities (ICMM, 2012;
Worrall, et al., 2009).

Tourism and recreation may offer a significant arable means to diversify the economic
base of mining communities; it has often been seern viable economic development strategy and
has been used worldwide for the development of,rueenote and peripheral areas (Schmallegger &
Carson, 2012). Nature- and resource-based towisinrecreation (NRBTR)s often promoted in
these areas and relies on the natural featurelsechriea to entice tourists to visit (Boyd & Butler,
1999; Butler, Hall, & Jenkins, 1998; SchmalleggerCarson, 2012). This reliance on the natural
landscapes for NRBTR seems at odds with the misé@agor but there are opportunities to bridge the

1 *Community’ is used throughout this study to idgn& built-up settlement or identified region. Maof the
communities in the study are amalgamated censudivésions, population centers, designated places an
localities that have a collective identity assamiawvith a permanent settlement. For a thoughifidu$sion
about defining ‘community’ compared to the everydaynmon use of the word, please refer to Halseth an
Sullivan (2002).

2 Resource- and nature-based tourism and recreatioidentified by the place-based nature of thekatable
asset but are differentiated by the consumptivereadf resource-based tourism and recreation (hgritr
example) versus the in-place appreciative qualitpaiure-based tourism and recreation (scenic Yikar
example) (Johnston & Payne, 2005). The separatfotourism, recreation and leisure is a difficldsk
(Butler, 2004); while tourism could be consideredudset of recreation, tourism often includes masmeis
outside of the usual environment, and excludesethvaisose main purpose for travel is employment @& th
region (Singh, 2007; WTO, 2014).
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two industries (Pearman, 2009), especially by ipomating the mining landscape into the NRBTR
development to capitalize on existing resourcesi$¢Ga, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Edwards &
Llurdés i Coit, 1996).

The need for the reuse of land previously minedgsmociated with mining activities, is self-
evident as vacant, derelict land is a detrimentdmmunities and the visual blight of a negative
legacy compounds economic problems (Worrall, et28l09). Technology has greatly reduced the
damaging physical effects of mining and increasedatbility of operations to control pollutants and
clean-up sites after closure (Bridge, 2004). NRB$Rne redevelopment option for post-mining
land use (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Edwé&rtdiirdés i Coit, 1996; Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst,
2012). Mining operations generally have a mucgdarlaim area than the functional mine site, and
this land, along with mining infrastructure, hag fhotential to be included in tourism planning to
diversify the community and foster better relatitetween the extractive industry and local citizens
(Brereton, et al., 2006; Buultjens, et al., 201This coupling of tourism, recreation and operaion
mining can be done through inclusive planning aochmunity development initiatives, which can
culminate later on as the reuse of mine land t@eiUpPNRBTR development (Carlson, Koepke, &
Hanson, 2011; Frey & Spellerberg, 2011).

This study focuses on the redevelopment of mine haithin the broader context of the
diversification of resource-based communities wude tourism and recreation components, with a
focus on NRBTR activities and businesses, anddhse of mine sites to support these activities. It
expands on previous academic work on the resoungeninity life-cycle by proposing an updated
model and evaluating the process by which naturd+asource-based tourism and recreation may be
developed as an “alternative future”. Northernd@iotis chosen as the study region due to its long
mining history and large share of the Canadian mimharket.

Industrial mining in Ontario has been a large péithe backbone of the staples economy of
modern Canada, and has led to the creation of mesdiased communities (and in some cases
community decline and abandonment) (Hayter & Bar2861; Johnston & Lorch, 1996; Randall &
Ironside, 1996). This history has left its markttwover 6,000 abandoned and orphaned mine
elements across the province, alongside twenty4twegor active mining operations (MacKasey,
2000; Mitchell & Mackasey, 1997; OMA, 2014). Thell of these mine sites and abandoned
elements are in northern Ontario. Recent effastditersify the resource extraction-dominated
economy of northern Ontario have led to an increasiterest in tourism (Bennett & Lemelin, 2010;

Johnston & Payne, 2005). The need for value-adaetl uses has become apparent with recent
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efforts to create a more balanced approach to muifivaggitt, 2011; Worrall, et al., 2009). This
study examines the use of mine land for NRBTR & bgion of northern Ontario as a whole and
uses case studies to gain insight into the proseis® facilitate site transition from mining to
tourism, thereby expanding the academic literaamé providing insight and recommendations to

future community development projects.

1.2 Research Question and Objectives

This study addresses the overarching issue ofitlesification of the economies of mining
communities in Canada. It focuses on the spemfiearch questiotHow can mine-site NRBTR be
incorporated as a diversification strategy in nath mining communities?The research is guided
by five objectives:

1. to develop a mining lifecycle model that accommedativersification;
2. to apply the model to northern Ontario minetovars] to describe how population and labour
force changes as communities move through the rsosteges;

to determine when tourism, specifically NRBTR,ngoduced during minetown evolution;

to assess the process by which a mine site isiticares], maintained and used for NRBTR in

two case study sites; and,

5. to provide recommendations to mining community skaltders for including NRBTR at

reclaimed mine sites, as part of a diversificastategy.

This study is justified on three grounds. First daremost there is a need to revisit and
update, expand or revise the existing resource aonitynlifecycle models or to create one more
suitable to today’s rural reality. Secondly, thianimg industry has been making strides to embrace
sustainability, and increasing importance has bgkced on the post-mining usability of land
(Bridge, 2004; Waggitt, 2011; Worrall, et al., 200%Finally, resource extraction was the foundation
of Canada’s expanding role in the global econonmgl gesource industries continue to be a major
aspect of the Canadian economy and the focus afrrtrajde agreements (Hayter & Barnes, 2001).

The study area for this research is northern Gmtawvhich was selected because of its
historical roots in the mining industry and the yaence of NRBTR. The historical ties to the
extractive industries, specifically mining, and tnember of rural communities that were established

to support extractive industries, set northern @mtapart as an excellent location for a stapleseta
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study. This is furthered by the importance of astive industries to the economy of northern

Ontario, and the large share of the Canadian niipevduction that is based hére

The recent push for tourism in northern Ontariémadtely led to the selection of the region
for the study. Northern Ontario is not a typicabic ecotourism destination, but its scenic ankdi wi
places make it suited to NRBTR (Boyd & Butler, 1299 he opportunities for tourism in northern
Ontario are increasing, and are supported by a auofdocuments and initiatives. The government
policies released to support NRBTR in Northern @atassuch as th&esource-Based Tourism Policy
(Government of Ontario, 1997) amhrtnership for a Strong Tourism Industry: Northe@mtario
Tourism Marketing Strategy 2012 - 20{Government of Ontario, 2012), and the inclusion of
tourism in the 201Proposed Growth Plan for Northern Ontar(®@ntario Ministry of Energy and
Infrastructure & Ontario Ministry of Northern Dewogiment, Mines and Forestry, 2011) (a 25 year
plan) provide further reason to study the valueealddost-mining site use to support tourism in the
region. A detailed description of northern Ontasi@resented in the next section to give the neade

regional context for the study.

1.3 Regional Research Area

It is important to provide a regional context tarfre and ground the study. Markey, Halseth
and Mason (2008b) and Halseth, Markey, Reimer andddn (2010) have argued the importance of
place in rural development, and the shortfalls &t occur without an understanding of context.
This section provides readers with a brief overviefvnorthern Ontario, including geography,
population and mineral extraction operations.

Northern Ontario is defined as the area north @nhEn River-Lake Nipissing (Bennett &
Lemelin, 2010; Ministry of Northern Development aMiihes, 2012). It represents more than ninety
percent of the total area of the province of Ontahaving an area of 802,775 square kilometers.
Figure 2 illustrates the communities in northernta@o and the major roads. Of note is the

settlement placement along rail and road transpaoites and the poor transport connections for the

3 The suitability of the region was further enhanéedthis study due to the extensive databaseekiats for
abandoned and orphaned mines through the Abanddime Inventory System (AMIS), which is the largest
listing for abandoned and orphaned mines of anthefprovinces or territories of Canada (MacKas&)®@
Mitchell & Mackasey, 1997). Mackasey (2000) idéefi databases and information sources in other
provinces which catalogue abandoned mines, andnabe of provinces have excellent data sources for
follow up or similar studies in the future.
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most northerly communities. These communitiesofien fly-in fly-out settlements that make use of
ice roads when possible and are almost exclusivieght Nation’s settlements. Northern Ontario is
divided into ten territorial districts, illustratéd Figure 1. These districts are often used amrphg
units and the communities within cooperate as & wiiere possible (Ministry of Northern

Development and Mines, 2012).
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MNDM, 2012

Figure 1: The Territorial Districts of Northern Ont ario
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Figure 2: Northern Ontario Communities

Northern Ontario has a population of 803,900 (Mmisf Northern Development and Mines,
2012). This accounts for six percent of Ontarmipulation and the population density is one person
per square kilometer. More than fifty percentloé population of northern Ontario lives in the five
major urban centers of Sudbury, Thunder Bay, Saudt Marie, North Bay and Timmins. Table 1

lists the population sizes of the five major cesiteased on 2011 census data. Thirty-one percent of



northern Ontario’s population lives in rural areiasjuding small towns of less than 1,000 peoplg an
undeveloped fringe land and wilderness areas (kMjnaf Northern Development and Mines, 2012).
Northeast Ontario’s population is declining; a tretiiat is expected to continue into the future
(Ministry of Finance, 2012; Ministry of Northern Be&lopment and Mines, 2012). In contrast,
northwestern Ontario has experienced a very mqugstlation growth; a trend that is also expected

to continue (Ministry of Finance, 2012; Ministry Mbrthern Development and Mines, 2012).

Table 1: Population of major northern Ontario centa's for 2011

Major center Population % of total population of % of total population
northern Ontario of Ontario
Greater Sudbury 160,840 20 1.3
Thunder Bay 102,222 12.7 0.8
Sault St. Marie 67,646 8.4 0.5
North Bay 53,515 6.7 0.4
Timmins 30,614 3.8 0.2

Source: Statistics Canada 2011 Census

Northern Ontario is an ethnically and linguistigadiverse region with large Aboriginal,
Francophone and Anglophone Canadian representatibime region brings together the diverse
background of the Canadian population in a landsctmat is stereotypically ‘Canadian’; the
Canadian Shield and the inspirational landscape¢hef Group of Seven (Ministry of Northern
Development and Mines, 2012; Boyd & Butler, 199%Northern Ontario has 106 of the 134 First
Nations groups of Ontario (98,000 people; 40 peroéthe total Aboriginal population of Ontario).
The Aboriginal population accounts for thirteenqeat of the population of northern Ontario. The
Francophone population accounts for a little mosgth 139,000 living in northern Ontario,
accounting for eighteen percent of the populatieinistry of Northern Development and Mines,
2012). The population of this region is employegdominantly in the health care and social
assistance sector, and trade sector, with a stramigg presence (Ministry of Northern Development
and Mines, 2012).

Health care and trade sectors account for the dargertion of employment in northern
Ontario, providing sixteen percent and fifteen patoof employment respectively. The breakdown
of employment in northern Ontario, and the comperi® Ontario as a whole for 2011, is provided in
Figure 3. Employment fluctuations are much greatedt more frequent in northern Ontario than in

Ontario as a whole (Ministry of Northern Developmeand Mines, 2012). Northern Ontario has a
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stronger reliance on primary resource extracti@m tits southern counterpart. The primary resource
sectors, including mining, are much higher in nenthOntario and account for six percent of thel tota

employment. This is much higher than the provintital of a half percent.

Employment by Industry - 2011

18.00% 1.Health care and social assistance
2.Trade
3.Construction

16.00% -

14.00% - 4.Educational services

M Northern Ontario O Ontario 5.Manufacturing

12.00%
’ 6.Public administration

10.00% - 7.Forestry, fishing, mining, quarryin% oil & gasl

X 8.Accommodation and food services

8.00% 1 9.Transportation and warehousing

6.00% 10.0Other services

11.Professional, scientific & technical services
4.00% 12.Finance, insurance, real estate & leasing

5 13.Business, building & other support services
200%1 14.Information, culture and recreation

0.00% - 15.Utilities Source:

1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 16.Agriculture MNDM, 2012
Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey Estimates

Figure 3: Employment in Northern Ontario and the Camparisons to Ontario

Northern Ontario mines are predominantly metalranees, with industrial and construction
material quarri€sbeing less common due to the distances from wrbaters and available rock types
(Bridge, 2004; Mitchell & Mackasey, 1997). In 18@6e first gold mine opened and in 1868 the first
silver mine began operations (Udd, 2000; Smith,6)98ver the next century and a half, methods,
technology and regulations for mining evolved, althh there are limited changes in the public
perception of mining with many of the new, cleatechnologies going unnoticed (Bridge, 2004;
McAllister, 2008).

AMIS has been cataloguing abandoned and closechgnimperations for three decades, and
has created a Google Earth inventory offered thiaig Ontario Geographical Survey (Figure 4).
Mining operations in Ontario tend to cluster attdvigal sites where there is a population to draw
labour from and the option to use existing infrasture (Keyes, 1992). Figure 5 illustrates thévact

mining operations of Ontario. Five quarries fadustrial and construction material are locatecha t

* Quarries are differentiated from mines due to twain features: 1) a larger quantity of the mateisal
removed for processing resulting in a significaritdlwer volume of waste rock than in a mining operat
and 2) the rock being quarried tends to be lessadamg to the environment because of the chemicéeoa
compared to the sulphide rock bodies generally chinenetal mines (Bridge, 2004).
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eastern area of northern Ontario, and one diamadnd im Attawapiskat, highlighted with a diamond.

The remaining sites are metal or ‘hard rock’ mines.
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Figure 4: AMIS Feature Locations (Ontario GeologichSurvey Google Earth layer)
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Figure 5: Active Mining Operations in Ontario
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Fly-in and fly-out mining operations (also known bBmg-distance commute, or LDC
operations) add to mine sector employment. Theseations must source employees from existing
communities because there is no established lamalilgtion to draw from. A few places act as
pickup points for employees, which can influencenomnity statistics. These communities may be
the resident home for such employees, but manytraagl to the pickup point from a nearby centre.
These operations include Detour Lake Gold Mine,dGotp’s Musselwhite Mine and DeBeer’'s
Victor Diamond Mine. Pick-up points include, bueanot limited to, Pickle Lake, Thunder Bay, and

Attawapiskat.

Northern Ontario has had a long history of resoudeaction and resource-based activity.
This is coupled with large distances between seéfdgs, a perceived wilderness setting, and rich
landscapes. These factors result in northern @nédien being thought of as a peripheral or ‘freriti
area (Ministry of Northern Development and Mine@12; Boyd & Butler, 1999). Recently, efforts
have been made to promote tourism in the regigreaally NRBTR, which capitalizes on the natural
attributes of the region (Ontario Ministry of Engrgnd Infrastructures & Ministry of Northern
Development, Mines and Forestry, 2009; Bennett &ékn, 2010; Johnston & Payne, 2005). The
Proposed Growth Plan for Northern Ontarioghlights attempts to promote collaborations teetw
industries to support development (Ontario MinisbfyEnergy and Infrastructures & Ministry of
Northern Development, 2009). The shifting pri@stiof the Canadian government, in conjunction
with community interest in reducing dependency esource extraction make tourism an attractive
and viable option for diversification (Boyd & But]el999; Johnston & Payne, 2005).

The physical attributes of the region make thisdadeal for economic development through
resource- and nature-based tourism and recred®ioyd(& Butler, 1999; Johnston & Payne, 2005).
Tourism has been growing steadily in northern Gatand a limited number of development and
tourism policies have been produced by the GoventimieCanada and the Provincial Government of
Ontario that consider development needs, guidetsffand integrate tourism and recreation into the
larger economic, social and environmental landscéperthern Ontario (Bennett & Lemelin, 2010).
The first document is thélanagement Guidelines for Forestry and Resourcee@afourism
produced in 1987 by the Ontario Ministry on NatuRalsources (Bennett & Lemelin, 2010; Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources, 2001). In 1997, Resource-Based Tourism Polissas released by
the Government of Ontario (Bennett & Lemelin, 20B@vernment of Ontario, 1997). These have
helped guide the management of the natural reseurcerorthern Ontario (Bennett & Lemelin,

2010). The 200%°laces to Grow Ac{Government of Ontario), 200Piscovering Ontario(The
11



Ontario Tourism Competitiveness Study) and the Zoridpbosed Growth Plan for Northern Ontario
(Ontario Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure & tario Ministry of Northern Development, Mines
and Forestry, 2011) help to further guide develeptrin northern Ontario, including social and
environmentally sustainable considerations (Benfadtémelin, 2010). Table 2 lists key government
documents for development and tourism in northemta@. These documents highlight that the
Ontario government is aware of tourism’s potentiahorthern Ontario, and the need for guidance

and support for long-term success.

Table 2: Key Development and Tourism Government Dagments for Northern Ontario

Title Year Ministry

Management Guidelines for Forestryl987/ Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
and Resource Based Tourism 2001

Resource-Based Tourism Policy 1997 Government ¢éu@n

Places to Grow Act 2005 Ontario Ministry of Infrastture

Discovering Ontario: A Reporton 2009 Ontario Tourism Competitiveness Study

the Future of Tourism

Proposed Growth Plan for Northern 2011  Ontario Ministry of Energy &

Ontario Infrastructure/Ministry of Northern Development,
Mines & Forestry

Northern Ontario was thus selected because ofi®rital ties to the mining industry
(McAllister, 2008; Mitchell & Mackasey, 1997; Smjtth986) and the recent efforts to transition to
tourism and recreation (Boyd & Butler, 1999). Ammher of communities in northern Ontario were
created by the mining industry and continue to belly or partly dependent on it. Furthermore, the
province of Ontario also has the Abandoned Minegeitory System (AMIS) and has been a
Canadian leader in locating, cataloguing and asgeadandoned and closed mines, making Ontario
well-suited for this study (MacKasey, 2000; Mitdh&l Mackasey, 1997). Finally, there has been
recent interest in NRBTR in northern Ontario (Behr& Lemelin, 2010; Boyd & Butler, 1999;
Johnston & Payne, 2005) and a number of mine aiteseing reused for NRBTR. These factors,
combined, provide justification for studying thafsfrom resource-based communities to diversified,

alternative futures in northern Ontario and the tble reuse of a mine site can play.
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1.4 Thesis Structure and the Following Chapters

This thesis is divided into six distinct chapteiacluding this introductory chapter.
Following this is the literature review (Chapter @hich synthesises relevant academic work from a
variety of sources, studies and authors. The stuethodology and rationale for data collection and
analysis are outlined in Chapter 3. Results ofdda analysis of the proposed model and minetown
inventory are presented and discussed in Chaptdrhé. reuse of mine sites and the findings of the
two case studies are presented and discussed ppteCHa Chapter 6 provides a summary of the
paper, assesses its academic and applied imphsatiocluding avenues for future research and
general recommendations. The appendices providéadd information on academic literature, the

secondary data collected, and interview condueted are cited where relevant.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

The objective of this literature review is to prdeithe relevant foundational information
about mining communities and tourism in Canadais Titerature review is guided by the question:
‘How can mine-site NRBTR be incorporated as a difiestion strategy in northern mining
communities?’With this in mind, the literature review beginstlwian introductory overview of
Canadian resource community lifecycle theory. Tels stress the need for diversification, and
within this, the role of tourism is highlighted asrural strategy. This lays the groundwork for an
examination of the role of tourism in resource-llasemmunities, and specifically nature- and
resource-based tourism and recreation (NRBTR). ofiportunity exists to use mined land for
NRBTR within a larger tourism and recreation offigri The process of mine site reuse is examined to
support the transition to a diversified future,luting the role of stakeholders and the inclusibn o
mining heritage in the attraction. Following thisview, the literature is summarized, gaps are

identified, and the present study’s role in thesasbement of the academic literature is articulated.

2.2 Resource Dependent Communities in Canada

Canada’s long history of resource extraction hastte‘resource communities’: permanent
towns and settlements reliant on resource extractiat were often created by a resource company
(Lucas, 1971; Bradbury, 1984; Halseth, 1999; Briiyeser, & Halseth, 2005). Halseth and Sullivan
(2002) note that resource towns are unique bedhegeare created quickly without any pre-existing
foundation. A number of attempts have been madmtierstand the lifecycle of these communities
by focusing on different indicators, such as popoita (Bone, 1998), migration (Lucas, 1971,
Bradbury, 1984; Halseth, 2005) and economic stgkiiBruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005). All models
present a similar outcome: mine closure that leadsommunity decline and eventual abandonment
(Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005; Halseth & Sullivaf02; Johnston & Lorch, 1996). These models
tend to be more descriptive than predictive, anékarthe need for alternative future planning for

long-term community prosperity clear.
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2.2.1 Resource-Dependent/Staples Community Research ~ and Models

Canada’s economy was founded on the extractigriofary resources including fur, timber
and minerals, and a number of scholars have sti@hedidian communities that were created for the
extraction of these resources. Since the earhkwdrHarold Innis in the 1930s, a number of
different models and theoriefocusing on a variety of aspects and indicatorseHzeen developed.
This section examines a number of these modelk, spiecial attention given to the community life-
cycle model developed by Lucas and expanded onrhgiiry (1984) and Halseth (1999), and the
alternative futures that are proposed in the model.

Harold Innis’s staple theory, describing fur traglim Canada, was developed in the 1930s
and is considered by many to be the beginning ofa@&n-based theorfeabout resource-dependent
community development (Hayter & Barnes, 2001; Rén&8alronside, 1996; Wellstead, 2008).
Before this, academic study was focused on coretdes (such as the U.K. and France) with little
attention given to peripheral regions (such as @anfrom which resources were sourced (Hayter &
Barnes, 2001). Recognizing this gap, Innis iretthe academic discussion and study of staples
theory and resource towns in Canada, and othegphpal countries of the time. He emphasized that
diversification in peripheral countries and areasnot automatic and is the consequence of
institutional, technological and other forces watkiowards development (Hayter & Barnes, 2001).

Ira Robinson provided the next major academic kevie settlements based on resource
exploitive industries located north of the majopplation belt along the Canada-United States border
(Robinson, 1962; Randall & Ironside, 1996). Hisoko‘New Industrial Towns on Canada’s
Resource Frontier” mainly focused on town planniaighough he did address other aspects of new
resource towns, including their social structurel @eonomic base (Robinson, 1962). Robinson
highlighted that these towns were created by in@lgntrepreneurs as a ‘necessary evil’ to progide
settlement for the workforce. As such, the compamag not only the major employer, but was also
often the sole employer and provider of amenisesyices as well as owning the majority of the land

and buildings in the town. At the time of writifgs book, Robinson found that two-thirds of the

® An excellent review of the earlier work on Canad#aples theory is found in the first seven pagfethe
Randall & Ironside article (1996) which focusestba ‘classic works’ of resource-dependent commesitin
Canada. The article covers the major and transftvenworks from Innis in the 1930s to Bradbury'sriwin
the 1980s.

®ltis important to highlight that academic litareg continues to recognize the differences betvesemtries
such as Canada and Australia from European coardtie to the geographical isolation of rural comities
(Liljenas, 1992).
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resource communities in Canada were company tovinbi® sort (Robinson, 1962). A major
identifier of these towns was the ‘boom call,” whiattracted a larger number of people to the town
who left once the need for labour was gone. Ralnirsdso noted the higher number of male workers
and the low levels of job opportunities for wom&wobinson, 1962).

Soon after Robinson’s work appeared, Rex Lucasighdd his book “Minetown, Milltown,
Railtown” (1971). This is considered to be the ewstone of academic study on the life cycle of
Canada’s single industry, resource dependent tdBnsce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005; Halseth &
Sullivan, 2002; Johnston & Lorch, 1996). The Lunasdel of community development outlines four
stages, presented in Table 3. In the first staggources are located, and a compeogstructs
operations, including setting up lodging for workerOnce operations are started, the company then
recruits skilled workers, often with their young familie#s the workforce stabilizes in stage three,
the management of the towransitionsto the community, as workers begin to purchasedsom
instead of renting. Finally, the community reachesturity and the youth population begins to
migrate to other community centers due to a lackobf mobility and post-secondary educational
opportunities (Lucas, 1971). A major aspect of tinedel is the transfer of management from the
company to the community followed by the maturiigge, which highlights the lack of job mobility
within the community. This model has acted asfthendation of Canadian resource community
study, but it does not examine possible futuregHfercommunity or some of the challenges that they
face (Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005). Recognizihig, the model was further developed by
Bradbury who incorporated the closure of the compato the original framework (Bradbury, 1984;
Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005).

Table 3: Lucas Model of Community Development

Town Management Stage Demographic/Characteristics
Company Construction High population turnover, ryogbung men
Recruitment Young family-oriented population, sgathnic mix
Community Transition Stable workforce
Maturity Lack of job mobility, youth out-migration

Source: Lucas, 1971; Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 20@&seth & Sullivan, 2002

Bradbury expanded the Lucas life cycle model in4l@&h the addition of the winding down
and closure stages. This addressed the issuelwiths’s life cycle model that not all resource
communities stabilize, especially those extracting-renewable resources, such as minerals, which

have a finite lifespan (Halseth & Sullivan, 2002)his extension of the model is important because
16



mining is a non-renewable resource extraction m®cthat often leads to the decline of the
community, post-extraction (Bridge, 2004). Gengrahe company is the primary employer and
closure of the resource operation results in vamtéd employment options, especially in mining

towns, due to the isolated nature of these commesnitThis loss of employment leads to a large in-
migration of temporary workers to close operatiand remove structures (Bradbury, 1984). Table 4
outlines the Lucas/Bradbury model with Bradburytdigions in italics. Figure 6 is a graphic

representation of the Lucas/Bradbury model for camity migration; the dotted line represents the

addition by Bradbury to the Lucas model.

Table 4: Bradbury Model of Community Development

Town Management Stage Demographic/Characteristics
Company Construction High population turnover, ryogbung men
Recruitment Young family oriented population, styathnic mix
Community Transition Stable workforce
Maturity Lack of job mobility, youth out-migration
Company Winding down  Job losses
(caretaker) Closure Out-migration

Source: Bradbury, 1984; Bruce, Ryser, & Halsetf)2Malseth & Sullivan, 2002

Construction Recruitment Transition Maturity | Winding Down

high

low

Population Change Via Migration

Time

®) Source: Halseth, 199!
Figure 6: Bradbury's Extension of the Lucas Model

Communities in decline may also experience a nurabether challenges, which are often in

part associated with the closure of the major eggsland reduction of community appeal to outsider
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investment and potential migrants (Bradbury, 198dice, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005). At any stage,
development of the community can stop with the t@ragy or permanent closure of the company
operation, adding uncertainty to the lifecycle (@uRyser, & Halseth, 2005; Johnston & Lorch,
1996; Paget & Rabnett, 1983). Critical to the angosuccess of the community, especially with
unplanned or sudden company closure, is pre-empltareing and diversified industries (Johnston &
Lorch, 1996; Mayer & Greenberg, 2001). This wasluded in the Halseth extension of the
Lucas/Bradbury model, which includes the possipilif alternative futures in resource towns
(Halseth, 1999a).

Halseth (1999a) identifies that resource comnmsitave different future options, including
winding down, as outlined by Bradbury, but alsanesuring and stabilizing (Figure 7) This work
drew heavily on Randall and Ironside’s 1996 pap®rst notably their descriptions of local economic
development in Canadian resource communities. Halaed Sullivan (2002) later proposed that
economic transition and sustainable community agraknt(including tourism) was a viable option
for community diversification. Table 5 outlines tHalseth (1999a) and Halseth and Sullivan (2002)
models with the additions to the Lucas/Bradbury eidd italics. There has not been a subsequent

published testing or expansion of the model sinakséth and Sullivan’s work.

Construction Recruitment Transition Maturity | Alternate Futures

high Winding Down

-

low

Population Change Via Migration

Time
t) Source: Halseth, 1999
Figure 7: Halseth’s Adapted Lucas/Bradbury Model

" In Halseth’s (1999a) paper, he also cautions abexisions to the Lucas and Bradbury model of resou
community development due to the inflexibility tacammodate communities with a different history or
which are more economically diverse. He also suggethe need for more testing.
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Table 5: Halseth Model of Community Development

Town Management Stage Demographic/Characteristics

Company Construction High population turnover, ryogbung men
Recruitment Young family oriented population, sfyeethnic mix

Community Transition Stable workforce
Maturity Lack of job mobility, youth out-migration

Company Winding down Job losses

(caretaker) Closure Out-migration

Community Alternative futures Economic transition with the goal of sustainable
(alternative to community development resulting in populatjon
closure and growth (restructuring) or stability (stability)
winding-down):
- Restructuring
- Stability

Source: Halseth, 1999a, & Halseth & Sullivan, 2002

A similar five-stage model was developed by RolRone (1998). This model built
indirectly on the life cycle work of Lucas/Bradbuand outlines the five stages of resource town
progression (Table 6). The model describes thigeseint of an uninhabited site and progression
through the rise and fall of the population, endinigh the closure of the resource operation and
abandonment of the town (Bone, 1998). This work e@sducted independently of Halseth’s. The
model focuses on a settled population, in contagie mobile population that is incorporated ia th

Lucas/Bradbury/Halseth model and the most basim fof the Bone model assumes community

abandonment.
Table 6: Bone Population Life-cycle Model of Resowe Towns
1 Uninhabited site Company announces plans to lauissource town
2 Sharp increase in population size  With the cotigrieof the construction of a company
town, workers and their families arrive
3 Population size stable Resource production reaitbepeak and the demand
for additional workers ceases
4 Sharp decrease in population size Company detdelse its operations: workers and
their families depart
5 Population size returns to zero Company closawmiihe and the town is uninhabited

Source: Bone, 1998
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Bone also identified four categories of resoumens. These are boom-bust towns, towns of
uncertainty, diversified towns and sustainable ®wiThe different resource towns are outlined in
Table 7. These categories are useful for drawbrgparisons, but it is important to note that only
boom-bust towns have predictable population pattéhat follow Bone’s lifecycle model (Bone,
1998). These categories single out mining townseaisy the most prone to the boom-bust cycle and
with the greatest need for diversification. Thes#egories are not meant to contradict the Bone

model, but, rather, act as an extension and rezedhe diversity of resource towns in Canada.

Table 7: Ability of Towns to Sustain the Life CycleThrough Revitalization/Diversification
Boom-bust towns - Single industry mining towns
Completed population life cycle
Remote location
Limited access to the outside
Competing with regional centers
Towns of uncertainty - Single industry mining towns
Early phase of population life cycle
Opportunity exists to diversify economic base
Diversified towns - Diversify economic base (e.g. from mining to seevienter)
Sustainable towns - Based on production of renewable resources (sutirestry)
Ability to avoid short life cycle of mining towns
Source: Bone, 1998, & Bruce, Ryser & Halseth, 2005

Building on these, and other models (including geeninal Butler model of destination
lifecycle), Bruce, Ryser, and Halseth (2005) sutgpgbsew categories for the economic life cycles of
rural resource-based communities. This life-cyitieludes five stages similar to those in the
Lucas/Bradbury/Halseth model; start-up, growthtgda, decline and alternative future. Details
about each stage are presented in Table 8, ana Palolutlines the different alternative futures

possible.
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Table 8: Bruce, Ryser and Halseth’'s Categories ofd®nomic Activity

Category Description

Start-up New community begins or community enters a sigaifity different
industry

Growth Expansion of physical boundaries and growth of jetpmn

Plateau Relatively stable economic activity

Decline Decline in the level of activity of industry whigitompted the start-up

Alterative Futures After a period of stability the community changesdne of five ways

(Table 9) through the transformation of a new industry (idahg growth, stability
and decline), a change in stability level of thegioal industry, or a
decommissioning or closure of the community

Source: adapted from Bruce, Ryser & Halseth, 2005

Table 9: Bruce, Ryser and Halseth’'s Categories oflfernative Futures

Category Description

Growth Aggressive economic transformation returns commuioitgrowth category
by transferring to other activities

Stability Economic activity is transformed but remains atilsinievel as before

Decline Transformation to a different economic activityl fand decline continues

Reduced Plateau Reduced plateau level in same primary activity
Decommission or  The decision is made to close the community afiggréod of decline
Closure

Source: adapted from Bruce, Ryser & Halseth, 2005

All three models assume a community starting pofra zero population. This is accurate for
company and planned towns built for the purposessdurce extraction. It is not representativa of
pre-existing settlement that became a single-imjusbmmunity through intensified resource
development, or communities that provide a sageliihse of operations in other locations. This
assumption that all resource towns &imilar historical objects’is a major point of concern raised
by Wallace against the validity of lifecycle modgk992, p. 10). Wallace acknowledges the
necessity of categorizing such towns; however, tgeies that they should not be thought of as
frontier towns, but as the normal, complex commasithey are (1992). The models also assume
that the typical progression of a community is awamment, post-resource extraction, with

restructuring and diversification as less commaerative futures. This model of community
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extinction is no longer typical of a Canadian reseucommunity, and though it is the reality for

some communities, it is no longer the typical lfele® (Wallace, 1992).

All the Canadian lifecycle models for resource camities include the reality that
communities may decline and be abandoned once megource operations cease. Company towns
are no longer encouraged by the Canadian governmedtinstant resource towns are a thing of the
past (Robinson, 1962; Wallace, 1992). Mining opers now source employment from nearby
existing communities or have moved to ‘fly-in, iy’ commuting schemes where workers are flown
in for multi-week shifts (Bruce, Ryser, & HalsethQ05; Bridge, 2004; McAllister, 2008; Bone,
1994). Rural mines draw from surrounding commaesitand are often in mining areas with an
existing population base within relatively closeximity. This eliminates the need for new resource
towns, but it does not address the issues beiregifag single-industry mining communities that are
facing the closure of the mine (the major employar)decline due to a closure that has already
occurred. Without diversification, the closure tbe mine may have many serious and lasting

negative effects on a community and region.

2.2.2 Effects of Closure on Mining Communities

Resource rich rural areas often have been viewagls as places for the extraction of
economically valuable resources and, as suchgéireldecline, once extraction ends and the area i
no longer a priority (Markey, Halseth, & Manson08@). Few of the economic gains from resource
extraction operations are re-invested locally, ttnganumerous development challenges (Markey,
Halseth, & Manson, 2006). Reduced interest by gowents to promote economic diversification, or
to support infrastructure, further limits the demhent options for resource towns (Markey, Halseth,
& Manson, 2008; Ryser & Halseth, 2010). All théaVes resource towns very susceptible to decline
and closure, when operations are no longer prdditamd production is shut down This is
especially true for mining communities that facerséned lifespans and expected closures due to the
exhaustive nature of the industry (Bridge, 2004n&bon & Lorch, 1996; Randall & Ironside, 1996;
Keyes, 1992).

8 Wallace (1992) gives special attention to north@mtario minetowns to illustrate the shortcomindsthe
models.
° Operations that are not economically viable duemarket changes but still have reserves may also be
suspended, and may resume operation once comnwadiitys are higher, or close if the market is utjike
shift in favour of the operation.
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Mining communities face a variety of developmentldmges. Many are small and in
geographically remote regions, with problems ofiemmental contamination and the associated
stigma (Johnston & Lorch, 1996; Keyes, 1992; Mdir, 2008). Although closure is the natural
(and only) outcome of the mining process, it i®hastraight-forward or anticipated (Keyes, 1992;
Mayer & Greenberg, 2001). Uncertainty in the lontyeof operations due to market fluctuations and
commodity value is a constant in the life of a mghicommunity, and operation closure, whether
planned or sudden, can create a sense of locahid¢bfayer & Greenberg, 2001; McAllister, 2008).
Northeastern Ontario has some of the oldest mingSanada, but most mines generally have life
spans of five to ten years and closure planningilshbe considered in advance, not just by mine
officials, but by community members as well (BruBgser, & Halseth, 2005; Carlson, Koepke, &
Hanson, 2011; Johnston & Lorch, 1996; Keyes, 199ayer & Greenberg, 2001). Mining
companies are now regulated to have environmentslue plans and the funds necessary to
implement the plan; communities must be equallyaptive in socio-economic planning for mine
closure.

Pro-active planning by the community is necessaryitigate the effects of mine closure
since the task is significantly more difficult onclesure has taken place. Millikarjun Rao and Ratha
(2005) identified a number of stresses common toendlosure and the linkages between these
factors. These are presented in Figure 8, whightihtes the widespread effects of mine closura on
community and the compounding nature of many ofdfiects. Of special note is the loss and
reduction of employment and wages, which leadsutentigration and a reduced standard of living
(McAllister, 2008; Millikarjun Rao & Pathak, 2005).Closures increase anxiety for individuals,
families and the community as a whole due to théegpread reduction in services, employment
opportunities and standard of living that are asged with mine closure. The degree of company
management of services can cause ripple effecssitiy in the loss or reduction of different
services, compounded by the reduced tax base (doh&sLorch, 1996; Millikarjun Rao & Pathak,
2005). The cost of infrastructure previously maiméd in whole or in part by the mine falls to the
community and without a new economic base, a contynumay be unable to support the cost
(Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Keyes, 1992). a Ivorst case scenario, the closure of the mine
can lead to the creation of a ghost town (John&taorch, 1996; Keyes, 1992).
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Figure 8: Socio-economic Impacts of Mine Closure

Decline or demise of a mine dependent communitydfigs been assumed to be a relatively
inevitable step in the lifecycle models of resouomenmunities, especially those extracting non-
renewable mineral resources. Models such as tp®radbury (1984b) and Bone (1998) provide
no alternative to decline, and those that inclutdl@ltéernative future and restructuring option, sash
the Halseth’s (1999a) model, still include commyrmiecline as a very real potential outcome. This
decline is often compounded by a delayed respamsuitigate negative effects such as job loss,
economic downturn and population out-migration (Elag Greenberg, 2001). A time lag in the
repercussions of events can be months or years;aars# a false sense of security in the community
due to delayed decline and short term economicsgafinmine closure. This highlights the need for
proactive diversification efforts while the minimgperation is operational and before a major event
triggers an economic downturn (Bruce, Ryser, & Els2005; Mayer & Greenberg, 2001).

The diversification of resource-reliant communities large and diverse field of study. This

Canadian-centric research has revealed diverse oaitynhistories and resource development paths.
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It is demonstrated that diversification can comeulgh seeking other resource industries, moving to
a service or government focus, increasing induspiasence and opportunity, and moving to a
tourism focus (Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005; H#is® Sullivan, 2002). A mix of industries is

ideal, to prevent dependency on a different seetbich may face challenges in the future (Cassel &
Pashkevich, 2011). In the worst cases, commundesine and are eventually abandoned, with
homeowners and business owners being forced to avedly from their property (Millikarjun Rao &

Pathak, 2005). In other cases, particularly ilr@anada, this scenario is avoided when tourism is

included as a component of a community’s diveratfan strategy (Johnston & Payne, 2005).

2.2.3 Summary

A number of academic studies have examined thd&iesabf Canadian resource towns and
tend to follow a ‘dust to dust’ model that assuraeommunity is created by a company for resource
extraction and will be abandoned when the operatioses. This was the reality of company towns,
but in more recent decades company towns haveiticaresl to communities independent of the
resource company. These communities have madeseftofind new economic activities to support
local residents. Highlighted time and time agairthie continuing need for economic diversification
in resource communities to reduce the impact ofeduction in resource-based employment.
Different diversification outcomes are presentedléernative futures in the lifecycle models and th
underlying assumption is that diversification willot begin until resource operations reduce
production or close. This puts the community disadvantage, which leads to a number of negative
socio-economic outcomes, including population les&l the loss of services. The modes of
diversification, which include tourism to reduce tikelihood of such outcomes, are examined in the

next section.

2.3 Resource Community Diversification through Tour ism

Just as Canadian resource town development is engm too is the process by which
communities transition to include a tourism indystResource-reliant communities need to generate
a diversified economic base to avoid decline affter closure or reduction of the major industry
(Chon & Evans, 1989; McAllister, 2008; Petrzelkaaknich, & Brehm, 2009; Reid, Taylor, & Mair,

2000 along with many others). Tourism, especiaiource- and nature-based tourism and recreation
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(NRBTR), is one option that is becoming a maingiayhe rural economy (Butler, 1998). NRBTR

has been highlighted as a key component for rueada@ian towns that are rich with marketable
natural assets (Boyd & Butler, 1999). A well-denged rural tourism industry can stimulate local
businesses, create employment opportunities, anedmgnized as a factor of regional social and
economic development. It can, thereby, become asneadevelop local infrastructure, facilities and
services for use by tourists and locals (Butled),K¢aJenkins, 1998).

Much of the work on tourism development in Canadesource-based communities focuses
on industrial heritage tourism and nature-basedaions (Bennett & Lemelin, 2010; Boyd & Butler,
1999; Koster & Lemelin, 2009). These works idgntifiany factors, such as community interest,
marketable attributes and a willingness to chatiugt, affect the success of diversification and the
creation or expansion of a tourism and recreatmustry in a rural setting. The different levefs o
stakeholders and decision-makers are also ideshtified it is often concluded that the best chaifice o
success is when all levels communicate clearlywork together to create a strategic plan that is
feasible and tailored to the community (Markey, 4é¢#th, & Manson, 2006). These levels include
individuals, entrepreneurs and local businessesatiaat the local level; regional cooperation or
competition between adjacent communities; and the devel (provincial and federal) that can be
pivotal for funding and legislation.

Parallels have been drawn between the resourcstiydand the tourism industry. Similar to
the boom and bust cycles of mining, tourism is @lsme to highs and lows. The Perdue, Long, and
Kang (1999) model of tourism; “boomtown” tourisngtronly has a similar name as the “boom-and-
bust” mining cycle, but parallels the sudden ladgelopment of mines with the sudden large
development of mass tourism (Davis & Morais, 20Bérdue, Long, & Kang, 1999). The more
widely used Butler model (1980) of mass tourismadepment indicates a slow beginning with a
steep building of tourism to the threshold wherengwnities face a variety of alternative futures.
These futures include decline, stagnation and egjatron (Butler, 1980), not unlike the stages of
maturity, winding down and diversification of resoe based communities of the
Lucas/Bradbury/Halseth model.

Schmallegger & Carson (2012) examined tourism thinoa staples-theory lens and made a
strong argument for the similarities, especially thliance on time, market and place resources with
the ability to be exhausted, particularly in rueald remote areas. Rural areas often capitalize on
natural assets for tourism, as does resource &érima@and the same factors that make resource

development expensive (e.g. physical terrain, skeason, labour sourcing) (Bone, 1992) would also
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apply to tourism. Markey, Halseth, and Manson @Q0firess that an understanding of the inherited
endowments of a place, such as location and almiledsources, is essential for successful
community development planning. This inherited emeent for development is the same for

resource extraction as for most tourism initiatifespecially NRBTR): both rely on place-based

attributes, and are likely to fail if planned withica proper context of the place and the location’s
attributes (Schmallegger & Carson, 2012).

Resource communities share many development amsification challenges, but mining
communities face additional difficulties. Thesdfidulties are a result of the high level of
environmental damage caused by mineral extradtianrequires costly remediation and reclamation,
as well as ongoing monitoring after closure. Tigurns impacts the efforts to include a tourism
industry, especially NRBTR, in economic diversifioa efforts, due to the aesthetics, and

environmental stigma and damage of mining operation

2.3.1 Tourism Planning in Rural Communities

To be most effective and successful, diversificatanning needs to be realistic and
implemented before the closure of the mine ancettmomic downturn of the community; this will
limit the lag time between operation closure and #tart-up of a new industry (Ballesteros &
Ramirez, 2007; Mayer & Greenberg, 2001; McAllist2908). Tourism developments (as well as
other diversification efforts) in single-industrgramunities, however, are often reactionary to exent
or notices by the major employ®¢Koster & Lemelin, 2009). The pressure from thsslof the major
industry, or the future loss, leads to a sensesmdion and crisis and need to develop and diversify
(Koster & Lemelin, 2009). In the past, communitiesded to turn a blind eye to the realities of the
loss of the major industry, and ‘trust’ in the eoys@r to come up with a solution (Edwards & Llurdés
i Coit, 1996; Mayer & Greenberg, 2001). This had to communities having a false sense of
security as the full extent of the loss of the esgpl is not felt during the lag time (Mayer &
Greenberg, 2001). This is further exacerbatedhbystart-up time needed for diversification efforts
(Koster & Lemelin, 2009; Mayer & Greenberg, 2001This lag time increases the risk of sites
becoming derelict before alternative uses are dpeel (Ballesteros & Ramirez, 2007; Mayer &

Greenberg, 2001). A proactive, community-basedagmh is advocated in the more recent planning

1 This is often true of heritage tourism developreenbtivated by the realization that the mining agien will
not be revived and are a response to the econaisis this creates (Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 198Gyer
& Greenberg, 2001).
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and tourism literature. Early planning also alldesa more efficient and cost effective reclamation
which is examined in section 2.4.1.

Efforts to diversify before mine closure can taklvantage of the larger tax base to provide
funding for development projects (Ryser & Hals&®10). It is important that diversification effert
begin while mining operations are still viable gmvide an economic footing for the community.
This is not always possible, especially in the aailsenexpected closures (Johnston & Lorch, 1996;
Mayer & Greenberg, 2001). It is also important gmvide alternative employment that will
encourage core population members (those who atetransient workers) to remain in the
community once mining operations end (Johnston &chp 1996). Waiting until after closure
reduces the tax base for development funding, whicturn, reduces the appeal of investors and the
rate of skilled worker retention (Mayer & Greenhef01). It can also create a ‘double crisis’
situation; with one crisis occurring as mining aggems end, and a financial crisis taking place as
markets are disrupted and jobs are lost (Martirendéndez, 2010). This further creates increased
unemployment and declining business activities (Mae-Fernandez, 2010).

Diversifying after closure can further exacerbdte difficulties that often accompany rural
tourism development. The economics of tourism bgreent are complicated, and the limited
economics of a rural town and setting increasesetliifficulties (Colocousis, 2012; Stern & Hall,
2010; Wilson, et al., 2001). Tourism in rural arés often characterized by seasonal, low paying
jobs, entrenched hierarchies, and ‘cliquish’ paditiDavis & Morais, 2004; Gill, 1999; Koster &
Lemelin, 2009; Wanhill, 2000). Early planning astcong local partnership help to limit these effect
and transition a single resource community to ideltourism.

A number of variables affect the competitivenessl auccess of a planned tourism
development. Markey, Halseth and Manson (2006)ntifye several of these for tourism
competitiveness (Table 10) and rural tourism dewelent (Table 11j. These summary tables
illustrate that many factors need to be considenetburism development planning and that the
number of barriers is disproportionately higher nthdne number of assets for rural tourism
development. It is important that communities aveare of these variables and aspects of rural

tourism when moving forward in diversification eff® Many of these are considered below.

1 please note: these lists are not exhaustive andodinclude some political and institutional facsor
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Table 10: Quantitative and Qualitative CompetitiveVariables

Quantitative Qualitative

Infrastructure: transportation, - Social capital: trust, collaboration (firm,
communication, industrial, power industry, communications, public bodies),
Production factors: productivity, social networks

technology - Innovation: networking, learning, human
Location: proximity to market, resources, capital development (capacity), tacit
growth corridors knowledge

Economic structure: Diversity, firm size, - Institutions: coordinating bodies, regional
support services strategy, flexibility, governance stability and
Amenities: cultural facilities, recreation, consistency

climate, natural environment

Source: Markey, Halseth, & Manson, 2006

Table 11: Variables of Rural Competiveness

Quantitative Qualitative

Asset - Cheap land - Strong social networks
Access to resources - Strong commitment to place
Natural amenities - High quality of life
Increasing access to education

Barrier - Weak economic base - Low levels of education
Low population - ‘Thin’ organizational and
Declining population institutional infrastructure
Aging population
Distance from: markets, capital, expertise
Weak communication infrastructure
Declining employment in primary industries

Source: Markey Halseth, & Manson, 2006

A major factor in the long-term viability of touris developments is the need for
developments to be a part of, and fit in to, thenewnity vision. Furthermore, there is a need to
include members of the community in planning e)ssj and support collaboration between
community members, entrepreneurs and governmeitiad$f (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011,
Frey & Spellerberg, 2011; Koster & Lemelin, 2009jshta, et al., 2012). Tourism development
planning should include both community and toursmecific goals. This will create an integrated
plan that addresses community development, locat-$rm and long-term needs, while remaining
realistic for the community (Mair & Reid, 2007).ufthermore, this allows for tourism developments
to not focus solely on economic development, bso & be used to address other needs and issues

within the community, such as the need for add#@ioacreation spaces (Mair & Reid, 2007).
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For this to happen, the local community needs tobelved in the decision-making process.
Community involvement also strengthens communitppsut and acceptance of development
opportunities and paths (Markey, Connelly, & Rosd|a2010). The locals that will be affected by
the development are encouraged to be involved.nnela then must accept their input to ensure
successful and positive development (Schiewenz0;28haw, 2002). The inclusion of residents in
planning and decision-making is highlighted in aminer of different works, including articles
focused on the process of redeveloping mine andrygsites as tourism attractions (Cole, 2004;
Ballesteros & Ramirez, 2007; Frey & SpellerberglP0 This collaboration can build long-term
positive working relationships and help to creaf#ae that is not simply borrowed recommendations
and practices, but is capable of both addressiagsfues and assets unique to the community and
region, and encouraging local buy-in (Markey, Cdiyne& Roseland, 2010; Markey, Halseth, &
Manson, 2006; Markey, Halseth, & Manson, 2008a).aniyl suggest that local, and resourceful,
stakeholders need to work internally for the depeient of long-lasting goals, while being respecful
of regional identity and its potential for chan@elliewenz, 2010; Shaw, 2002).

Many strategic plans include components that thenngonity and region have no
jurisdictional control over; however, increasingadb control can better address conflicts and reduce
parochialism (Markey, Halseth, & Manson, 2008b)ncréasing local decision-making power is
consistent with the principles of bottom-up deveh@mt, which is increasingly noted as a major trend
in the community economic development literaturaifM: Reid, 2007; Markey, Halseth, & Manson,
2008b; Wilson, et al.,, 2001). This developmentrapph requires local government leadership,
strong local actors, and a cooperative and sumgoltical population, all of which are consistently
highlighted as important factors for the succeskcdl development projects (Markey, Connelly, &
Roseland, 2010).

Cooperation between stakeholders, coupled witmgtleadership, is essential for the success
of rural communities, largely due to the lack afiding. This creates a need for efficient use afifu
to create a cohesive tourism package that maxintibeesise of community assets to appeal to and
capture the largest possible audience (ColocoR8E?; Markey, Halseth, & Manson, 2006; Stern &
Hall, 2010; Wilson, et al., 2001). Without suchoperation and collaboration, (or worse, with
conflict), the inclusion of new actors or new ideal be limited in the development efforts (Ryseer
Halseth, 2010). A lack of cooperation between llagavernments, businesses and community
members can amplify many, if not all, of the ecormowphallenges faced by mining communities to

develop and promote tourism (Davis & Morais, 2004lson, et al., 2001).
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The community as a whole needs to be supportivih@ftourism initiative and of tourist
visits for the venture to be successful (Wilsoralet2001). There is the risk of push-back frame
community members who may have a wariness of autsiditors, or be resistant to change
(Colocousis, 2012; Haugland, et al., 2011; Petezdtkannich, & Brehm, 2009; Wilson, et al., 2001).
Without community support, this resistance may &inthe effectiveness of tourism development
strategies and negatively impact tourists’ expeasn Local and regional institutional supportlgoa
necessary (Cassel & Pashkevich, 2011). To supperefforts and enhance implementation, local
residents need to be involved and made aware opdbgive effects of the development (Markey,
Connelly, & Roseland, 2010). It is also importémensure that this group of stakeholders does not
become entrenched and cliquish, which can lead tosular ‘club’ being created, which limits new
ideas and influences (Cassel & Pashkevich, 20This increases the risk that the tourism product
will reflect the vision of only the dominant intestegroup and not the community and wider range of
stakeholders (Cassel & Pashkevich, 2011).

The hospitality of the community, and attitude ofiism industry employees, has a direct
impact on the way tourists are treated and thedsyion visitors have of the community (Wilson, et
al., 2001). This, in turn, determines the natdrea@rd-of-mouth recommendations. |If visitors have
negative impression, then this can severely lilmt ¢thances of development success. On the other
hand, a proud community, which is respectful ofists, gives rise to positive tourist perceptiond a
experiences (Wilson, et al., 2001). These intdag#ssets are components of human and social
capital, which must be cultivated and strengthetedreate a competitive advantage (Ryser &
Halseth, 2010). When community members work tagyetih provides a sense of community, which
fosters local involvement and trust, further sttbeging the social capital of the community
(Markey, Halseth, & Manson, 2008).

Infrastructure can be, and often is, a major barte tourism developments in rural
communities. This is difficult to address with aniied economic base (Colocousis, 2012; Markey,
Connelly, & Roseland, 2010; Ryser & Halseth, 201The costs of infrastructure development and
improvement to develop and support tourism (comiyuagcess, amenities, etc.) are often more than
a small rural community can afford (Stern & HalD1®). These costs often require the aid of
development funding through government and NGO g (Colocousis, 2012; Stern & Hall,
2010). There are indications that collaborativenping efforts are increasing between community,
government and mine companies to develop infrastrecthat can continue to be an asset after
closure (Brereton, et al., 2006; Buultjens, et aD10; Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012; Markey,
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Connelly, & Roseland, 2010). Projects such as/iega mine fields planning, and the collaboration
involved, demonstrate how assets can be re-comlandde-bundled to create economic advantage
(Buultjens, et al., 2010; Ryser & Halseth, 2010)imited infrastructure not only limits the
attractiveness to tourists, but it limits the attigeness for developers and investors as well §R&s
Halseth, 2010). Beyond infrastructure developmemtmunities need to invest in efforts to increase
the appeal of the community and area to the toumsirket (Colocousis, 2012; Wilson, et al., 2001).

While intra-community factors are important, ingemmmunity cooperation is also a
component of successful rural tourism developmdé@#stinations within a region should not operate
in isolation from each other, and it is importaot Eommunities to realize that there is more to be
gained by working together than competing agairstheother (Haugland, et al., 2011). Many
examples are given in the literature of the positeffects that regional cooperation has on the
development and success of tourism as a diverdicatrategy, including an increase in innovation
and the promotion of new ideas (Haugland, et @112 Shaw, 2002). Much of it deals with the
reduction in competition through a holistic stratdbat plays to the strengths of each community
with a region (Colocousis, 2012; Haugland, et a011; Petrzelka, Krannich, & Brehm, 2009;
Wilson, et al., 2001). Creating a larger destoraimage with other communities helps to refleet th
geographical area and link various actors in theeld@ment efforts, which helps reduce competition
and increase cooperation for an integrated regiexérience (Haugland, et al., 2011).

Outside perception is a major barrier to develomngcessful tourism initiatives. Within a
region with a strong NRBTR industry; resource-basatimunities face challenges of environmental
stigma and negative external perceptions, which limit development (Cloke, Milbourne, &
Thomas, 1996; Colocousis, 2012). This challengeoised by a number of authors (e.g. Cloke,
Milbourne, & Thomas, 1996; Mayer & Greenberg, 200tKercher, 1992 and Wilson, et al., 2001).
Tourism, especially NRBTR, is place-oriented ane tbnvironment, community and region
surrounding the attractions are part of the ovgrattkage, and so need to be attractive to visitors
(Ryser & Halseth, 2010; Wilson, et al., 2001). sTkan require a re-branding and re-bundling of
assets to transition from the resource extractativities to those based around resource appreniati
and use (Colocousis, 2012; Ryser & Halseth, 2010).

Tourism development is identified as a key area doonomic diversification in rural
communities. Effective diversification efforts aideally developed before closure of a major
industry in the community. Planning should inclun#laborative efforts and clear communication

between community members, regional participatiod government bodies. Understanding the
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barriers to tourism and the benefits it offers Wwillp community members be realistic about planning
goals and visions for the community. This includes possible need for re-branding and shift in

employment opportunities.

2.3.2 Summary

Community economic diversification is a complex gament of community development.
Diversification planning is most likely to succeatien it is a collaborative effort in the community
and is proactive to the closure of a major employBiversification into tourism requires a shift in
community mindset including the reality that toari@mployment is typically seasonal with lower
wages. Understanding the regional context and wgrkooperatively with other communities can
increase the likelihood of success and reduce sssudirect competition. Re-branding plays a inle
this by providing the resource community an oppatjuto transition away from historical reputation
and the stigma often associated with resource-be@@dhunities. Planning for tourism must include
considerations of local mentality and historica&sti Reusing a mine site can help to bridge the
mining history of a community with the new future @ NRBTR destination. This will be discussed

in the next section.

2.4 Mine Site Use for Tourism

The need for mine land to be reusable after mimipgrations cease is becoming apparent,
especially as society aims to increase social,renmiental and economic sustainability (Odell,
Scoble, & Recharte Bullard, 2011). Governments@financial institutions and stakeholders are
putting pressure on companies to strive for vallded end uses, and dispelling the idea that mining
is a one-time use of land (Worrall, et al., 200®Pearman’s (2009) bodk01 Things to do With a
Hole in the Groundhighlights a variety of mine reuse projects thave garnered public interest.
Mine sites can be repurposed for a variety of uses) housing, industrial, and manufacturing
redevelopments being the most obvious, and comohas o the scale requirements and the risks of
future contamination from operations. Around therld, mines have been rebranded as industrial
and heritage attractions while operational andr aftesure (Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996). There
are also examples of mines becoming NRBTR sitet, theliberately and unintentionally, as mining

landscapes are returned to nature, either by retiamor abandonment, and being used informally.
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It is important not only to identify such projectsut to understand the benefits, liabilities and
development process of mine site reuse for tounisome form or another.

The body of literature that exists about mine sitese for tourism is limited, and heavily
focused on heritage and industrial tourism, anditbeature that does include NRBTR uses, is often
abstract or without depth (studies such as Solthamonadi, Osanloo, & Bazzazi, 263)0 This
literature provides insight into the developmeragass and subsequent benefits, or lack thereof, to
the community, and the findings help to guide fatoeclamation efforts (studies such as Carlson,
Koepke, & Hanson, 2011 and Shaw, 2002). Understgritie process of development is important
to the discussion of NRBTR mine site reuse to endhat planning is realistic and goals are
achievable. There is a small body of work globaltythe NRBTR use of former mine sites as part of
the diversification strategy employed by mining coomities or regions, and what the role of these
sites is in the larger diversification strategyud¥ of the work is focused in the German Lusatikel a
and Ruhrgebeit Districts. There is a small bodywofrk about English, Spanish and American
communities and regions as WallThere are many parallels with the larger ruraveftepment
literature, but the role of the mining and reclammatindustry for expertise, earthmoving ability and
site specific knowledge is highlighted, along witte increased role of government (both for

legislative and financial reasons).

2.4.1 Mine Site Considerations

General mine site considerations need to be adztdsfore examining the tourism specific
literature about mine site reclamation and redereknt. These factors affect the viability and
suitability of mine sites for post-mining uses aré needed as contextual information for mine site
reuse, keeping in mind that each site is unique ewely country has different standards and
requirements. These factors include major remiediatoncerns (such as contamination leaching),
changes in Canadian regulations about mine clospresent day mine closure issues and
infrastructure use, public health and safety camgesind on-going monitoring needs. There are four

categories of factors for consideration in postimgnland-use determination: mine site factors,

12 (Soltanmohammadi, Osanloo, & Bazzazi's 2010 artiotuses on a mathematical selection processofr p
mining land development and considers a numbeaabfs but does not provide examples of successful
developments.

13 Much of the literature is in English, but theree avorks in German, Spanish and Chinese that were
unavailable for this study.
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technical factors, economic factors and social of@ct(Soltanmohammadi, Osanloo, & Bazzazi,
2010).

Mining is an extractive, non-renewable industrytthequires the segregation of desired
minerals from the ore body. This requires the moset of a large amount of material to reach the
ore, as well as physical structures onsite to sugpe operation. Metal and fuel mineral mines in
particular are difficult to reclaim with waste rotaking up a larger volume then it did before realov
(due to the need to move and crush a large amdurdc& for a proportionately small yield of
desirable material), tailing ponds needing ongairmitoring, acid rock drainage, and structuralsisk
posing long-term dangers to the area (Bowman & B&l®98; Bridge, 2004; Zhang, et al, 2011). A
larger volume is removed with open-cast mining tinéth underground mining, and the relative ease
of access with open pit mining makes it economycathble to mine lower quality ore bodies than in
underground mining (Bridge, 2004; Zhang, et al1D0 These onsite (primary) modifications are
coupled with the secondary geomorphological featin@nges, which include debris fans, sand bars
and turbid rivers (Bridge, 2004; Bowman & Baker9&89Zhang, et al., 2011).

Prior to government enforced mine regulation,ssitere often abandoned, once the mineral
source was exhausted, or orphaned if the comparsy nalonger able to support the operation
financially (Worrall, et al., 2009). Abandoned misites can be unsafe and potentially contaminated,
and are left for communities and governments td déh, or in many cases are in an unpopulated
area and are left as is (Bridge, 2004). Abandonie@ sites are a health and safety risk from playsic
characteristics as well as an environmental rigknfrchemical attributes such as tailings and
industrial materials and contaminates (Bridge, 2@Ddrlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Mishra, et
al., 2012; MacKasey, 2000; Mitchell & Mackasey, TR9

Adding complexity to the issue of abandoned anghaned mines is the often unclear
coordination role of the government. In Canadajawiare the jurisdiction of provinces. However,
with increased environmental awareness, combindutiwe existence of many pre-Confederation era
mines, CANMET and Natural Resource Canada are mgag lead role in the coordination of
abandoned mines (MacKasey, 2000). Furthermor&0il, the National Orphaned/Abandoned
Mines Initiative (NOAMI) was created to develop perships and implement remediation of
orphaned and abandoned mines across Canada (NOZMB). As companies began to take
responsibility for the reclamation of sites, headthd safety risks were the first to be addressed, a
mine shafts were capped to prevent unauthorizechresg (Bridge, 2004; Mitchell & Mackasey,

1997). In recent decades, these efforts have bégunclude environmental considerations and
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clearer legislation about the requirements for sltsure and remediation to return the site to a
functioning ecosystem (Bridge, 2004). Very recgmressure has increased for mines to benefit the
community beyond closure; to provide socio-econoopigortunities through contentious reclamation
(Waggitt, 2011).

As legislation controlling the closure of mine séeolves, so too has the industry’s ability to
reclaim mines. Mine reclamation efforts in an idearld would allow the company to walk away
from the site and have a fully functioning ecosystavithout risk, available for use (Bowman &
Baker, 1998; Kline, 2001). This is rarely the cagsually, a site can be returned to a state ctersi
with the surrounding area, but the functioning loé site can be severely compromised (Carlson,
Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Kline, 2001). Governmeamd communities do not want to be left with
an industrial legacy that has the potential to &ieithental to the area, and companies do not veant t
have responsibilities to an area long after theuee has been exhausted or operations have ended
(Alker & Stone, 2005; Bowman & Baker, 1998; Carls#mepke, & Hanson, 2011). Accordingly,
there is an onus to create a landscape and landhasecommunities and governments feel are
adequate to future needs and are, therefore mkely lio share in the responsibilities of the site.
Planning for a concurrent or future use of theardor NRBTR can change the remediation goals
and plans that are guiding the company in prepattiegland to be passed on to the community
(Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011).

Different scenarios should be considered that pm@te ecosystem functioning, but which
are flexible enough to allow for other uses (Doléuydet, & Mulligan, 2012; Soltanmohammadi,
Osanloo, & Bazzazi, 2010; Bangian, Ataei, SayadGBolinejad, 2012). This may result in shifting
the ecological function of the site away from thhe-mining conditions (Doley, Audet, & Mulligan,
2012). The practical goals may not match the idsahany key landscape features of the ecosystem
prior to mining may no longer exist, or are no lengn asset to the surrounding landscape.
Economic, social and physical constraints mustnmduded in planning and there needs to be an
awareness that these can change through the nopemgtion and rehabilitation process (Bangian, et
al., 2012). Advanced planning for closure is higfiled for the mitigation of negative economic
impacts and creation of a new opportunity for tommunity (Zhang, et al., 2011). Mining activities
can create a new landscape that complies with aggok while making full use of the existing
landscape resources with minimal reconstructioretmmomic development. The earlier this occurs,
the better; earlier reclamation planning leadsatliyeo cost-savings for mining companies (Warhurst
& Noronha, 2000).
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Beyond the regulatory requirements and site devedop considerations for Canadian mine
reuse, the peripheral, rural nature of mining comities can be a liability for attracting visitors,
especially because of a lack of, or challenges,véitltess (Brereton, et al., 2006; Buultjens, et al.
2010; Randall & Ironside, 1996). Studies in NorthAustralia about the promotion of Aboriginal
and nature-based tourism found that promoting attesishad increased access due to hard mining
infrastructuré® (roads, airstrips, etc.) reduced pressure on carities and allowed for longer term
planning of infrastructure (Brereton, et al., 20Béwultjens, et al., 2010). Sharing mine infrastuue
requires planning and a source of economic fundmgsupport the ongoing maintenance of
infrastructure once the mine is no longer operatidBrereton, et al., 2006; Millikarjun Rao &
Pathak, 2005). This also allows for infrastructtordoe prioritized and upgrades made in partnership
with the mine company before closure (Breretonalet2006; Buultjens, et al., 2010). Transport
routes from former operations can be used to superism developments, especially those
associated with the mine site such as industridl teritage attractions, and repurposed landscapes
(Cole, 2004).

The physical and environmental considerations oihing limit the development
opportunities, but do not prevent it entirely. Ténds the opportunity to create a post-mining
landscape that serves a purpose within the comynwsion for future development, including
industrial and heritage attractions. There aresfesxamples of mines becoming NRBTR attractions,
but it is an option that is worth considering wheessible, highlighted by the fact that it is often
mentioned as an abstract option in the academamatiire (for example, Bangian, et al., 2012, discus
post-mining land use decision making without prowidexamples of sucessful projects). It is
preferable to find approaches to mine closure ¢thedite opportunities for future economic activities
or social benefits, and prevent the loss of lardl the creation of negative legacies (Waggitt, 2011)
Soltanmohammadi, Osanloo, & Bazzazi (2010) and ghahal. (2011) both include tourism land-
uses in their studies of post-mining land-use deteation frameworks. This indicates that it has
been considered as a viable option for post-miramgd planning. There are also secondary
environmental and social benefits for the surrongdarea (Levi & Kocher, 2006; Mishra, et al.,
2012). Zhang et al. (2011) note that landscapenphg in mine closure areas brings tourism benefits
and can stimulate economic and social benefits dstoring the recreational potential of the

landscape.

14 As opposed to soft infrastructure such as econtwdth, government and enforcement systems.
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It is very important to address the challengestedldo the size of mining operations, the
degradation of the landscape, and the generallyjphexal location of mining operations and
communities in planning for the future of touriskdvards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996). By planning in
advance, essential safety, hazard and contaminasoes can be addressed before closure, limiting
the level of constraint on the potential for toariplanning (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011,
Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996). Issues with theestion of suitable elements, determining
ownership, development timeframe and viability (sas whether there will be enough visitors) can
also be addressed (Conesa, Schulin, & Nowack, 20083} important to have a land use plan that is
implemented at closure and includes the futureofigke site, allowing the mine to transition from a
mining operation to a post-mining land use durimg ¢tlosure phase (Zhang, et al., 2011). By doing
S0, mining activities can leave a new landscapeftwrides opportunities for future land owners and

minimizes post-mining risks and negative impactsafzy, et al., 2011).

2.4.2 NRBTR Mine Site Use

Mining is by nature a destructive industry that aofs many natural landscape features at,
and near, the operation. In contrast to typicalvg, this can be seen as an opportunity to create a
landscape that not only fits with the surroundimgisnment and topography, but has value-added
use for the community. NRBTR (whether at an umnlistd or naturalized site) has the risk of over
use and depletion and needs to be properly martageasure long-term use and limit environmental
impacts (Bennett & Lemelin, 2010; Boyd & Butler,989 Butler, Hall, & Jenkins, 1998; Johnston &
Payne, 2005; Schmallegger & Carson, 2012). Reusimge sites for NRBTR allows for
developments outside of protected areas on a lapdgaurposefully made for recreational and leisure
uses that fit the marketed tourism package of timancunity (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011,
Dickmann, 2011). This can help mitigate risks vémse and landscape damage, and beyond this,
allows for the creation of a landscape tailorethtovision and needs of the community.

It is not usually possible to return mining laindtihe same state that pre-existed the operation
(Doley, Audet, & Mulligan, 2012; Soltanmohammadisadloo, & Bazzazi, 2010). In these cases,
alternative developments should be considered. migkes of mine site reuse for NRBTR can be
found that vary in scale, planning and successl€T4® in Appendix A provides a catalogue of the
examples found in the academic literature). Chpitg on landform changes and the exposed

geological formations, mine sites have provided aopymities to create geotourism attractions
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(geological-based attractions), a near-perfect NRBfieuse match (Dewar & Miller, 2011).
Landform changes can also be used as the basiscfeated naturalized landscape that suits a yariet
of NRBTR attractions (Waggitt, 2011), including éscapes (von Bismarck, 2010), recreational
spaces (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011) and na@sed art installations (Korostoff, 2010).

The literature on mine site reuse for NRBTR isghsful, but limited®. A large portion of
the works identify sites, but tends to providdditbr no information about the planning involveuk t
success of the site, or the social consideratiohise IBA efforts in East Germany, including the
Lusatia Lakes, has the largest body of work amaften used as an example or as the study focus in
recent papers (for example: Dickman, 2011; Lingadday, & Rodwell, 2007; Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst,
2012; and Shaw, 2002). Of the sites identified studlied, more than one quarter are former coal
mines, and almost another quarter are former gattesn The rest are mainly copPetiron and
uranium metal mines. Half of the sites are locateGermany, the UK or the USA and only half
have economic advantages to the sites throughegpdiielnce, amenity fees or other fee-based aspects.
Most are open, free access, public spaces. In sfrtige cases, the site is mentioned in passing,
while in others (about two-thirds), it is the mdotus. Few, however, provide information about
how the site came to be, and those that do tefatts on the engineering aspects (such as Davison,
1997) and land-forming aspects, rather than saegidlplanning components. Articles that stand out
for addressing the social and planning componamtude Carlson, Koepke & Hanson (2011),
Dickman (2011), Lintz Wirth & Harfst (2012), WredeMugge-Bartolovi (2012), and Shaw (2002).

The goal of the post-mining landscape should berémote ecological, social and economic
capacity for the community. On the social sidglaihning, the redevelopment of mine sites should
include considerations and opportunities for futlmedowners and community members, while
minimizing post-mining risks (Ling, Handley, & Ro@¥, 2007; Zhang, et al., 2011). Within the
literature about mine site reuse, many of the astBtress the importance of the final design of the
reclamation being compatible with the current laisé- of the surrounding area and overall
community plan (Dickman, 2011; Doley, Audet, & Mghn, 2012; Soltanmohammadi, Osanloo, &

Bazzazi, 2010). Relating the environmental go&lpast-mining land to the social and economic

!5 There is work focused on the reuse of quarry sgtesh as Frey & Spellerberg (2011) and Mansfel®2).9
These were not included due to the different nabfithe quarry operations compared to mining, sagkthe
larger volume of waste produced by mining and ttid eock drainage characteristic of metal mineseyR
Spellerberg (2011) note the lack of information @bthe process of turning large excavation sitegth(b
mining and quarrying) to usable assets through conityymanagement in their work.

16 Copper mines often have other metals extracteu fte same site, but for simplicity, were listedcapper
mines in this study if it was the main metal exteglc This is true for other metal mines as well.
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factors of the area would bridge the divide betwaeirelict or unusable land to a reclaimed landscape
with a range of societal and commercial valuesfandtions (Doley, Audet, & Mulligan, 2012; Ling,
Handley, & Rodwell, 2007; Shaw, 2002). This brimpiof societal values can include aspects of
industrial heritage tourism. For example, eco-musew@nd open air museums have been created
using mining structures that capitalize on both lieeitage of the area and the natural amenities
(Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996).

Planning for closure is highlighted as necessarthanliterature, but various authors stress
that it has historically been the exception, netrille. That being said, Canada, along with a rrmb
of countries, now has firm legislation, includirfgetOntario Mining Act, which guides the closure of
mine sites (Part VII). Diversification efforts, Wwever, are often reactionary, and mine site resise i
equally, or more so, a reactive instead of proactesponse (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011,
Mayer & Greenberg, 2000). Mayer and Greenberg@@@@ovide various examples of communities
that placed trust in outside intervention (whicther did not occur, or did not occur to the leved t
community expected), and demonstrated that praagifianning would have created a more pleasant
and successful transition. By trusting that rettgs@ent would occur, the landscape may remain
damaged and become overlooked by developers (Hagdley, & Rodwell, 2007; Lintz, Wirth, &
Harfst, 2012). Proactive planning, which allowsritine closure and rehabilitation to incorporate th
post-mining land use features, also reduces the afoslosure operations (Warhurst & Noronha,
2000).

The cautionary tale of a reactionary nature of dit@elopments also means that the time
between closure and a new economic and/or soc@lofishe site is delayed, leaving the area to
become derelict and a deterrent to investment (Aké&tone, 2005; Mishra, et al., 2012). During
this time, there is also a greater chance of skiNerkers leaving the community to seek employment
elsewhere (Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005). Plagpnimadvance of the mine closure allows the
community to provide input without the stress anelspure of decline. It may also encourage people
to stay in the community to maintain the positiggdcy that they have helped create. This, in turn,
can help increase the resiliency of the communjtyhélping to coordinate the rehabilitation of the
mine with the diversification of the economy (LinW/irth, & Harfst, 2012).

Successful projects require collaborative stakedrsldto guide project planning and
implementation, as well as communicate with the momty. It is important to identify the
stakeholders for such development projects to enthat the necessary people have a seat at the

table, including at the regional and provincialde(Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012). Several authors
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identify various stakeholders (including governmempresentatives) for various stages, most
commonly (in no particular order): community mensheagovernment/municipal officials, company
representatives and a representative of the emaatal authority (e.g. Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson,
2011; Soltanmohammadi, Osanloo, & Bazzazi, 201Dhe company responsible for the site has a
legal stake in the land, as well as the abilityamodel the site (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011;
Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012). It is in the compgs interests to create a site that the community w
respond positively to, thereby increasing the ckanhat responsibility for the site can be shared
with, or transferred to, the community (Bridge, 20@ardner & Bell, 2007). The community is
highlighted as often being given little or no voiehether perceived or in reality), but with the
largest stake in the repurposing development ofilee Because of this, it is also important teeha
someone of influence in the community who can naéntthe momentum of the vision and
champion the need for tolerance and a collaboragiieeess, especially where relations between the
mining interests and the community have historych#en poor (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011).
This individual needs to communicate to local resid how the project will have widespread benefit
(Shaw, 2002). The resounding theme is the neeadbaboration of all stakeholders during the
process (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; IBA, 2@z, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012).

Local acceptance of the project and its benefitd mwiprove the chances of successful
collaboration essential to innovation and efficigi€Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Shaw, 2002).
Effective collaboration requires clear goals angpstto complete the plan (Carlson, Koepke, &
Hanson, 2011). Foundational planning that allos ey decisions to be made in a methodical
manner is important to project success. This vpgsigent in Carlson, Koepke and Hanson’s (2011)
study of the redevelopment work done in the Medaln Range. Here, planning actions for the
project took a decade to complete before constmdiegan. Carlson, Koepke and Hanson'’s (2011)
identified process fundamentals for a positive cessful project, which stressed the importance of
local stakeholder collaboration. The use of lodmns enhances collaboration and local
empowerment (Shaw, 2002). Smaller, local firmsadse more likely to stay in the area and adapt to
changes and innovate than are larger multinatiof&tsw, 2002). This ensures a local focus and
encourages a more holistic restructuring that setuthose who will be affected (Dickman, 2011,
Shaw, 2002).

Finances are a critical component of a successajeqt, alongside the more socio-cultural
aspects. Funding for projects may not be providedhe group that is running the site, making

communication and updates important (Frey & Spedey, 2011). Funding for many of the projects
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identified in the academic literature initially cem from corporate partners, and government
development and grant programs, making the needsétfrsufficiency essential to ensure site
longevity (Alker & Stone, 2005). The degradatidrttee landscape, size, and peripheral nature of a
mine are barriers to attracting development investnand add to the development and maintenance
costs (this is the case with heritage and indugimaism at mines as well) (Cloke, Milbourne, &
Thomas, 1996; Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996). THite is unlikely to provide the same level of
economic activity as the mine could and, as suwobulgl not be the only means of diversification for
the community (Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012; Sha®0)02). The recreational benefits of an improved
environment are not completely observable as manieetsactions, and so require non-market
valuations to fully evaluate and understand theeben(Mishra, et al., 2012; Shaw, 2002). This can
reduce the interest of stakeholders in NRBTR deraknts of mine sites, but understanding such
projects are a component of creating the rightassecbnomic environment, for development helps to
increase interest (Shaw, 2002).

Mine reuse that focuses on NRBTR does not needagedhe history of the site; aspects of
the previous use can be incorporated into the dpwatnt to enhance the experience. Structures and
landscape changes associated with mining can embiwyheritage and cultural memory of the
location, and act as a monument to the past. ntdliaing these structures is often important to
communities as a way of maintaining a connectiotihéir roots and celebrating local history, as well
as creating a vivid and interesting tourist aticact(Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996; Conesa,
Schulin, & Nowack, 2008; Ballesteros & Ramirez, 20Cassel & Pashkevich, 2011). There is a
growing appreciation for mining landscapes andrthitorical and cultural significance, as well as
the juxtaposition these sites create with nat@madiscapes in the immediate area (Cole, 2004; Hosper
2002). By including these landscapes into the’sutearism offerings, a cultural attraction is desgh
that can help bridge the community and touristsl, amovide an opportunity for locals to share their
history (Ballesteros & Ramirez, 2007; Cole, 200dw@&rds & Llurdés i Coit, 1996; Castillo, Lopez-
Guzman Guzman, & Vazquez de la Torre, 2010; Ballest& Ramirez, 2007). Including aspects
of heritage can create a more varied product withenlNRBTR offering of a former mine site.

Industrial and heritage tourism can help improve perception of the region and attract
economic resources when promoted effectively (Ca084; Hosper, 2002). In instances where the
mine is still operational, industrial tourism prete an opportunity for improving community
relations, and providing and education and tourddtraction without the added cost of maintaining
the site (Rudd & Davis, 1998; Pretes, 2002). Bbth Bingham Canyon Copper Mine in the USA
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and the Potosi Silver Mine in Bolivia are excellexamples of this (Rudd & Davis, 1998; Pretes,
2002). Such sites can more easily be transitidoeleritage sites once mining operations end,
though the maintenance costs and requirementseditié and structures may be beyond the capacity
of the community and more than the tourism spendang support (Alker & Stone, 2005; Wanhill,
2000). Costs of maintaining the site notwithstagdheritage tourism alone is not generally enough
to provide employment and incoming funds for thenomnity. Furthermore, a number of authors
have identified that mining heritage and industt@irism attractions as stand-alone attractions are
not enough to replace the economic activities ofoperational mine (Balcar & Pearce, 1996;
Ballesteros & Ramirez, 2007; Cole, 2004; Wanhili0Q).

The limited ability of the attractions to encouradgeger visitor stays further reduces the
economic viability of heritage and industrial tami as stand-alone attractibhsResearch suggests
that most visitors tend to be day visitors with l@vels of spending (Cole, 2004; Castillo, Lopez-
Guzman Guzman, & Vazquez de la Torre, 2010; Hosti#2; Wanhill, 2000). Often these visitors
spend little time on site and the time spent i§@eaided, limiting the employment opportunities for
guides, which further reduces spending and locgleyment (Balcar & Pearce, 1996). Heritage
sites tend to have low employment levels, low wagesl seasonal jobs, and as such, these
developments have relatively low impacts on redicgraployment (Cole, 2004; Hosper, 2002).
Therefore, it is better to include the mining regié as one attraction within a larger offering, sitdy
within the mine site, by including open-air exhibiand a wider variety of attractions on ¥ite
(Edwards & Llurdés i Coit, 1996). Encouraging lengtays through a larger offering of tourism
attractions increases spending and is essentighdoviability of the diversification efforts and
transitioning of communities from mining towns toutism destinations (Balcar & Pearce, 1996;
Cole, 2004; Hosper, 2002). The main economic atdemnof heritage tourism is the improved place-
image it creates for the community and region, Wigan have a strong positive role in attracting
investment and visitors (Cole, 2004; Edwards & H&s i Coit, 1996; Hosper, 2002).

In summary, the literature suggests that mine reitese for NRBTR is an opportunity not
often employed to support NRBTR within a communits with any tourism development, clear
communication and realistic visions are criticabtsuccessful project. Earlier planning allowsdor
more seamless transition between land uses anebises the chance of a mining company partner to

help with earth moving, technical and financial exdp of the project. Stakeholders must be clear

" There are a few exceptions to this, such as thalititka Salt Mine in Poland (Edwards & Llurdés iiCo
1996; Hosper, 2002)
18 Zeche Zollverein and Landschaftspark in Germaeygaod examples.
43



about the development and maintenance needs of magbcts to ensure that on-going costs are
within generated revenue. Such projects have @en lvell studied, in part due to the limited number
of examples, but they do provide an innovative wajnteract with the mining heritage of the area

and can include industrial components in the laape@nd site design.

2.4.3 Summary

A mine site provides an opportunity for the comityto design and construct a purposefully
built NRBTR site on already disturbed land. Regligoals about the objectives and outcomes of a
project are important for planning an end use ibagligned with the long-term vision of the
community. Former mine sites are often marketeleagage and industrial attractions, which can
act as a monument for the history of the commulityare costly to upkeep. Heritage aspects could
be maintained with the NRBTR attraction to bridige mining heritage with the tourism industry. By
redeveloping the site as a new asset, the commecaitynaintain ties to the past while demonstrating

an innovative mentality.

2.5 Summary

This chapter has reviewed and assessed the literabn Canadian resource-based
communities, the effects of the loss of industrysirch communities, the tourism diversification of
rural communities, including the use of a mine.sdResource communities in Canada are described
by a number of models, all of which highlight thectline of the community if economic
diversification is not pursued or successful (BiuRgser, & Halseth, 2005; Mayer & Greenberg,
2001). Tourism is often used as a tool for develept and diversification, and has been used for the
development of rural and remote areas; the samasamhere primary resource extraction has
occurred (Reid, 1998; Schmallegger & Carson, 201Rjversification before mine closure greatly
increases the chances of continued socio-econdafidity of the community after closure (Mayer &
Greenberg, 2001). A coupling can be created betvidRBTR and mining operations in rural and
remote areas through shared infrastructure, ingysianning and community development initiatives
(Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011; Frey & Spellegh@011). With diversification already in place,
an exhausted mine site can potentially be reclaitnedot only fit the surrounding landscape and

ecosystem, but to also fit within the NRBTR pronabi@ the community and region (Carlson,
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Koepke, & Hanson, 2011). Encouraging economicviiets and industries that will remain after
mining operations end and creating opportunities falue-added uses of post-mining land are

important to the longevity of the community.

2.5.1 Gaps

A number of gaps exist in the literature that hagrbdiscussed here. First, the existing
lifecycle models for resource-based communitiesndbaccommodate the inclusion of tourism in
economic activities prior to a reduced dependengynuning activities (due to either reduced
production level or operation closure). Second,ititlusion of NRBTR in resource communities has
been assessed on a case-by-case basis, but arésigev for the purpose of resource-based
community development has not been undertaken imaa Third, few international studies, and
almost no Canadian research, has considered the oéumine sites for NRBTR. Thus, little is known
about their development process, their site maimted, or their stakeholders.

This thesis addresses the identified gaps in thdeic literature through systematic study.
The gaps in lifecycle models will be addressed tmppsing a new model of minetown evolution.
Northern Ontario minetowns will be used to asskegptroposed model, and the inclusion of NRBTR
in minetowns. Finally, the gaps in mine site reisseNRBTR will be addressed using two case study
communities to provide insight into the social aspeof the process of redevelopment, the
maintenance and the use of such sites in a Canadrdaxt. Northern Ontario minetowns are suited
for study to address these gaps due the regiont history of mining, large share of the Canada

mining industry, and identified NRBTR niche.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter identified key gaps in therditure, which this study attempts to
partially fill. In this chapter, the methodologgad to meet the study’s objectives is presented. Th
research objectives are first restated, data ¢alleand analysis methods are then described,atthic
considerations are then explained, and, finallythodological challenges and limitations are
presented. The goal is to provide the reader withraderstanding of how this mixed methods study

was conducted.

3.2 Objectives

As described in Chapter 1, this study is guidedHhgyresearch questiohléw can mine-site
NRBTR be incorporated as a diversification strateggiorthern mining communities?The study is

framed by five objectives:

1. to develop a mining lifecycle model that accommedativersification;

2. to apply the model to northern Ontario minetovars] to describe how population and labour
force changes as communities move through the riscstalges;
to determine when tourism, specifically NRBTR,ngoduced during minetown evolution;
to assess the process by which a mine site isiticares], maintained and used for NRBTR in
two case study sites; and,

5. to provide recommendations to mining community skaltders for including NRBTR at

reclaimed mine sites, as part of a diversificattrategy.

Described in the next section is the sequentialettimethods approach with case studies used to

collect data to meet these objectives.
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3.3 Research Design and Strategy

The research design of a study is the planned apbrfor collecting data to answer the
research question (Babbie, 2001; Creswell, 2008jithin the research design are the theoretical
assumptions held by the researcher, the broad agtegf inquiry, and the more detailed
methodologies and instrumentation used to colledtanalyse the raw data (Babbie, 2001; Creswell,
2009). Understanding how the researcher develtpednethodologies used to collect and analysis

data are important for ensuring the validity of theults and findings of the study.

3.3.1 Theoretical and Research Framework

As much as researchers try to limit preconceiveitbns and remain neutral, researchers do
work within a theoretical framework that helps aquithe research questions and methods. The
researcher used an explanatory and deductive agprima answer the research question. An
explanatory strategy is used to explain a phenoneitag studied by producing quantitative trends
and then using qualitative data to gain furtheigims(Babbie, 2001; Creswell, 2009). A deductive
approach develops principles, theories or modeliesxribe the phenomena being studied and uses
observations for testiny(Babbie, 2001). These two approaches pair wellsiit the nature of this
study. The research design selected was mixedoaelttgy, which generally has a pragmatic
philosophical position (Creswell, 2009). This albthe researcher to ‘focus on the consequence of
the research’ (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 41)

3.3.2 Research Design

In very general terms, research approaches canebmmd as quantitative (empirical
observations and measurements), qualitative (qdb@i observations), or mixed methods
(employing both qualitative and qualitative method€reswell, 2009). These are the general
categories of design, not the specific methodokgieinstruments for data collection. Within these
general categories, a number of research designavailable and the most appropriate design must
be determined to address the research questiorolgedtives. Table 12 lists the most common

research designs with a brief description of ea&hy designs inappropriate for this study are tiste

¥ This is in contrast to an inductive approach, Wwhises observations to build a theory or hypoth@sasbbie,
2001).
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asrejected designs with the potential for use are listed@ssidered and those selected for use in
this study are listed aselected A brief summary of the reasoning for the decis®mincluded in the
table. Designs listed as considered and selectd further explored and are discussed in greater
detail in the following paragraphs. The reasorfimgthe rejection of obviously unsuitable designs

are listed in the table and not discussed in metaildn this section in the interest of space.

48



Table 12: Research Designs

Category Design
Quantitative Inventory
(empiricaland  desigR°

Selected / Considered
Rejected

Numerical description and Selected

assessment of trends

Brief Description

numerical Experimental
measurements) design

Tests an impact through the use &fejectec No control
controllable variables over variables

Qualitative Narrative
(descriptive
observations)

Collaborative retelling of the Considered
combined views from participants
and researcher

Phenomenology

Interpretative research focusingGomsidered
individual perceptions of
experiences and events

Ethnography

Prolonged study of people in theejectec does not
natural environment apply to research focu

Action research

Participants are involved in Rejectec not possible
designing steps for change to be in study context/scale
observed in the study

Case study

In depth study of one or more Selected
examples of the phenomenon

Grounded theory

Theory and methodology are  Rejectec does not
developed as the research is allow for structured
conducted methods

Mixed methods  Sequential
(using both

qualitative and

quantitative

methods)

Expand on findings from one  Selected
method by use of the another
(either explanatory using
gquantitative methods followed by
qualitative research or exploratory
using qualitative methods followed
by quantitative research)

Concurrent

Quantitative and qualitative dataRejecteddoes not
are merged for comprehensive allow for trends to be
analysis examined first

Transformative

Overarching theory guides the Rejectec does not
research as it progresses in an allow for determined
evolutionary fashion (without methods and
regimented methods) instrumentation

Source: Adapted from Creswell, 2009

2 ‘Inventory’ is used to describe the quantitativealgsis of northern Ontario minetowns instead ofivey’

because it better captured the method.
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A mixed methods design was selected for this stoelyause it bridges quantitative and
gualitative research methods and draws on thegttrerof both to create a broader study (Creswell,
2009). The guantitative data collected providesasneable, numerical data sets that can be
categorized and compared, and the qualitative dali@cted enriches the quantitative data and
provides a better understanding of the contexhefdata (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). A mixed
methodology was ideal for the descriptive and esgiliry nature of this study because it allowed for
the combining of quantitative and qualitative dataing analysis as well as during interpretatién.
sequential research design was selected over aicentor transformative design because it allowed
for the systematic collection of data, and the riming of subsequent research components by data
already collected. It was most logical to beginhwgualitative model development, followed by a
guantitative stage to identify and examine minilognmunities in northern Ontario. A qualitative
stage follows to gain insight into specific instaa®f community transition and mine site reuseis Th
led to the final research design of sequential thirgethod procedures. A visual guide to the
research design is presented in Figure 9. Morailddtdescriptions of the methodologies are found

in sections further on in this chapter.

The first phase was the qualitative developmerat néw model to describe the development
of minetowns. Preliminary research of previousligs of the development of resource communities
in Canada uncovered consistent patterns and sbmiigs. Different aspects and metrics of
community development and evaluation were examtnadform the final design. The new model
was designed and described (objective 1). Quémttaata in the form of a community inventory

was required to examine the proposed model indinigictive approach.

An inventory was selected for the guantitative gghaf the study to identify the study
population (minetowns in northern Ontario). Thelgaf inventory [survey] research strategies is to
provide quantitative descriptions of the study sim(Creswell, 2009) making it suitable for this
study. The inventory [survey] of all identified mmig communities in northern Ontario allows for an
examination of the temporal population and labaancé trends in the region (objective 2). The
inventory was used as the sample population forthpirical test and examination of the proposed
model (objective 2). The inventory also allowed &r assessment of the inclusion of tourism and
NRBTR in the minetowns (objective 3), and the d@decof suitable case study sites (necessary to

meet objective 4).
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Several options were considered for the secondtgtia¢ phase. These included a narrative
analysis, phenomenology and case studies. A nagrahalysis was rejected because although it
allows for a variety of views to be included in stedy, it does not allow for the generalized pssce
discovery, which is the goal of this study. Theweaeasoning led to the rejection of phenomenology.
Both narrative and phenomenological research design better suited to very detailed social studies
with a ‘story-telling’ aspect and were ultimatelgtrsuitable for this particular study. Case stadie
specific sites allow for in-depth detailed studyspgcific phenomenon using a variety of data saurce
(Creswell, 2009). A multi-case study approach s&lscted because it allowed for a number of sites
to be examined with input from a variety of soureesl participants, and for the findings to be
combined (objective 4). Content analysis of reldvd@ocumentation informed the interviews and

provided additional sources of data to be includetiis inductive qualitative phase.

Case Studies

(Qualitative) | Interpretation |

Content - Refined model

Model
Assessment

Development
of new model

Document
Analysis Analysis - Process for site
Site - development
- Demographics Selection

- Tourism

Figure 9: Research Design of this Study (Sequenti&xplanatory Mixed Methods)

3.3.3 Research Objectives and Methodologies

Before beginning a research study, it is importanhave clear methodologies in place to
address the research objectives. This helps tmtoand guide the researcher during the research
process. The breakdown of the methods and datafdr objective are presented in Table 13. This
table outlines the study and methodologies usédpfalvhich is covered in greater detail in the
following sections. It also includes an outlinetloé steps taken to achieve the objectives ofttiadys

and the information sources consulted for eachebbjectives.
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Table 13: Objectives: Steps and Data
Objective and Steps Methods and Data
1. To develop a mining lifecycle model that - Review of academic literature
accommodates diversification - Assessment of existing resource and
minetown lifecycle development models
and alternative futures
- Create new model

2. To apply the model to northern Ontario i. -CASIT
minetowns, and to describe how population - Ontario Mining Association
and labour force changes as communities - Mining Taskforce
move through the model’s stages - Natural Resources Canada
i.  Identify and create inventory of - Ministry of Northern Development and
mine communities in northern Mines
Ontario ii.  Stats Canada census data: population ahd
i.  Review demographics for inventory labour force from 1991 to 2011

iii. Categorize minetowns as per

. Categorize the minetowns of northern
proposed model for evaluation of

Ontario based on model criteria using

model demographic data
3. To determine when tourism, specifically i. Review:
NRBTR, is introduced during minetown - Marketing material
evolution - Business directories
i.  Identify tourism, NRBTR and - Town and regional tourist information
NRBTR businesses - Tourism organizations and departments

4. To assess the process by which a mine site is Review:
transitioned, maintained and used for - Tourism and recreation material

NRBTR in two case study sites - Mining history
i.  ldentify possible sites - On the ground site visits
i Select case study sites ii. -Create decision-making framework for site
iii. Review community and regional selection
development plans and relevant - Identify the two most suitable sites
government policies for case study
sites

iii. Document interrogation of:
- Economic development plans
- Strategic development plans
- Government policies

iv.  Interviews with key informants
v.  Content analysis of information and
synthesis into narrative

iv. Interviews with purposefully selected
participant
v. - Content analysis using code framework
- Reading across transcript
- Triangulation of codes

5. To provide recommendations to mining Identify a series of recommendations basedl on
community stakeholders for including the results of the study, including case study
NRBTR at reclaimed mine sites, as part of a key findings including: champions, funding,
diversification strategy timing of economic diversification efforts,

and challenges.
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3.4 Data Collection and Analysis

Data collection must be rigorously controlled ttowal for reliable raw data to be analysed
(Babbie, 2001). The method of data analysis iakygimportant as the methods of data collection so
that findings provide valid conclusions addressthg research question (Babbie, 2001). The
methods of data collection and analysis are pravigkethe following subsections. This section
allows readers to gain insight into the researchigme and provides future researchers with
information necessary to replicate the study. Tiieed methodologies of this study are presented
sequentially, beginning with the creation of thedelo(qualitative) and inventory (quantitative) and
followed by the content analysis and interviews afdative). Additional study information is

available in Appendixes A-D.

3.4.1 Model (Qualitative)

The creation of a new model for minetown developimmelies on a robust review of existing
academic literature and models for resource comiywagvelopment and diversification. This was
completed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2. Through #@ménation of the literature, it was found that the
existing models were based on company town devedaprwith a ‘dust to dust’ model as the
foundation. The option for diversification was mated as an alternative future for the community,
with various paths post-dependency. There is anmagtion in the models that post-dependency is a
result of the closure or suspension of the resowxtaction operation, not of a successful
diversification effort by the community. A succkgdiversification effort by the community may
occur alongside the resource operation, and iner¢fas diversity of employment opportunities,

thereby reducing the proportional share of resoarsployment.

The model was created by drawing on existing reso@wommunity literature and current
trends in Canadian resource communities (objective A revision and updating of the existing
models was considered, but no single model accoratadcturrent minetown realities, nor was any
model found suitable to be adapted to the preseahamic realities. Previous work on the
economics of minetowns, resource towns and runaneonities was considered, as well as different
indicators such as population, mobility and labimuce. The model was designed to suit a variety of

community situations, as well as economic diveratibn and mining employment outside the
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community (commuter operations). It was testedregahe minetowns of northern Ontario and

refined as needed.

3.4.2 Inventory (Quantitative Survey)

Inventories provide a way to ground research aodige an overarching context and trend
analysis for conclusions. The inventory designedtits study provides an opportunity to collect and
catalogue community development, as well as pralimyi data about mining, tourism and recreation
in the study region. The inventory was creatednfsiecondary data; meaning data not collected by
the researcher, but pulled from existing work, mateand literature (Walliman, 2011; Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2011). The inventory includes minidgpendent communiti&s identified in
government literatuf® census dafj and previous academic research. Mining dependent
communities are defined in this study as commusitiith mine sector employment at or above 30
percent of the total labour force. This is theesinold identified by Statistics Canada as defirsng
community as dependent on a single industry (Caffagi Force on Mining, 198%) Appendix B
provides the full listing of documents used to iifgnmine dependent communities. No minimum

community population size was set as a threshelthtdusion in the inventory.

The inventory was limited to communities that wiglentified at any time post-1950 as being
dependent on mining operatiéhs The year 1950 was selected because it followedd\War II,
production levels had begun to increase with pastmorthern expansion and community planning
regulations changed (Robson, 1992). To be incluwl¢ke final inventory, the mining operation had

to be formal and industrial; that is to say therapen had to be recognized by authorities and be a

L First Nations Reserves were not included in theriory.

22 The CASIT database would have been preferablé siinavailable. The papers created by CASITirdur
its life (1985-1990) are still available and indigih

% The 1991, 1996, 2001, 2006 and 2011 census data wsed to identify communities with mine sector
employment at or above 30 percent of the total daldorce. 1986 and 1981 census data was not used
because the labour force data for all primary itdes were grouped together (forestry, agricultfishing,
etc.) and it was not possible to verify the ratewiployment in the mining sector. The 2011 cengas the
first year of the voluntary National Household Saynin place of the mandatory long-form census which
created some comparison issues.

24 Recently, other methods of identifying resourdé&re communities have been introduced (such as the
Location Quotient) to try to better account forqureé attributes or risks some communities face (Ruyal
and Small Town Canada Analysis Bulletin, Vol. 2,.No(March 2011) Statistics Canada catalogue ne. 21
006-XIE).

% Therefore, places like Bruce Mines, in which mininoomed from 1848 to 1876, and from 1915 to 1921
were excluded.
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large scale earthmoving operation. Communitiestified in the final inventory were those then
evaluated in the context of the new lifecycle moadeid their various trends (i.e. abandonment and
amalgamation, population and labour force), desdribjective 2). Census Canada data were used
for demographic analysis. Census subdivision eaee used to maintain consistency across all
communities for comparable demographic data dubddimitations of available records for some

communities.

The tourism activities of the identified communstizere then catalogued to investigate the
prevalence of NRBTR in the inventory (objective 3)Jourism activities in each community were
categorized as ‘tourism businesses’ (any businekged to tourism), ‘NRBTR activities’ (any
marketed activity related to NRBTR), and ‘NRBTR imgsses’ (any business related to marketed
NRBTR activities). Businesses were identified tlglo municipal business directories and economic
development offices, as well as tourism marketirgtamal. Tourism marketing media included
websites, flyers, brochures and company prdfilesThis allowed for a present day evaluation of

tourism and recreation inclusion in minetowns.

3.4.3 Site Selection

Case study sites, for detailed investigation, welkentified from the list of inventoried
communities (objective 4). Preliminary data abeath community and potential case study site was
collected from various sources including tourismrikeéing material, community visits, and the
mining operations. The secondary data were usertktde a catalogue of mine site redevelopment in
the research region. This allows for a controlledleation of the suitability of the sites. The
catalogue includes the mine sites, the communiéied,the type of tourism and recreation present at
the former mine site. This allowed for the systiBmaelection of sites that reused mine land to
support NRBTR for the case studies. To providespanency in final site selection, a points system
was created and used (Table 14). The ranking reyatas created by the researcher to prevent bias
and to allow for duplication in later studies. Thighest points were awarded to sites where a mine
had been reclaimed for NRBTR activities. Additibpaints were awarded based on the use of the

mining area, the community NRBTR, and living memarfythe project. This allowed for the

% A list of material collected and reviewed is aghle in Appendix C, section C.3.
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selection of the two most suitable sites for indnsn the study: the Charleson Recreation Area in
Atikokan and the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary in Elliake?’.

Table 14: Points System for Grading Potential Studysites

Characteristic Points Example

Awarded
Land reclaimed or redeveloped 2 Sheriff Creek Wildlife Sanctuary built on Rio
for NRBTR Algom tailings site
Site is expected to remain in use 1 Gillies Lake Conservation Area is an official
for NRBTR indefinitely public recreation space and conservation areq
Unused mine land used for 1
NRBTR
Mine company financially 1 Sheriff Creek Wildlife Sanctuary is financially
supports NRBTR on mine supported by Rio Algom
associated land
Host town encourages NRBTR 1 Atikokan has rebratddé the Canoe Capitd]

of Canada

Firsthand account by interview -1 Wright-Hargreaves Park has limited or no livifng
not possible memory of the remediation and development

3.4.4 Document Analysis (Qualitative Case Study)

A review and analysis of relevant documents foraase study sites was performed to gain
insight into the current and past influences on dbmmunity and mine site development to meet
objective four. Secondary sources of informatismch as community and regional economic and
strategic development plans, government documemts paiblications, and company publications
were included in the review and analysis. The $oaithis portion of the research was to identify t
process by which mine sites are redeveloped, magdaand used over time. This included
identifying who was involved (i.e. the stakeholdetsow the initiative was funded, the timing of the
different stages of the project, and what was wetlin transforming the former mine site into a
NRBTR attraction. The document interrogation dlstped gauge the priority level of the mine’s use
of tourism and the level of focus on NRBTR mine2 silevelopments on a community scale. A

content framework was created for coding and tlselt® analysed (Table 15). Given the nature of

27 Approximately two additional weeks per communitgres spent in each case study community in addition
the preliminary site visits.
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the study, any information in the documents relatedhe research questions was identified and

categorized/coded in more depth.

3.4.5 Semi-Structured Interviews (Qualitative Case  Study)

This study used semi-structured interviews to seqpgint the information collected from the
document analysis to meet objective four. Intewgievere selected instead of questionnaires due to
the generally higher response rate and more complegwers that interviews yield (Babbie, 2001).
Interviewing provides the researcher a level oftadrover the line of questioning while still allawvg
for answers to be varied and informative (Cresw009). Interviews allow participants to provide
in-depth answers, permit clarification where needaal provide an opportunity to ask non-leading
probing questions when participants are unsuresd benefits result in a larger percentage of useabl
answers (Babbie, 2001). Semi-structured interviewtls purposefully selected participants allowed
for a dynamic, yet concise, set of data to be ctdk Purposefully selected participants are those
who are intentionally selected by the researchsedb@n criteria or experience matching the research
goals and with insight into the specific focus lué tesearch question (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011;
Babbie, 2001). In this study, purposefully seldcigarticipants were chosen based on their
association with the mine land or host communityd eequired knowledge of the site. Interviewees
were selected based on having a major role ingtievelopment of the site, the ongoing maintenance
of the site, or the tourism and recreation of thenmunity. Interviewees were associated with the
community (2), the institutions involved in redemainent (3), and the volunteers and champions (5)
involved (many interviewees had more than one rthleir primary role was used for selection).
Interviewees are not identified by name in texhstéad, they are identified with the community
initial(s) followed by ‘I' and a number (for examgpla Waterloo interview would be WI1). This
deliberate selection of participants allows foreager understanding of the processes and evatts th

lead to the creation and continued NRBTR use of/éthee-added mine sites.

An interview protocol was created, allowing fgstmatic and standardized data collection
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The same intengeythe researcher) conducted all interviews,
which reduced inconsistencies. Interviews weredaoted individually in person or by telephone.
Interviews were recorded with participants’ consantl transcribed verbatim to allow for coding.
This was done as soon as possible after the ietgrwias conducted to prevent data loss, which may

occur if the processing of interviews is left fotoag period of time (weeks or months) (Walliman,
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2011). The predetermined questions were sent @éoptrticipants before the interview to give
participants time to prepare, and to determinénéytwished to continue their involvement in the
study. The theming and coding was done aftem#édirviews were collected and transcribed (more

information about the coding methodology is prodidethe next section).

3.4.6 Coding (Qualitative Case Study)

For this analysis, latent coding was used instéadamifest coding. Latent coding aims to
provide an overall assessment of the underlyingningabeing communicated, whereas manifest
coding counts the use of specific words in a t8®ehpie, 2001; Neuendorf, 2002). This allows the
researcher to use themes in the text as the codibh@¢Weber, 1990). This form of coding can besles
reliable and specific, and requires that the caderain vigilant to a consistent use of definitions
(Babbie, 2001). A coding framework, or codebookiswreated to allow for greater transparency and
consistency in the content analysis of the docusnant interviews. The coding framework used is
presented in Table 15. The framework identifieg #eemes and the scale used. The same coding

scheme was developed for the interviews and thardent analysis of both sites (Table 15).

The data collected from the documents and intersieere coded based on dominant themes
observed. The coding framework was created dfiercollection of the interview data to allow for
similar aspects to be represented across all anmes participants. This common practice with
gualitative research of open coding requires clesamination of the data for categorization, as
opposed to a code created to test a hypothesigagedeby a prior theory (Babbie, 2001). It is
important to be aware of exclusions in the themas @ topics or issues being absent from the
answers provided by the interview participants K8an, 2001). To identify any gaps, the interviews
were compared with the document findings. The sodere also compared across interview
transcripts to draw out any trends between interees. The framework was created to be

compatible with the content analysis of the writteaterial included in the study.

Information was first categorized into meta-thenwssite development, site use, site
maintenance, site history and recommendationss Was done with the blocks of text pulled from

the documents and interviews. This allowed fooinfation relevant to the same aspect of the site to

% The difference between these two is often consitlés be more of a continuum then a separationjratitht
vein of thinking (Neuendorf, 2002), this study wibllle using ‘moderate manifest’ coding.
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be coded as a unit. Each meta-theme was coded baghemes such as champions (who), actions
(how), funding (how), and motivations (why). Onceded, similarities and discrepancies in the
information could be identified and further investied. Codes could also be reviewed to guarantee
accuracy and the absence of ‘coding drift’ by thgearcher. The information was themed and sub-
themed to allow for key information to be distillédm the larger body of available and relevant

information. From this, the process for developtnaraintenance and use was synthesised.

Table 15: Coding Framework
Meta-theme Theme Sub-themes

— . Internal / external
Who: Ch . . .
© ampion Private / public / civic

Internal / external
Who: Actors/StakeholdersPrivate / public / civic
Responsibilities

Milestones

How/When: Actions Challenges and Solutions

—_

Development Motivation
Why L
Outcome goals and objectives

Use — How: Funding Source
Use

Maintenance . Real / perceived

How/What: Risk Mitigation
Used actively in development / used
passively in development
Destroyed during development /

destroyed prior to development

What: Infrastructure

~—

P're-NRBTR development What: Mine site Production lifespan
history Produced metal

One community at a time was investigated to allogresearcher to stay immersed in the site
throughout the process of collecting relevant pgesaof text and then preliminary coding. The
researcher compared across each data set to etmgureonsistency of the information during
preliminary coding. This was especially importémt/erify that interview data were consistent with
document analysis data. Once preliminary coding e@mpleted, the two sets of information (one

for each site) were coded concurrently to preveoding drift’ from one data set to the other.

59



The main goals of the coding were to determinéhé&)process, maintenance and use of mine
site redevelopment for NRBTR, and 2) the stakehsldesolved in the process, maintenance and use
of the site. This descriptive method of conteralgsis allowed for insight into the history of the
redevelopment of the case study sites. This aliofoethe creation of a narrative nested within the
larger context of the local community. This nauatvas created from the findings of the interviews
the document analysis, as well as secondary sogregs as previous academic studies of the case
study communities. Thus, triangulation was undemako identify the themes and validate the
findings. The narrative of the case studies inetldhe redevelopment process at both sites and

summary tables to compare the sites.

Once coding, analysis and summarization of the sagkes was completed, quantitative data
from the first phase of the study (the inventorgsveombined with the data from the content analysis
and interviews, for interpretation. This allowed foformation from the case studies to be examined
in the context of the trends in northern Ontariod an the context of resource community

development, diversification and lifecycles.

3.5 Ethical Considerations

3.5.1 Study and Data Collection

The goal of research is to further the body of kiealge on a particular subject, but in doing
so, must respect the participants and affectedpgrdeing studied using ethical methods. Physical,
social, economic and legal harm need to be coresiidand any risks assessed and accounted for prior
to participant involvement (Creswell, 2009). Thisdy does not focus on vulnerable populations or
matters of moral uncertainty (such as drug abusghildren) which are ‘red flags’ for ethics, but,
nonetheless, it has ethical considerations that briaddressed. Three forms of data were collected
secondary data from censuses, documents and nmaykedterial, content analysis of documents, and
primary data from interviews. Each of these passe®thical considerations that must be identified

and mitigated to ensure they are valid and moja#iy,

The inventory of communities and tourism projectsagiated with mining presented few
ethical considerations. The information sources @ublically available and no participants were
included. Ethical consideration for the inventargs focused on ensuring that all relevant data

sources were included and that the interpretatidgheodata sources was regimented and consistent to
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ensure the results were unbiased. The inventosyusad, in part, to select the sites for more jptide
study, and this was done using a points systemnsare transparency of the selection of the sites

graded most relevant to the study.

The ethical considerations for the content analgtdocuments relevant to the mine site use
for NRBTR were focused on the availability of doants, the method of attaining the documents
and the interpretation of the documents. Ethioalcerns about the availability of documents and the
method of attaining the documents include the aomsef relevant documents and the unauthorized
use of proprietary and/or confidential informatiofthe analysis of the documents requires vigilant
adherence to the coding matrix and diligent veaifun of work to ensure data does not drift from th

prescribed coding definitions.

Interviews for more in-depth study of selectedssiequired the participation of a number of
purposefully selected participants. Participantsrevselected based on association with mine
activities or host municipalities. There is thskriof the exclusion of key participants due to
unavailability or unwillingness to participate. Teal with this, other suitable candidates were
approached who were comparable in background,iposind affiliation with the case study site.
The researcher ensured that there was no deceaptioisinterpretation of the role of the researcher
through initial introduction of the researcherdstand affiliation. This information also was indkd
in follow-up correspondence about the study. Confmms were signed by all participants before
interviews were conducted, and each was informetheif right to terminate/withdraw from the
study at any time. An example of the form candafl in Appendix D. Participants had the option
of being anonymous in the study and no vulnerablaufations or minors (persons under the age of
18) were included in the study. Debriefings of therviews provided a follow-up opportunity to
ensure the data collected was true to the partitshantentions and to reaffirm participants’ right
including the right to withdraw and the right tooaymity and confidentiality. The researcher arel th
participants should benefit from the study andmrmsary of the findings and conclusion of the study

were circulated to the participants once completed.

Qualitative research, including interviews, regaithat the research not guide or influence
participants to a specific outcome or answer tahé researchers pre-conceived notions (Babbie,
2001; Creswell, 2009). This includes consideratiabout facial expressions, gestures, appearance
and demeanor (Babbie, 2001). Any clarificationgj@éstions or probing for elaboration on answers

must be done without influencing, coercing, or lagdhe participant to an answer (Babbie, 2001).
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The same interviewer conducted all interviews, c@uly inconsistencies or interviewers unfamiliar
with the questions and material to misinterprepoeses. It is important to not disrupt the flowtioé
conversation during interviewing and to give thetipgpant a clear indication that the interviewsr i
listening and interested. This is especially in@otr when attempting to redirect and refocus the
participant to the main themes of the interviewis lalso important for the questions asked and any
cues given by the interviewer do not lead the pipdint to an answer or influence the discussion
beyond providing the context for the discussionbfide, 2001). Good interviewing technique was
used by the researcher/interviewer to limit anylueice the interviewer might have on the

participant.

3.5.2 Data Analysis and Interpretation

The choice of methods for the analysis and intéagioln of data requires honesty, good
planning and ethical choices in methodology, anslgsd the dissemination of the information
(Walliman, 2011). Ethical data analysis requites the data are not guided to a preferred cormiusi
by the researcher. No data must be ignored orvedhftyom the study and raw data cannot be altered
to better ‘fit with preconceived notions and exfamons (Babbie, 2001). Trends, results and
findings must not be falsely created to allow fbe tresearcher to support conclusions otherwise
unfounded. To ensure that this did not occurdath collected were included in the study and are

available for review. Methodologies for data aselywere transparent and also available for review.

Participants in a study should benefit from thaultssand have findings made available to
them. A summary of data, results and conclusioiisbe made available to participants through
email or mail where appropriate and the full stuwdhs available by request in electronic form. The
raw data collected in this study is stored secutteigugh the use of secure computer protocols and
will be destroyed after five years through appraggrimeans. This includes the interview recordings
and transcripts to protect participants from misapgation and misrepresentation in the future by

others.
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3.6 Limitations and Challenges

The study was limited by a number of factors; leditcensus data prior to 1991, a lack of
certainty of inclusion of all mine sites, accessraétevant participants, and information about the
process of site reuse. The first limitation is thmeited census data prior to 1991, including the
exclusion of some communities and the eight categarf labour force (which grouped all resource
sectors together). This limitation was addressedeliewing secondary sources that identify mine-
dependent communities and limiting the demograpatmialysis of the communities to 1991-2011.
The second limitation is the lack of knowledge oéyous mine sites that may have organically
returned to nature. These sites may have been meghar abandoned and, therefore, subsequently
redeveloped into spaces for nature-based tourighrout records of the previous use as a mine. To
overcome this limitation, a number of sources waesulted to create the initial database used for
this study. Northern Ontario was selected as tin@dysregion to overcome this limitation, due to the
widespread documentation of mine sites in Ontamiduding the AMIS database. Another limitation
was access to purposefully selected participaRenticipants selected for the study were not always
available, due to a number of reasons and wergeftdre, not included. Where this occurred, another
suitable participant was selected with similar fgokind and association with the $ite The last
major limitation was the limited instances of msie reuse. There may also be no knowledge of the
initial process if a site was abandoned before lamg mandates requiring greater transparency were
introduced. Furthermore, in some cases, the prooess not have been deliberate, but organic.
Within this limitation is the culture of non-disaore that has been developing as litigations become
more common. The culture of non-disclosure caiit lihe publicly available information, especially
from the corporate side. The researcher workedveyrcome and minimize the limitations of the

study where possible.

3.7 Summary

This chapter has provided a description of thearesemethods employed in the study to gain
insight into the use of mine sites for NRBTR inthern Ontario. The methodology associated with

each objective was reviewed and expanded on. {lidg begins with the creation of a new model for

% This occurred twice, in one instance an idealigipeint had passed away (a replacement participitht
similar background and experience was selected)iratite other instance the participant was notlaki
for in person or phone interviews, but was avadah} email and provided a number of relevant docusie
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assessing minetowns (objective 1). The model és ttested in communities identified from the
inventory of northern Ontario minetowns (object®e Tourism businesses and NRBTR activities
and businesses were identified from secondary seurto assess the nature of diversification in
northern Ontario’s minetowns (objective 3). Thi®vides the foundation for the selection of case
study sites based on the use of a mine for NRBTivites (objective 4). Documents, such as
strategic development plans, are reviewed througltoatent analysis, and interviews with
purposefully selected stakeholders conducted.th&llinformation collected was synthesised to create
a set of recommendations for minetowns interesteeconomic diversification through tourism and
recreation, and the redevelopment of a mine sitenascomponent of the effort (objective 5). This
chapter provided the reader with the understandfngow the results in the following two chapters

were collected, evaluated and analysed.
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Chapter 4

Model and Inventory Results and Discussion

4.1 Introduction

This section addresses the first three objectifabis thesis. The results are separated into
three sections. The proposed model for Canadiamrtown development is first presented. This is
followed by the presentation of the inventory ofmetidependent communities in northern Ontario,
and the application of the model to these commemitrinally, the presence of tourism and recreation
in the minetowns of northern Ontario is uncoverdte findings of this chapter address the identified

gaps in the academic literature and are discugsbe and of the chapter.

4.2 The Lifecycle Model

4.2.1 Introduction

Resource communities are a part of Canada’s heritagd include communities founded for
or became dependent at any point in developmentioaral resource extraction. Mineral extracting
communities are generally considered the most vabie to the boom and bust cycles typical of
resource communities, and suffer the inevitableaaghon of the non-renewable mineral resource
(Bone, 1998). Existing models of resource comnyulifiécycles are not suitable for understanding
the integration of tourism into a mining communitgpst notably because models do not allow for
the accommodation of tourism earlier than the diweation/alternative futures stage post-
dependency. The models also assume a compangdreatmmunity and do not include the
possibility of a pre-existing community that traimied to mining dependency, nor do they include
the possibility of ex-situ mine employment. Gividrese deficiencies, a new model is required to

describe the development of resource towns in Ganad

4.2.2 The Lifecycle Model

This study proposes a new lifecycle model and caiegtion for minetowns in Canada.

Drawing on work by Lucas (1971), Bradbury (1984h)d Halseth (1999a), as well as work by Bone
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(1998), Randall and Ironside (1996) and otherseva model for mining communities is developed
that uses the portion of the labour force in mindpgrations as the model indicator. This new model
is designed to accommodate the shift in rural dgrakent from a resource extraction focus to one
including service-based industries. This allows donsideration of employment in mining (versus
other sectors) over time and the inclusion of &marat any stage of development.

The model changes the approach to resource comyniifeitycle from one of description
with little predictive value, to one of categoripat The categorization has the benefit of definin
community’s position in its evolutionary cycle. gbre 10 below provides a visual of the stages and
the associated changes in the portion of the labmoe employed in mining. The model has four
different types of community: pre-mine dependentinendependent, transitioning, and mine
independent. Each stage is described in detalbel he visual representation of the model is rhean
as an aid. Communities may move between and exm®$ stages a number of times during
development, and each community is likely to e>greze a unique pattern of development. Figure 11
illustrates a possible pattern of development fprexexisting settlement, and Figure 12 illustrates
possible pattern of development for a planned conityw
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Figure 10: Minetown Model
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Stage 1: Pre-mine Dependent Community

In the first stage of the model, the mining comitwiis moving towards mine dependence.
During this stage, the community would experienahit in industry base as mining operations are
started or begin to dominate the economics of ¢mengunity. Mining employment can be in-situ at a
local mine and ex-situ employment at fly-in/fly-oamd LDC operations. The transition to a mine
dependent community would be similar to the eathgss of the Lucas/Bradbury model. Here, a
major in-migration occurs due to the availabilifyjabs that occurs as a result of this new economic
activity.

Some communities may not experience mining depaaemhich is the identifying feature
of a minetown, following the increase in mining dayment. Such communities may begin the
trajectory, but for many reasons (including divication and reduced mine productivity) may not
continue to the mine dependent stage. It is ingmbrio also note that this pre-mine dependent stage
would not occur in a planned or company town sinoenmunities created for the extraction of
mineral resources do not have pre-existing setthtsneSuch communities would begin in the mine

dependent stage, as recognized in the earlieytfeenodels.

Stage 2: Mine Dependent Community

In the second stage of the model, the mining conityiuhas evolved according to
Lucas/Bradbury model and is at the stage of matwith stable mining operations and a permanent
workforce (the peak in the diagram). The minehis dominant employer with at least 30% of the
work force employed during this stage. Communitieg were created for resource extraction (Elliot
Lake for example) would begin at this stage, wbileers might evolve to this state over a period of
time as activity at the mine increases. This staghe most likely of the four stages to experieace
‘bust’ due to market fluctuations; a situation thetuld have serious repercussions for the community

because of the high rate of employment in the secto

Stage 3: Transitioning Community (Post-mine Depemde

In this transitioning stage, mine employment is rless than 30% of the labour force as the
community is becoming less mine-dependent. In soonemunities, mining employment may still be
local (in-situ), either at an operational mine, /andbne with initial mine closure and remediation
projects (such as building removal, pit filling atehd forming). In the former scenario, mine

employment may have declined for one of three mesasbirst is redundancy. In this scenario, the
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mine has scaled back production leading to workdundancy and supporting jobs are now relatively
more important (Bradbury’'s 1984 winding down stagég¢cond is re-structuring. Here, the mine
continues production but has restructured and adopost-fordist production techniques that require
fewer workers (Halseth’s 1999 restructuring stadég final reason is re-imaging. In this case, the
community is undergoing economic change either tdsvdiversification or specialization in another
economic sector. Mining worker numbers may remaichanged in this scenario, but are relatively
less important or, alternatively, mining worker riagrs may fall at the same time as jobs are created
in other sectors (the stability or sustainable esstafHalseth 1999 and Halseth and Sullivan 2002).
Jobs in other sectors may reflect different re-imggresponses: crisis response, pro-active,
concurrent to closure (Table 17). In other cades,mine may have closed but employment is still
recorded since workers now commute (ex-situ) temotperating mines (this includes pick-up point
communities for fly-in/fly-out and LDC operations)able 17 provides a comparison of in-situ and

ex-situ transitioning communities.

Table 16: Socio-Economic Comiarison of In-situ an&x-situ Communiti Transitions

Employment In town, including site remediation Out of town, including FI/FO and LD
and monitoring
Employees Employees are present for day to dagmployees are not available for day fo

community activities and volunteer day community workings
opportunities

Mining Heritage  Continues to play a local industrial oNo longer part of the local mosaic, ol
heritage role is only heritage focused

Table 17: Diversification Responses of CommunitieBransitioning From Mine Dependency

Stage Industry Community

Concurrent Operational Viable, reliant (pro-active)

Crisis Closing, reducing Viable, lingering effects of irstity on economy

Declining Closed Declining status economically and sociddlgs of
population, experiencing lag time closure decline

Stage 4: Mine Independent Community
In mine independent communities, the mine (or njites closed and all workers are now
outside the mining industry. These communities imaye a very small portion of the environmental

services labour force, which can include closedensite monitoring and maintenance, but not in
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active mining activities. This may be indicativé a diversified, sustainable stage if there is an
increase in occupational categories with no oneistrgg dominating; a specialization stage if more
than 30 percent of workers are in a different itiduée.g. health care); or a winding down stage if
there is a reduction in occupational categoriesrandominant industry. The winding down stage is
more likely with a declining response to diversafion and unsuccessful, reactive diversification
attempts. This would include an older populatientlze younger generation moves elsewhere for

better employment opportunities.

4.2.3 Model Design

The proposed model uses mining labour force asrtiopoof the total labour force for the
metric, but a comparative labour measure (the mdiffee from the regional average), income-based
measures or an economic input measure also coulddsk The advantage to using labour force as
the indicator is the ease of access to the neadedriation through census data on a case-by-case
basis. A comparative labour force measure woutjlire regional analysis, and in areas with
elevated mining (such as Kenora), the communitgllewould be misleading for the vulnerability of
the communities due to higher than normal relianoethe mining industry for employment.
Economic input could, for example, be approached itgome, output or surplus to local
consumption. Given the need for refining minemtracted, surplus to local consumption is not a
viable metric. Output is not viable due to thecflations in mining productivity and ore body
restrictions. Income and wages could be a viableio®r the model, but would reduce the ease of
use, restricting the applicability of the model.

The model does not provide a measurement for thebemg of the community. Mining
labour force is used to characterize the commuanity diversification responses are defined. These
are not related to a well-being measurement, sschoaerty, human skills, employment structure
(part-time, wages, etc.), social structures or otjyeical measures of community well-befhg This
is deliberate to prevent the model from providinfalae ability to predict the outcomes of different
community planning actions. The model does all@v domparative assessments based on the
diversity of labour sectors and the dominant labsector between communities in the same or

different stages.

% There are cautions about using indicators for canity well-being, partly because no one indicator o
assumption can provide a relationship that capttiregliversity and complexity of communities (Steam
Parkins, & Beckley, 2004).
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The model also allows for the inclusion of econondiwersification at any stage of
community development, and highlights that the otidan in mine employment must be countered
with new economic activities. This makes the moslgted to academic study as well as use by
community members and governments, and does nathshm communities into development
patterns. It instead allows understanding of ngnémployment development and can be used to
simplify communication between stakeholders.

There is, perhaps inevitably, the question of véetuld be the defining feature of a resource
town, and if it is a relevant label in the pres€anadian socio-economic landscape. While resource
extraction is very place-specific with inherent iglnlity, isolation and instability (Randall &
Ironside, 1996), what separates a resource town fie rest of the rural northern communities is
becoming harder to identify. Statistics Canadainaes to use the thirty percent of the labourdorc
as the threshold between dependent and non-deperademunities, but this does not in and of itself
justify the resource town definition for the broadgoup, or over a community’s varied industrial
history. Only one or two communities were abowetthirty percent mining labour force threshold in
four of the five census reports used in this stydurther suggesting that it is an outdated metric.
Points have also been raised about the change idetsign of resource towns to better accommodate
young families (Ryser & Halseth, 2010), the fewaifying features that work across different
resource sectors (Stedman, Parkins, & Beckley, R0 using isolation as the defining feature
(Randall & Ironside, 1996). Despite these potémii@aknesses, there is value in using the thirty
percent of labour as the threshold to maintain isterscy with Statistic Canada and other government

reporting in Canada (Canada Task Force on Mini@g§21

4.2.4 Summary

The proposed model of minetown development, basethe portion of the labour force
employed in mining, potentially provides a bettessdription of the development realities of rural
Canad¥ than previous models. The proposed model inclidas distinct stages of minetown
development: pre-mine dependent communities, mapeddent communities, transitioning

communities (in-situ and ex-situ), and mine-indegmrt communities. These four stages allow for

31 Other resource sectors in communities not inclidete inventory were not examined in depth.
¥ The stages of the proposed model are designedif@tonvns in Canada. Given the similarities of Aalsan
and USA mining industries, the model is likely dpable in these locations as well.
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the classification of communities with internaltemal or past ties to mining operations. The rhode
acknowledges that the portion of labour force emgibin the mining industry is important for
characterizing communities, but that this portiénhe labour force no longer necessarily decides th
fate of a community. The model also accommodadatesritroduction of tourism at any stage, better
capturing the organic, incremental development tfusism industry alongside other resource-based

industries.

4.3 Minetown Inventory and Model Application

4.3.1 Introduction

The goal of the inventory was to identify commuestin northern Ontario that have, at some
point since 1950, been dependent on the miningg&cThis list was compiled using a variety of
sources that identified mine and resource deperciEmmunitied’. Available census data (1991 —
2011) were checked for dependent communities totifgethe portion of the labour force employed
in the mining sector. Marathon was added becawsaty-nine percent of the population was
employed in this sector in 1991. Furthermore, lemlo Mines is a top employer for Marathon
(though no labour force data were available frone th011 census) (Marathon Economic
Development Corporation, 2011). In this sectitwe, inventory is first described. Population change
in these communities is then described and comparetdlanges occurring regionally. The proposed
model of minetown evolution is then applied and tblationship between population change, mine
dependency and mining labour force is assessedtlylthe results are discussed and interpreted in

the context of the academic literature.

4.3.2 The Community Inventory

The full list of identified minetowns included coromties that have remained, been

amalgamated, or been abandoned. The initial le&st vefined to create one that reflects the current

33 Appendix B provides the detailed sourcing of tineeintory communities.

34 Other communities that had mining operations, ipbsss a major employer, but without dependencyhen
mining industry, were excluded. These includede$tny communities and other resource-dependent
communities.
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state of the communities. This was done throughue of public community records. Renabie was
the only community to be abandof®d The former community of Renabie is now withire th
boundaries of the Chapleau Crown Game Reserve. nfiveur (50%) of the towns identified as
having been mine-dependent (in the period sinced1®ave amalgamated into larger municipal
areas. This is more than half of all communiti€se majority were absorbed by Red Lake, Sudbury,
and Timmins. The amalgamated areas are listedableT18. Six of the nine communities that
amalgamated did so before the mining labour foraepmed below dependency status. Greater
Sudbury (2001), Greenstone (2001) and West Nigséi®99) amalgamated when they were no
longer dependent on the mining industry, and inhakte communities it was decades after they had
been dependent. All three followed the Common &dRevolution of 1995. All three were also
much later than the other municipal amalgamatiamsch were between 1969 and 1980 (except for
Red Lake, which was in 1998) These earlier amalgamations also occurred gu@ntario’s

Conservative government period of restructuring tfmzolved creation of two-tier municipalities.

% 1t is important to note that many of the earligrcluding war time) mining towns and camps havenbee
abandoned.

% Although many of the initial communities identifién the inventory amalgamated into larger municipa
areas, some of the original settlements were almttlo Central Patricia and Pickle Crow are exampfes
communities that amalgamated into a larger arezkld®Lake, and are largely abandoned now as residen
have moved into the central community.
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Table 18: Amalgamated Municipal Areas

Ama_lg_amated Created Amalgamated Mine Communities Other Ame_llgamated
Municipal Area Communities
Greenstone January 1, Geraldton Leitch Mines Longlac  Nakina
2001 Beardmore
Black River- 1969 Matheson Black River Kingham (1973)
Matheson Playfair (1973)
Ear Falls 1970 Bruce Lake
Pickle Lake 1980 Central Patricia/Golden Patricia Pickle Crow
Red Lake 1998 Balmertown Madsen
Cochenour McKenzie Island
Golden Starratt Olsen
Sudbury * January 1, Capreol Levack
2001 Coniston/Nickel Lively
Center Onaping Falls
Falconbridge
Froods Mines
Timmins 1973 Pamour South Porcupine  Hoyle
Schumacher Mattagami Heights (1922
Mountjoy
Tisdale
Whitney
McGarry Virginiatown Kearns
Wawa* Jamestown
West 1999 Sturgeon Falls Cache Bay Field
Nipissing®’ Caldwell Springer

Years in brackets indicates amalgamation year whsatifferent from major amalgamation
* township was renamed August 15, 2007. It wasipusly Michipicoten.
amalgamation followed Bill 26: Savings and Reduring Act, 1995 (Common Sense Revolutfon)
amalgamation occurred during or as a result of 39®74 Ontario municipal restructuring

* forced by provincial edict

The municipal amalgamations in the 1990s (Greemstéted Lake, Sudbury and West

Nipissing) were largely a result of tdmmon Sense Revolutiohthe Harris Government in the late

1990s. During this period, the provincial consémea government was focused on reducing the
province's direct involvement with service deliverseducing government overlap to increase
efficiency and a fiscal focus (Graham & Phillips998).

restructure and amalgamate, or be forced to doysé provincial government and commissioner

3" The Corporation of the Municipality of West Nipiisg annexed the Townships of Bertram, Latchford,
Falconer, Loudon, MacPherson, Beaucage, Pedlekp&irck, Grant, Badgerow, Hugel, Fell, Bastedo,
Gibbons, Crerar, McWilliams, Dana, the east portadnthe geographic Township of Janes in the 1999

amalgamation.

3 Following this the number of municipalities in @rib was almost halved.
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(Sancton, 2000). Many municipalities made decsida amalgamate and consolidate under
perceived duress during this time (Sancton, 200@thers, such as Sudbury, were forced to
amalgamate by provincial edict. The amalgamatiohsBlack River-Matheson, Ear Falls and
Timmins were during another conservative Ontarmvircial government period (1969-1974) which
also sought to create its particular brand of effit government through the creation of two-tier

regional municipalities (Graham & Phillips, 1998).

Amalgamations also occurred in Pickle Lake, McGaagyd Wawa. Some of the
amalgamated areas are now impoverished or neadgdamed areas within the larger municipal
center, such as Pickle Crow (now abandoned), wisicin the amalgamated Pickle Ldke The
motivation for residents to move out of the origisammunity and into the larger center of the
amalgamated community or to a new community maludetravel distance, access to services and
employment. Cases of settlements being abandoagdateo be a result of the central, more robust
community absorbing the less organized one due arards the satellite community presents
(Robinson, 1962). In many cases, a planned contgnimieventually forced to absorb the fringe
community and provide services that the unplansbdcktowns’ lack (Robinson, 1962). In some of
the later planned communities, there were effodslento prevent fringe settlements on the outskirts
of the communitie¥ (Robinson, 1962). This could be argued in EalisFand Pickle Lake as the

underlying reason for the amalgamation, supponetthé abandonment of the satellite communities.

4.3.2.1 Population Change

There are twenty-three communities in the finaemory, which are listed in Table 19 along
with census population counts and changes betw88h and 2011. A snapshot of the last twenty
year of population for the inventory communitieslpgeto determine if the communities have
population growth or loss (which historically woulthve been tied to the mining sector). The
regional comparison is undertaken to demonstratsist@ncy or divergence of the communities from

the trends of all communities in the area. Undeading differences between community trends and

% Pickle Crow is roughly ten kilometers from Picklake at the site of the Pickle Crow Gold Mine aradih
amenities such as a store, community hall and hotés hay-day. Very little is left of the setthent, most
buildings have been dismantled or burned.

9 A common approach to prevent this in the more replmned communities (e.g. Elliot Lake) was toateea
large buffer area around the town to allow for agistrative control over the land surrounding thensite
(Robinson, 1962).
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regional trends will help to identify consistence®d anomalies, as well as to explore the need for

minetown modeling.

Table 19: Population and Population Change in Ontap’s Mining Communities

Populatio % ange
0 99 096 00 006 0 0 0

Atikokan 4,047 4,043 3,632 3,293 2,755| -31.9| -24.2
Black River - 3,451 3,220 2,886 2,619 2,475 -28.3| -14.2
Matheson*

Cobalt 1,470 1,401 1,229 1,229 1,133] -22.9 -7.8
Dubreuilville* 983 990 967 773 630| -35.9| -34.9
Ear Fall 1,294 1,170 1,150 1,153 990| -23.5| -13.9
Elliot Lake 14,089 13,588 11,956 11,549 11,170 -20.7| -6.57
Espanola 5,527 5,454 5,449 5,314 5,275 -4.6 -3.2
Gauthier 149 152 128 133 50| -66.4| -60.9
Greenstone 5,795 5,685 5,662 4,906 4680 -19.3| -17.3
Ignace 1,935 1,782 1,709 1,431 1,330 -31.3| -22.2
Kirkland Lake* 10,440 9,905 8,616 8,248 7,905 -24.3 -8.3
Larder Lake 1,030 982 790 735 684| -33.6| -13.4
Manitouwadge* 3,972 3,395 2,949 2,300 2,105| -47.0| -28.6
Marathon* 5,064 4,791 4,416 3,863 3,353 -33.8| -24.1
Matachewan* 453 402 409 375 270| -40.4| -34.0
McGarry 1,139 1,015 787 674 345| -69.7| -56.2
Pickle Lake 654 544 399 479 420| -35.8 5.3
Red Lake* 4,623 4,778 4,233 4526 4,535 -1.9 7.1
Sudbury* 161,210 | 164,049 | 155,219\ 157,857| 157,765 -2.1 1.6
Temagami 939 871 893 934 805| -14.3 -9.9
Timmins** 47,461 47,499 43,686 42,997 42,440| -10.6 -2.9
Wawa* 4,154 4,145 3,668 3,204 2,975 -28.4| -18.9
West Nipissing 10,923 11,504 13,114 13,410 13,870 27.0 5.8

Source: Statistics Canada Census Data
* identifies communities with operating mines

" new operations that opened after the 2011 census
population is calculated by summing the pre-amalgi@on community census data or from an
alternative source (raw data used is available ppAndix C)

“1 96 change was calculated throughout using the famignewer value — older value)/|older value|] 10
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Table 20: Population Change Summary

1991-1996 1996- 2001- 1991- 2001-2011
2001 2006 2011

Average -4.3 -8.26 -5.09 -12.22 -28.5 -16.6
population change
# with growth 6(26.1)] 3(13.0) 7 (30.4) 2(8.7) 1(4.3) 4(17.4)
Average increase 2.2 6.1 5.7 1.8 27.0 5.0
# with loss 17 (73.9)] 20 (87.0)|] 15(65.2)] 21 (91.3)] 22(95.7)] 19 (82.6)
Average decrease -6.6 -10.4 -10.5 -13.6 -28.5 -21.1
No change Cobalt

Note: number in brackets is percentage of totaémtary count

As revealed in Table 19, 2011 population varies raggbthe communities, ranging from 50
(Gauthief?) to 157,765 (Sudbufs) people.
(34.8%), or have between 1,000 and 10,000 peo@l®¥d). Only two communities have between

Most communities either have below 1,p@0ple

10,000 and 100,000 people (8.7%; Timmins and Weasssing) and only one community (Sudbury)
had more than 100,000 people. Sudbury is the sagmmmunity in northern Ontario (19.6% of the
total population), and Timmins is the fourth larg@s3% of the total populatioff)

The majority of the communities experienced popaoiatoss between each census reporting
year (Table 20). Most of the inventoried commust{19; 82.6%) saw population decline between
2001 and 2011, and between 1991 and 2011 (22; 95.T%s decline is due in part to out-migration
from the communities (and region generally), oftenwork or education, which tends to leave an
older, retired population and part-time residemsich causes a shift in the community make-up and
mindset (Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005; Ryser &gddt, 2010). This population loss also leads to a
loss of human capital, reducing the social netwam#l volunteer pool of the commuriityHalseth,
1999a; Halseth & Sullivan, 2002).

employment to be replaced with consultants, caswskers, and part-time employment (Ryser &

This is furtieerexacerbated by the trend for full-time

2 Many studies require a minimum population sizeifatusion in analysis. Gauthier was included hsesit
was above 100 people between 1991 and 2006 arakfellv 100 people between 2006 and 2011. This study
also includes all mining communities and settlemethiat currently have residents recognized by the
Government of Canada.

3 Sudbury is an outliner in the inventory becauséofarge population. Sudbury as included becatuisea
major mining community comprised, through amalgaomatof many historic mining communities.

* 50% of the total population of northern Ontarige in the top five communities (Sudbury, Thundey,B
Sault Ste. Marie, Timmins, and North Bay).

* The impacts of population loss in rural communitE® also experienced by nearby communities as
consumers are lost from the surrounding area (Gamadployment and Immigration Advisory Council,
1987).
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Halseth, 2010). Northern Ontario typically hagtadistances between communities, which reduces
the ability for people to commute to work in othesmmunities, forcing them to relocate for
employment (Johnston & Lorch, 1996). There isribk with population loss due to out-migration
that rural poverty increases as residents with lghst amount of education and job skills tendtay s
behind’ (Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth, 2005, p. 127hefe is also an inherent transient base in resource
communities and the perception of shallower rootsmared to heartland communities (Johnston &
Lorch, 1996). These factors increase the challengpe population retention and economic

diversification communities’ faée

Variations are also noted in population change.a@rage there was a population change of
-16.6 percent between 2001 and 2011, and -28.%epefor 1991 to 2011 (Table 20). The rate of
average population decline has been increasing 4i#86, more than doubling each period except for
2001 to 2006. This census period saw the largesber of communities with population growth (7;
30.498"). The average rate of decline was higher thanatlerage rate of increase for the same
period in three out of the four periods. This @ades that communities, as a generalization, age in
state of population decline, and that the declimedmmunities is faster than population growth in

communities experiencing population increase.

Sudbury, and other communities that develop intgelgpopulation centers, are expected to
have a different population model more similar tdbam centers than to resource communities
(Wallace, 1992). Rural residents moving into largamicipal areas such as Sudbury would have
multiple effects on the communities; mainly, thatdBury would gain the necessary human resources
to drive economic projects and the source communityld lose these people. The migrants are

likely those looking for new employment, and ashswoe likely the skilled, younger workers.

The largest population changes for 2001 to 201k weted for Gauthier and McGarry, both
of which had a significant decrease in populatieB00@% and -56.2% respectively from 2001 to
2011). Gauthier and McGarry also have the smadledtthird smallest populations respectively of
the inventory. This makes them more vulnerablpdpulation loss, and population changes have a

higher proportional impact. Small communities arere vulnerable to declining populations in part

*® In contrast, near-urban communities are more likelgxperience population growth through in-migrati

than other rural communities (Halseth, 1999a).
“" Cobalt had no population change during this pesiod was included in the total population count rttin
communities with population growth or loss.
78



due to the reduced tax base for municipal sendcebthe reduced ability for a small community to

support employment options.

A minority of communities in the inventory has erpaced population growth over the last
two decades. Only West Nipissing had an increagmpulation between 1991 and 2011 (of 27%),
which is, in part, attributed to its amalgamation1999. Four communities in the inventory had an
increase in population between 2001 and 2011: @itldke (5.3%), Red Lake (7.1%), Sudbury
(1.6%) and West Nipissing (5.8%). The four comrtiesi with population increase also had an
increase in mining employment (covered in the re®dtion). Two of the four communities have
active mining operations: Red Lake and Sudburydb8ty has a number of educational opportunities
for young people (such as Laurentian Universitydiced training centers, and colleges) that most
other communities in the inventory do ffot Pickle Lake and West Nipissing do not have activ
mining operations and the increase in employmefikéty due to workers commuting to operations
(likely Red Lake and Sudbury respectively, and jibg®thers}®. Pickle Lake has had an increase in
population since 2001, but has had a decline <206, and the population increase from 2001 to
2011 is 5.3 percent, which amounts to less thatythiew residents since 2001. This supports the
generalization that minetowns in northern Ontareexperiencing a population loss, with exceptions

based on employment and education opportunities.

4.3.3 The Model Applied to Northern Ontario Minetow  ns

The inventory of northern Ontario minetowns progide data set to examine the proposed
model of minetown development. Using data fromphst five censuses (1991, 1996, 2001, 2006,
and 2011%, the temporal development of the communities lmameviewed. Table 21 provides the
mining sector employment in each community, Talieu2es the proposed model to categorize the
communities, Table 23 provides the community cdianteach stage, and Table 24 provides the

average labour force for each stage of developmenhis allows for an examination of the

“8 Timmins has College Boreal, Northern College oplgd Arts and Technology (with a campus in Kirkdan
Lake as well) and I'Université de Hearst campuBes] Lake has a Confederation College campus, ared We
Nipissing has a College Boreal campus.

“9 Pickle Lake could be considered notable because the furthest north community in Ontario withaye
round road access (via highway 599). In contrasPikle Lake being the most northerly of the four
communities, West Nipissing is the most southddgated east and slightly south of Sudbury.

0 Census data for the census subdivisions which gamated in 1991 to 2011 was summed for the pre-
amalgamation years for ease of analysis pre- aetigmalgamation (available in Appendix C).
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progression of minetowns through development stajethe proposed model, identifies possible
refinement of the model, and assesses the robgstficse model. The pre-mine dependent stage is
not examined because the mining communities innventory experienced the mine dependent stage
prior to 1991 (expect for Dubreuilvifi, and therefore are past the pre-mine dependage sturing

the census years used in this study.

Table 21: Percent of Total Labour Employment in Sefor 21 (1991-2011

% ange
0 e Closure 99 096 200 006 0 0 0

Atikokan 1980 15 1.0 0.8 0.6 7.8 430.6 830.2
Black River- - 14.7| 19.2| 10.6| 121 19.0 29.4 79.7
Matheson

Cobalt 1983 7.7 3.2 2.2 0.0 NA | -100.0 | -100.0
Dubreuilville - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 37.5 Increase
Ear Fall 1986/ Red Lake| 7.3 5.4 2.4 2.1 19.4 167.6 719.4
Elliot Lake Early 1990s 342| 125| 4.8 4.4 3.6 -89.5 -25.4
Espanola Sudbury 1.3 1.3 0.4 1.6 2.8 124.0| 642.17
Gauthier 1971 37.5| 20.0f 0.0, 25.0 0 -100.0 0
Greenstone 1971 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.1 52 953.26
Ignace 1991 144 2.6 1.7 3.1 0.0 -100.0| -100.0
Kirkland Lake | - 9.3| 104| 7.6| 111 14.0 50.4 85.5
Larder Lake 1990 37.4| 14.1| 10.6| 20.0 NA -46.5 88.50
Manitouwadge | - 41.0| 40.5| 34.8| 25.1 NA -38.7 | -27.89
Marathon - 29.0| 28.2| 26.2| 22.8 NA -21.3 | -12.70
Matachewan - 13.5] 29.2| 9.1| NA 17.9 325 96.4
McGarry 1996 40.9| 31.4| 18.2| 18.4 12.0 -70.7 -34.0
Pickle Lake 1995 26.00 3.3 0.0 0.0 14.6 -43.8| Increas
Red Lake - 14.3| 17.9| 23.7| 30.5 31.0 116.2 31.0
Sudbury - 9.9 8.9 6.2 7.0 8.4 -15.2 34.8
Temagami 1990 44| 2.2 2.0 0.0 0.0 -100.0| -100.0
Timmins® - 18.1| 15.3| 11.9| 10.3 14.4 -20.5 21.0
Wawa -2 13.6] 135] 2.7] 3.3 9.5 -29.9| 257.3
West Nipissing 2.2 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.9 -11.6 31.1

Source: Statistics Canada Census Data
Note: percentages above 30 are in bold

NA: no census data available

- identifies communities with operating mines

> Dubreuilville did experience the pre-mining stageil 2008 when Richmont Mines began production in
identified as such in Table 22, but the pre-mingtgge in not included in the remaining tables bseau
Dubreuilville is mine dependent in the 2011 census.
%2 All operations shut down in 1998, but in 2007 ¢éheras renewed interest in gold and two operati@e h
opened.
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" new operations that opened after the 2011 census
employment calculated from separate communitiesgmalgamation)
change was calculated using 2006 census dataairepdf 2011 data
the community wasl/is satellite to mining operagiaearby (with most common destination)

Table 21 provides information on labour force chlanger time. It is revealed here that five
communities had increases in the portion of thedalforce employed in sector 21 greater than 100
percent from 2001 to 2011: Atikokan (830.2%), Eali$-(719.4%), Espanola (642.2%), Greenstone
(953.3%), and Wawa (257.3%). From 1991 to 201lkoktan (430.6%), Ear Falls (167.6%),
Espanola (124.0%) and Red Lake (116.2%) had areaser in mining employment greater than
100%. Mining employment was eliminated in Cob&&authier, Ignace and Temagami. This begins
to suggest that the minetowns of northern Ontare ot all in the same stage of lifecycle

development, and that the shifts in mining employntleat occur are not sequential.

Table 22: Categorization of Northern Ontario's Mining Communities (1991-2011)

1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
o % Dubreuilville Dubreuilville Dubreuilville Dubreuilte
é 3
o8
oo
Q
s E Elliot Lake Manitouwadge | Manitouwadge Red Lake Dubreuilville
< 3| Gauthier McGarry Red Lake
= G| Larder Lake
) Manitouwadge
o McGarry
o = | Black River — | Black River — | Black River — | Black River — | Black River —
g ‘| Matheson Matheson Matheson Matheson Matheson
2 < Ignace Elliot Lake Kirkland Lake | Gauthier Kirkland Lake
@ Kirkland Lake | Gauthier Marathon Kirkland Lake | Matachewan
o Marathon Kirklane Lake | Matachewan Manitouwadge | Sudbury
= Matachewan Marathon Red Lake Marathon Timmins
Pickle Lake Matachewan Sudbury Sudbury Wawa
Red Lake Pickle Lake Timmins Timmins
Sudbury Red Lake Wawa Wawa
Timmins Sudbury
Wawa Timmins
Wawa
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1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
o | Atikokan Cobalt Cobalt Cobalt Atikokan
= 5 Cobalt Ear Falls Ear Falls Ear Falls Ear Falls
S 1j| Ear Falls Espanola Elliot Lake Elliot Lake Elliot Lake
@ Espanola Greenstone Ignace Espanola Espanola
o Temagami Ignace Larder Lake Ignace Greenstone
= West Nipissing | Larder Lake McGarry Larder Lake McGarry
Temagami Temagami McGarry Pickle Lake
West Nipissing | West Nipissing | West Nipissing | West Nipissing
o Greenstone Atikokan Atikokan Atikokan Gauthier
=5 Espanola Cobalt Ignace
=2 Greenstone Pickle Lake Temagami
:)-J. Gauthier Temagami
= Pickle Lake

Source: Table 21
* less than 1% of labour force employed in sectbr 2
Matachewan does not have available 2006 labourefatata
* Cobalt, Larder Lake, Manitouwadge, and Marathonndd have available 2011 labour force data

Reviewing the stages of the model over the 1991t26riod highlights the dynamic nature
of mine employment in mining communities (Table .2Zyommunities move through the different
stages as employment fluctuates, but post-depem@desitioning communities are the most common
in the data set, with an average mining labouredretween 8.8 and 11.7 percent of the total labour
force (Table 24). Table 22 identifies that comntiesi can move from mine dependent to mine
independent (e.g. Gauthier and Ignace), go fromemimdependent to mine dependent (e.g.
Dubreuilville), remain static in a stage (e.g. Bld&iver-Matheson), or fluctuate between stages (e.g
Pickle Lake). The progression of communities tigiothe stages is not sequential, contradictory to
the existing lifecycle models (notably Halseth, 38%nd Bone, 1998). This provides support for the

need for a new model better suited to the studietlevelopment of minetowns.

Table 23: Number of Communities in Each Stage (1992011

age 99 096 00 006 0
Mine Dependant 5 (21.7) 2 (8.7) 1(4.3) 1(4.3) 2 (8.7)
Transitioning 16 (69.6) 19 (82.6) 16 (69.6) 17 (73.9) 14 (60.9)
In-situ 10 (43.5) 11 (47.8) 8 (34.8) 9(39.1) 6 (26.1)
Ex-situ 6 (26.1) 8 (38.8) 8 (34.8) 8 (34.8) 8 (34.8)
Mine Independent 2(8.7) 2 (8.7) 6 (26.1) 5(21.7) 3 (13.0)
Missing/NA 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (17.4)

Note: percent of total count in brackets
* Cobalt, Larder Lake, Manitouwadge, and Marathonndb have available 2011 labour force data
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Table 23 shows the prevalence of the differentestag 2011. The most common stage
experienced by communities was transitioning betwesne dependence and mine independence.
In-situ transitions were more common in 1991 anfél6l®ut more recently the ex-situ transitioning
stage has accounted for the majority of transitigréommunities. The year 1991 had the highest
occurrence of mine dependent communities (5; 21.B4)each subsequent reporting period has only
had one or two mine dependent communities. Thig Imeaa result of communities diversifying their
economic base and/or a reduction in mining emplaoynmeeds. Mine independent communities
were the minority of the inventory communities 891 and 1996 (one community in each case), but
in 2001 and 2006 there was an increase to fivefand communities respectively. There was a
reduction in mine independent communities in 2004 t renewed mining employment in Atikokan
and Pickle Lake (previously mine independent comitiemin 2001 and 2006). This tendency for
most communities to be either in-situ or ex-siangitioning communities over the reporting pered i
expected. In in-situ transitioning communitiese thctive mine is local and sources employment
locally. In the case of ex-situ transitioning commities, commuting to mining operations beyond the
immediate local region is a viable option, espégia the cases of ‘bedroom communities’ for fly-

in/fly-out operations and those within driving @diste of a mining operation.

Table 24: Average Percentage of Sector 21 of Totahbour Force for by Stage (1991-2011

age 99 096 00 006 0
Mine Dependent 38.2 35.9 34.8 30.5 34.3
Transitioning 11.7 11.2 8.8 10.6 11.3
In-situ / Ex-situ 16.3/4.0 16.2/5.0 12.2/5.4 13.1/6.5 13.9/8.4
Mine Independent 0 0 0.3 0.1 0

Source: calculated from Table 21

Variations in the relative importance of the minsgctor amongst communities at different
stages are presented in Table 24. As revealedsnahle, since 1991, there has been an increase in
the mining portion of the labour force of ex-sitartsitioning communities. This is compared to a
decline in the 1990s and a relatively steady ratéhe 2000s in in-situ transitioning communities.
Major mining operations closed in six of the comities during the 1990s, only two of which
(Ignace and Temagami) have since become mine indepé (Table 21). The other four (Elliot
Lake, Larder Lake, McGarry, and Pickle Lake) haeedme satellite communities for other mine

operations (likely Kirkland Lake, Timmins, Sudbwayd Red Lake).
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Data for the year 2011 were used to create a reswyshot of the characteristics of the
different types of minetowns in the model. Tabfei@entifies the types of communities in northern
Ontario, Table 26 provides the population informati Table 27 identifies the economic
characteristics of each community and Table 28 sarzas the labour force diversity for each stage.
There is a clear shifting away from mine dependmwhmunities in northern Ontario. Formerly
mine-dependent communities have shifted to new dantj but not dependent, industries. This

includes communities with active mining within tloeal area, such as Timmins and Kirkland Lake.

Table 25: Types of Mining Communities in Northern Ohtario (2011

Mine dependent Transitioning Transitioning Mine Independent
In-situ Ex-situ
Dubreuilville (37.5) Matheson (19.0) Atikokan (17.8) Cobalt*
Red Lake (31.0) Matachewan (17.8) | Ear Fall (19.4) Ignace
Marathon (22.8)* Elliot Lake (17.4) Temagami
Timmins (14.4) Espanola (2.81) Gauthier
Kirkland Lake (18.6) | Greenstone (16.3)
Sudbury (13.6) Larder Lake (20.0)*
Wawa (13.5) Manitouwadge (25.1)*
McGarry (12.0)
Pickle Lake (29.2)
West Nipissing (15.5)

Source: Statistics Canada 2011 census
Number in bracket () is the portion of the labooirce employed in sector 21
* pased on 2006 census data

As Table 25 reveals, only two communities currerithve a dependency on the mining
sector: Dubreuilville and Red Lake with 37.5 and @&tcent of the labour force employed in the
mining sector respectively (based on 2011 censtgy.ddNo other community has this dependency,
suggesting that the labour force profile has chdrigghese formerly mine-dependent communities.
Removing Dubreuilville and Red Lake (the two mingpendent communities) from the data set,
reveals that the remaining communities had an geemgine sector employment of 8.9 percent. This
decline in mining employment could be a result oéduction in the available employment options or
a move away from a mining-centric economic basleis €onclusion does not, however, shed light on
why or how labour activity is changing. In therfaer case it could be related to restructuring eeith
a smaller labour force required due to the additidnpost-fordist techniques (Halseth, 1999),

redundancy and the winding down of mining operai¢Bradbury, 1984), or re-imaging of the
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community to include more sustainable and diveadifictivities (Halseth and Sullivan, 2002). In the
latter case, the relative importance of differeftdur force activities might have emerged orgahjical
and been locally or externally driven (either resay or proactively). It also does not shed ligimt
the nature of the intervention, which could be ptiva or reactive driven from within or external to

the community.

Table 26: Population and Mine Sector Labour Force @Garacteristics of Four Types of Mining
Communities

Mine = Transitioning = Transitioning Mine

Dependent In-situ Ex-situ Independent
2583 | 35638 (31026 4938 (4229) 780 (830)

Average Population
(2011) census
Average % Population
change ('01-'11)
Average % of labour
force in mining sector 34.3 13.9 8.4 0.00
(2011) census
Average % of labour
force in mining sector 30.97 13.4 55.7 -66.7 (-50.0)
change ('01-'11)
Source: calculated from Statistics Canada census

Data in () includes communities with only 2006 dasing 2011 population

-13.9 -12.78 -13.8 -31

Population has been declining in all stages of toimnes for the 2001 to 2011 period (Table
26). The overall population trend in northernt®io and the minetown inventory is of population
loss. Mining labour force has been increasingrduthe same period for all stages, except in mine
independent communities. The mine independeneswgharacterized by the non-existence of a
mining labour force, and so it is expected thavauld have a reduction in mining labour force as
communities move from transitioning stages to theemndependent stage. Unexpectedly, the
largest increase in mining employment was in ex4gansitioning communities. This indicates that a

larger portion of the employed local community agrenuting to mines for work.
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Table 27: Economic Characteristics of Four Types dfining Communities: Dominant
Economic Sectors

Dominant Sector Mine Transitioning Transitioning Mine
(AVG %) Dependent In-situ Ex-situ Independent
21 - Mining, Dubreuilville Black River -
quarrying, and oil (37.5)| Matheson (19.0
and gas extraction| Red Lake (31.0 Matachewan
[23.2] (17.9)*
Timmins (14.4)
62 - Health care Kirkland Lake| Atikokan (17.8)
and social (18.6) Elliot Lake
assistance [16.0] Sudbury (13.6 (17.4)
Wawa (13.5)] West Nipissing
(15.5)
91 - Public Pickle Lake Ignace (16.0
administration (29.2)*
[20.4] McGarry (20)*
Greenstone
(16.3)
44-45 — Retail Espanola (15.9)
23 — Construction Temagami (17.1
None Gauthier (0)*

Source: Statistics Canada 2011 census

Note: labour force for both sexes used
Number in brackets () is the portion of the comrymiabour force employed in the sector
Number in square brackets [] is the sector’'s averpgrcentage of the total labour force in the

inventory communities for sectors dominant in rplétcommunities
* likely experiencing a lag time in decline
* sectors 44-45 (Retail) and 31-33 (Manufacturing} lsame amount
17.7% without mine dependent communities (Dubrdleiland Red Lake)

There has been a shift in employment in the minetovand Table 27 provides the most
common dominant labour force sector for each conitpurThe current top three labour sectors for
the communities are mining and quarrying (6), lealare and social assistance (6) and public
administration (4). No community would be classgifias dependent on the dominant industry sector,
although Pickle Lake is very close at 29.2 per@mployment in public administration. The high
occurrence of health care and social assistanckpablic administration employment is expected.

Randall and Ironside (1996) note the tendency tdrlip service and administration to be the main

3 Randall and Ironside (1996) reviewed the laboucd in resource industry by gender in their studgimilar
approach may provide further insight into the labfouce changes as communities transition from ngnb
other industries.
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rivals for resource employment because ‘northerntehiand’ communities lack value-added
manufacturing employment. This is due to the reduéeasibility of manufacturing industries,

mainly because of the large distances from the comityr to the major population centers and
shipping locations (Randall & Ironside, 1996). ¥six of the twenty-three communities have the
mining sector as the dominant labour sector, wihiaticates that most of the communities have
moved away from mine dependency. This suggeststimmunities have diversified their economic
base, possibly preparing for a new stage of dewedmp, which includes a re-imaging away from the

mining sector.

Nine communities from the list continue to havealoactive mining operations: Black River-
Matheson, Dubreuilville, Kirkland Lake, Manitouwaglg Marathon, Matachewan, Red Lake,
Sudbury, Timmins and Wawa. No labour force dataewavailable for Cobalt, Larder Lake,
Manitouwadge or Marathon for 2011. Cobalt and kardake no longer have active mining, but
Manitouwadge and Marathon do, with the Hemlo mirmmpglex situated between the two
communitied®. None of these communities are dependent on timéngnioperations, but it is the
dominant sector for Black River-Matheson, Matacheveamd Timmins. Health care and social
assistance is the dominant sector in Kirkland LaRadbury and Wawa This supports that

communities make an effort to diversify the econobase while mining operations are active.

Communities transitioning in-situ were split betweee mining dominated labour force and a
health care and social service dominated labowefor In contrast, the labour force of communities
transitioning ex-situ is no longer mining, but tsdfted to service sectors of health care and kocia
assistance, and public administration. This iseetgd in rural, northern areas because service

industries are more likely to play a large roleaonomic diversification (Randall & Ironside, 1996)

> |t is approximately 60 km to Manitouwadge and 4@ to Marathon.
* Based on 2006 data, education services was théndotrsector in Marathon (12.9%) and mining was the
dominant sector in Manitouwadge (25.1%).
*® This included Sudbury, which is the largest popafacenter in northern Ontario and has a number of
medical teaching and research operations.
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Table 28: Industrial Base Characteristics of Four ypes of Mining Communities
Mine Transitioning Transitioning Mine

Dependent In-situ Ex-situ | Independent

Average number of industries

(2011 census) of 20 1 15.5 13.4 5.7
Percent change in average i i i i
number of industries ('01-'11) 26.7 10.3 18.4 66.0

Source: calculated from Statistics Canada 2011 ggns

Transitioning communities face challenges due tonemic uncertainty and the ability to
retain community members. The largest diversityabbur force sectors was found in transitioning
communities, both in-situ and ex-situ (Table 28jorthern Ontario communities transitioning in-situ
were found to have a higher average number of lafovoe sectors with employment and a smaller
loss of industries in the previous ten years. Timy be due to mine employees working and living in
the community, instead of commuting as they wouldaicommunity transitioning ex-situ. Being
able to work in the same location as they live,eremployees are spending more time, and therefore
have an increased opportunity to spend money ircdin@munity, creating a cycle of local business
support’.

The smallest diversity of industries was in mindgpendent communities (5.7 out of 20)
Mine independent communities also had the largestigtion in labour force base and population
between 2001 and 2011. This may be an indicati@nd®clining community in a prolonged lag time
with little or no opportunity to diversify. The meé independent communities also tend to have a
smaller population with a faster rate of populatioss then the other stages of minetowns (Table 26)
This reduces the tax base of the community, thhkilitia of businesses due to reduce local spending
and an out-migration of young people for educatiod employment opportunities elsewhere. This
creates a cycle of decline that can be very difffifar a community to escape from and can result in
thedecliningresponse described in the model. This respondeaimcterized by the loss of the major
industry causing a major decline in the economfde® community due to the lack of diversity in the
economic base. As communities transition away frmining dependence, it is important for

alternative industries to be available to providglmyment and income for the community.

" A review of local business, entrepreneurships, el spending in in-situ versus ex-situ transiiig
communities would provide an in-depth examinatibthés.
%8 Statistics Canada suppresses data when therevaee than 10 employees, so a few employees maglbctu
be present in some categories without reported @yepk.
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Of note are Gauthier’'s, McGarry’'s, Matachewan’sd dickle Lake’s steadily declining
diversity of labour sectors (Table 29). Decliniagour force diversity from the period of transitio
onwards is likely an indication of a prolonged wimgidown period, and not an alternative future in
the mine independent stage. This is coupled widpufation loss (Table 30), providing strong
indication that a prolonged winding down period,lag time effect, is occurring. This stage has a
rapid out-migration at the end of operations simitathe original winding down phase described by
Bradbury (1984a), but with has a slower, prolondedline. The four communities are not in the
same stage of development. Gauthier is mine indge, McGarry and Pickle Lake are
transitioning ex-situ, and Matachewan is transitignin-situ. Matachewan has shifted from mine
independent to transitioning in-situ with the openiof the Young-Davidson Mine, and is likely
having residual effects from the mine closure efitid-2000s, which will be mitigated in the coming
years. Pickle Lake is experiencing a similar eventMatachewan, but with increased mining
employment ex-situ of the community. McGarry had la rapid decline in population, and it is likely
that there is an out-migration to larger urban @ntvith more employment opportunities (such as
Kirkland Lake) as local mining employment continteslecline. Gauthier has no reported industries
and the population has more than halved since 2iDdating a large out-migration and limited
opportunities for those who remain in the communitihis greatly reduces the chance that Gauthier
will be able to diversify and mitigate the prolodgéag-time decline. These four communities

highlight the importance of proactive diversifiaatifor the mitigation of decline.

Table 29: Communities with Prolonged/Lag Time Windhg Down Period: Industries Present

Community 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
Gauthier 3 5 2 4 0
Matachewan 11 9 10 4 2
McGarry 12 12 13 11 2
Pickle Lake 13 12 10 8 5

Source: Statistics Canada census data

Out of 20 labour force categories

Table 30: Communities with Prolonged/Lag Time Windihg Down Period: Population
Community 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
Gauthier 149 152 128 133 50
Matachewan 453 402 409 375 270
McGarry 1139 1015 787 674 345
Pickle Lake 654 544 399 479 420

Source: Statistics Canada census data
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Table 31: Relationship Between Population and LabauForce Change in Northern Ontario
Minetowns

Population/Labour Mine Transitioning  Transitioning Mine

Force Change (‘01-11) Dependent In-situ Ex-situ Independent
-/- [7; 30.4%)] 0 (0/0) 1(14.3/4.3) 3 (30/13.0) 3 (75/13.0)

-/+ [12; 52.1%)] 1(50/4.3) 5(71.4/21.7) 5 (50/21.7) 1 (25/4.3)

+/- [0; 0%)] 0 (0/0) 0 (0/0) 0 (0/0) 0 (0/0)

+/+ [4; 17.4%)] 1 (50/4.3) 1(14.3/4.3) 2 (20/8.7) 0 (0/0)

Note: the number in round brackets is the percemtaf within the category/percentage of total
communities,
the number in square brackets is the total counttlie category and the percentage of the
inventory

Looking at the current rate of mining employmentyoorovides a snapshot of the state of
affairs. By examining recent trends, changes inimgi labour force and population can be examined
(Table 19 and Table 21) and are summarized in TzthleThe trends in population and mining labour
force are contrasting: population tends to be dewi while mining labour force tends to be
increasing. The level of employment has riserh mining sector in sixteen (69.6 percent) of the
twenty-three communities for the 2001 to 2011 mkrid his includes Dubreuilville and Red Lake,
but not McGarry. The level of mining sector empt@nt has declined in seven communities (30.1
percent) for the same period. If the four commasiwithout 2011 labour force data are excluded
(Cobalt, Larder Lake, Manitouwadge and Marathon,which 2001 and 2006 data were used), the
percentage values change to 78.9 percent (15 coities)rfor increasing employment, and 21.1
percent for decreasing employment. This is oppaie trends in population: 81 percent of the
communities have had a decline in population sk@@l, and only 19 percent have had an increase
in population (Sudbury, Pickle Lake, Red Lake andstWNipissing). Furthermore, population and
mining employment increased in four (17.4%) comrtigsi between 2001 and 2011, population
decreased and mining employment increased in twedvemunities (52.2%), and both population
and mining employment decreased in seven commsr(3@.4%) (no communities had a population
increases with a mining employment decrease). Bptéboth in-situ and ex-situ transitioning
communities have a high rate of population los$ait increase in mining sector labour force. This
further suggests that the communities are in diffestages of the minetown lifecycle, and thatlmbo

force and population are no longer closely tied.

Using the proposed model for northern Ontario nowess illustrates the ability of the model

to identify communities with active mining operattothat are transitioning to a more diversified
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economic base. It also allows for the comparisbnoonmunities transitioning with in-situ mining
and ex-situ mining. This is valuable given thanped resource communities are no longer created
and mining companies must source employment frorstieg settlements. However, the
diversification response (proactive, crisis or dent) is not easily apparent from the initial
categorization of the communities. This would rieguw more in-depth review of dependence and
post-dependence labour force and econathadfshe community, as well as review of stratedamg

and municipal records.

4.3.4 Summary

Northern Ontario has a long and prosperous histdrynining that has left a number of
communities with mining heritage. One communitg baen abandoned (Renabie), and twenty-four
communities amalgamated into larger areas. Thisthednty-three minetowns which either are, or
have been, dependent on mining since 1950 forrusigei inventory. Currently, only Red Lake and
Dubreuilville are still dependent on mining opesas8. Of the remaining communities, seventeen
communities are transitioning (73.9%); seven (30.4%situ and ten (43.5%) ex-situ, and four are
mine independent (17.4%). On average, transit@poommunities currently had 11.3 percent of the
labour force employed in mining (13.9% in in-sit8,4% in ex-situ) and mine independent
communities had no employment in the mining sectdrhe proposed model highlighted the
variations in minetown development and differemiibbetween communities transitioning in-situ and
ex-situ. The review of northern Ontario minetownsthe model from 1991-2011 revealed that
communities go through development stages in aseguential fashion, supporting the need for a

new approach to resource community lifecycle modesind the proposed model’s ability to fill this

gap.

* Tax base and business directories could providet of data about post-dependence economics and
industries.
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4.4 Tourism in Minetown Communities

4.4.1 Introduction

Tourism and recreation is prevalent in northerna@at it is advertised throughout the region
and online, as well as supported by governmenctiesliand documents. This section reviews the
tourism data for the inventory of mining commursti@s well as northern Ontario. This study has
established that the majority of the communities ao longer reliant on mining operations for
employment, and that there are a variety of océopsatin its place (i.e: that the community has not
become reliant on a different industry sector). BNIR and tourism-related businesses and
employment in the communities may be a componenthef current economic stage of the
communities. Tourism plays into the economic diiferation plan of most rural communities, and
perhaps the addition of tourism to the resourcensomity is an indication of the assimilation of such
communities into the larger rural lifecycle trend¥he inclusion of tourism and NRBTR in the
communities and the region is assessed. The fateiosm in the proposed model is also examined,

using the minetown inventory for illustration.

In most communities there was some tourism andeation component early on, but
generally not as a significant economic driver.r Ewgample, Red Lake had tourism in the form of
hunting and fishing outposts before World War HdéElliot Lake had tourism beginning in the first
few years of completion and is now rebranded as ‘Tawel in the Wilderness'. The level of
employment and economic contributions of tourisne @otentially a key component for the
development of Canadian resource communities. iimudevelopments can also help in the re-

branding efforts of the community.

4.4.2 Tourism in Northern Ontario

Tourism is an important part of the northern Omtagconomy. Although the number of
employees in the tourism sector in northern Ont@a®well as provincially) has declined in recent
years, data collected by the Ontario Ministry ofifiem, Culture and Spdftreveals that the portion

of employment in the tourism sector is higher imtinern Ontario than the provincial le¥e(Table

0 Raw data available at http://www.mtc.gov.on.caksearch/rtp/rtp.shtml
®1 This change in the northern Ontario tourism induis difficult to explain given the recent push fourism
development in the region. The overall numberroplyees in northern Ontario in all industries bagn
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32, Table 33, and Table 34). Differences are afgmarent in trip duration and NRBTR-motivated
visits (Table 35). Overnight visitors make up egé& portion of the regional total of visitors for
northern Ontario than for Ontario, which may be laixged by the larger distances that must be
travelled in the north. The NRBTR share of therisoa market in northern Ontario is also much
larger than Ontario (47.2% compared to 21.3%), Wwisicpports the literature that northern Ontario
has a wilderness niche for tourism activities ansifiesses. Furthermore, although overnight visitor
make up only 45.3 percent of the northern Ontargitors, they account for 76.1 percent of the
spending in the region (Table 36). Given that NRBvisitors make up almost half of all northern
Ontario’s visitors and overnight spending accodatanore than three quarters of the spending, the
inclusion of NRTBR activities, sites and busines$ed promote multi-day stays in a community or

region are important to the northern Ontario tourisdustry.

Table 32: Employment in Northern Ontario

All northern Ontario employees All northern Ontario tourism employees

% % of % % of all % of
Year Employees change Ontario Employees change  employees Ontario
2011 36,522 -3.81 4.15 7,546  -19.62 20.66 5.10
2010 37,970 0.64 4.28 9,388 -0.17 24.72 6.29
2009 37,730 -0.33 4.32 9,404 -1.11 24.92 6.34
2008 37,854 -2.63 4.35 9,510 -3.67 25.12 6.38
2007 38,875 -3.48 4.41 9,872 -7.10 25.39 6.34
2006 40,278 - 4.66 10,627 - 26.38 6.56

Source: Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture andoBpRegional Tourism Profiles

Table 33: Ontario Tourism Employment

All Employees All Tourism Employees
Year Employees % change Employees % change % of all employees
2011 879,626 -0.73 147,868 -0.95 16.81
2010 886,137 1.50 149,291 0.72 16.85
2009 873,391 0.43 148,220 -0.51 16.97
2008 869,651 -1.27 148,983 -4.39 17.13
2007 880,842 1.99 155,817 -3.80 17.69
2006 863,622 - 161,976 - 18.76

Source: Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture andoBpRegional Tourism Profiles

declining, but the rate of decline has been moma@unced in the tourism industry. 2011 had thgdsir
decline in the number of tourism employees in remthOntario of the reported years, which was not
mirrored in the Ontario total. The decline coule & result of a slump in the regional tourism marke
social shift away from consumptive activities sashhunting, and transportation costs.
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Table 34: Changes in Tourism Portion of Total Emplgment Positions
% tourism employees in % tourism employees

northern Ontario in Ontario Difference % Difference
2011 20.7 16.8 3.9 20.6
2010 24.7 16.9 7.9 37.9
2009 24.9 17.0 8.0 38.0
2008 25.1 17.1 8.0 37.8
2007 25.4 17.7 7.7 35.8
2006 26.4 18.8 7.6 33.8

Source: Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture andoBpRegional Tourism Profiles

Table 35: NRBTR Visitors in Ontario and Northern Ontario

Total visitors NRBTR
Visitors (% % of
Visitors (% Same-day Overnight of regional Ontario % of
Region Ontario) (%) (%) total) NRBTR Ontario
Ontario 138,848,800 90,323,900 48,524,900 29,534,400 - 21.3
(65.1) (34.9) (21.3)
Northern 6,249,300 3,421,100 2,828,200 2,952,300 10.0 2.1
Ontario (4.5) (54.7) (45.3) (47.2)

Source: Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture andofpRegional Tourism Profiles

Table 36: Tourism Spending in 2011
Total spending Overnight spending

(% Ontario) (%*)
Ontario 20,802,549,000 13,268,107,000 7,534,442,00d
(100) (63.78) (36.22)
Northern Ontario 1,414,034,000 1,076,523,000 337,511,000
(6.8) (76.13) (23.87)

Source: Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture andofpRegional Tourism Profiles
Note: spending values are in Canadian dollars
* - 9% of respective regional total

4.4.3 Northern Ontario Minetown Tourism

Surveys of the identified minetowns for tourism amdreation businesses and activities
required examination of a number of sources, inolydvebsites, business directories, tourism
literature, marketing material, and community @siiThe objective was to identify communities with
tourism and NRBTR business to establish if touriang specifically NRBTR, is playing a role in the

diversification of minetowns in northern Ontaricafile 59 in Appendix C provides a summary of the
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data). All but one of the communities (Gauthier)the inventory promotes tourism of some type.
Very little information is available about Gauthigrhich is not surprising, given it has a populatio
of 123 people and is off the main artery roadsut@iar is located at the north end of Tamiskaming
Lake between Kirkland Lake and Larder Lake on Higihk6. There has not been a major increase

or decrease in the population of Gauthier durirgggast two decades.

Nature- and resource-based tourism and recreattvitiegs have been identified as a key
type of tourism in northern Ontario (Bennett & Ldmg2010; Boyd & Butler, 1999; Johnston &
Payne, 2005), and it is expected that communitresnpting NRBTR will take advantage of this
niche. NRBTR attractions were separated from NRBLRinesses for the inventory because they
represent two different aspects of the tourism stigu NRBTR attractions are found in all but one
community (again being Gauthier). Hiking trailsshing and hunting were commonly promoted
activities in the communities studied. Only thodghe communities in the inventory did not have at
least one NRBTR-oriented business. Thus, miningwoanities are capitalizing on northern

Ontario’s wilderness assets with the addition afigstn and NRBTR businesses.

Cobalt, Gauthier and McGarry are the three comriegvithout NRBTR-related businesses.
In the case of Cobalt (population, 1,133), mosheatic development has been centered at Coleman
(population, 597), which does have NRBTR businesdd® two communities are often referred to
as Cobalt-Coleman. Although the population of @@e has increased (up 10.6% since the 2006
census), the population of Cobalt has declinedt%7since 2006 census). To offset its declining
population, Cobalt has promoted mining heritageisou (Hall & Stern, 2009), and some of the
activities, such as the Silver Trail, have a nahased component, but are not NRBTR-focused.
Coleman Township covers a larger area then Cobdlich includes a number of lakes offering

fishing opportunities (including a resort lodga)ggesting that the area is marketable for NRBTR.

Having no tourism businesses means that GauthenbaRBTR businesses. Gauthier is
twenty-three kilometres west of another communiithaut NRBTR business: McGarry. McGarry is
located at the Quebec border at Rouyn-Noranda. avtyGloes have a tourist information center for
the area, but no tourism-related businesses arydoma@ accommodation venue (Hilltop Inn; a three
room guest house). The population has decreaséd.Bypercent since the 2006 census. These two
communities are along the same through-highwayhiiiyy 66), as Larder Lake and Kirkland Lake,
both of which do have NRBTR businesses and largpulations. Small population and poor access

may partially explain the lack of NRBTR businesg#sich are found in Gauthier and McGarry.
95



4.4.4 Summary

Northern Ontario has typically had a larger porttdfNRBTR within its tourism market than
the provincial average, and has been experiencdegine in tourism and NRBTR employment over
the last five years. Northern Ontario minetownslude tourism and NRBTR in economic
diversification efforts. Only one community (Gaietf) did not have tourism businesses and three
communities (Cobalt, Gauthier and McGarry) did hate NRBTR businesses. This indicates that
the majority of northern Ontario minetowns are magkefforts to diversify the economic base of the
community through tourism (95.7%), and the effaften include NRBTR activities and attractions
(90.9% of communities with tourism, 87.0% of allnmmunities), which have been identified as a
niche market for northern Ontario. This is expddételight of tourism being a diversification segly
for rural, peripheral and ‘hinterland’ communitiasd that NRBTR has been identified as a valued
asset to the tourism industry of northern OntaBenhett & Lemelin, 2010; Boyd & Butler, 1999;
Butler, 1998; Johnston & Payne, 2005). It alsoidatks that communities in all stages of
development include tourism and NRBTR activitiesl &iisinesses. However, it does not indicate

whether this effort is proactive, reactive, orgamigplanned.

4.5 Discussion and Synthesis of Inventory Results

4.5.1 Introduction

The aim of this study is to gain insight into tfifedycle of mining communities in northern
Ontario, and the diversification efforts to incluRBTR. To date there is a large amount of
literature on the transitioning of resource depah@emmunities in Canada to alternative industries,
including tourism and recreation, with much of thig€used on mining communities. The use of
tourism and recreation is a widely acknowledgedetmyment strategy for rural areas, and northern
Ontario has been identified as rich with natured easource-based tourism and recreation (NRBTR)
opportunities (Boyd & Butler, 1999; Johnston & Payr2005). This section brings together the
results of the inventory study and the academerdiure to begin to address the identified gaps,

predominantly the advancement of the resource tdecycle models and NRBTR in minetowns.
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4.5.2 Minetown Lifecycles and Development Discussio  n

Single industry towns in Canada have received matténtion since Innis’'s work in the
1930s. A number of models have been designed doride the lifecycle of Canadian resource
communities. A review of the academic literatudentified three major lifecycle models for
Canadian resource communities. These are the IRreatbury/Halseth model (19993)the Bone
model (1998), and the Bruce, Ryser, & Halseth md@6D5). Historically the development of
resource communities has been relatively consistéhta quick growth period, a stability or plateau
stage (possibly with some operation suspensiontgyeand a decline post-extraction. This was
especially true for communities designed to suppasurce extraction, and those that started oat as
company town. This pattern of community developimemlonger reflects the realities of resource
communities, including mining communities, in CaaadThis is because resource communities,
including those in northern Ontario, are not thentier towns’ they once were, and the creatioa of
community for resource extraction is no longer saena valuable endeavour by the government
(Wallace, 1992).

The three models have four major shortcomings iscidleing current Canadian resource
communities: a standard growth pattern, the assampf post-closure community abandonment, a
lack of economic diversification during resourcegtions, and mining employment being the single
major draw for population growth. Additional stageould be proposed to the newest restructuring
stages of the models to better describe alternatte@omic futures, but this would not accommodate
the inclusion of other major economic activitiesliea in the community lifecycle or address the

assumptions about the pattern of development.

The proposed model addresses the shortcomingedfléissic models, as well as concerns
raised by earlier studies, such as by Stedman €@04) and Wallace (1992). The standard growth
pattern assumed in previous lifecycle models is ass#umed in the proposed model. The model
moves away from the standard of using a populatiopopulation change metric as the community
measure. Instead of population, the mining lalfotze portion of the total labour force is used to
categorize minetowns in a method similar to thecBruRyser, and Halseth model (2005). By using
the portion of the labour force employed in the imjnsector, the model bypasses the assumption that

the community is created for mining, and insteatlif®s on the effect of mining on the community.

%2 The LBH model is notable for its prominence andgevity in Canada resource community studies. The
longevity of the model is due partly to the revidowhich occurred to update it to better suit thitiag
reality of resource towns. The last major revidwhe model was by Halseth and Sullivan in 2002.
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This allows for increased fluidity through stagesil&y maintaining the ability to compare

communities within the same stage or which haveehsithilar pattern of development. This allows
the model to be used for mining without excludirthes developing aspects of the community’s
industrial base. Post-closure abandonment is smimaed in the proposed model, which improves
upon previous models by allowing for the incorpmmaiof alternative economic drivers and industries
at any point in community development. This alsllrasses the final shortcoming of previous
models that resource extraction is the major inratign and population growth driver while

operational. These factors also make the modetraocessible for general use by simplifying and
quantifying the analysis required for temporal asseent and multi-community comparison, as well
as supporting the contribution the model makeshw literature and study of Canadian resource

community lifecycles.

Few case study communities (e.g. Halseth, 1999aBaadbdury, 1984b) have been used to
evaluate and advance the study of resource comynlifeitycles, as described above. The use of
northern Ontario minetowns in this study was a able exercise because it examined vulnerable and
‘typical’ resource communities. It provided a dakt that was varied across community histories,
development and economics to assess existing maaelsest the proposed model with existing
datd®. This allowed for a view into different stagestioé mining lifecycle, as well as the trends in a

subset of resource communities, contributing tostiidy of Canadian resource community lifecycles.

The loss of people is common in the north, and sugygest that the mining communities are
no longer unusual or differentiated from commusitteat were not originally resource-dependent.
This may indicate that the resource lifecycle madal/ begin to overlap with rural north community
models (the declining population is typical of mantn Ontario, see sections 1.3 and 4.3.2.1). Tikere
work that supports the view that resource-commusigcific models are no longer relevant in
northern Ontario (or northern Canada) (Wallace 2)9%iven that only Renabie has experienced the
‘winding down phase’ (abandonment) of the LucasdBray/Halseth model, this may no longer be

the norm, but instead the exception.

Most of the communities have population loss froemsus year to census year post-mine

dependence. This indicates a high change in popuojaand that out-migration is not offset by equal

83 Sector twenty-one labour force was used, whichoisstrictly mining, but also includes quarryingydaoil
and gas. Northern Ontario has limited quarryindj,amd gas activities and therefore limited repdrte
employment in these sectors. In regions with merenomic activities in these sectors, mining specif
labour force data would have to be used.
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or greater in-migration of new residents. This ydapon loss of the northern Ontario minetowns

post-dependence is consistent with the trendsui@ northern Ontario as a region as a whole. This
suggests that even with economic restructuringraimdaging, the resource towns are continuing to
lose members of the community. This is an optioesented in existing resource community

lifecycle models, but it is given equal weighting @opulation stability and population growth. The

results of this study indicate that this is not tase, and population loss is the most likely bfled

futures (including winding down).

The classic models assume that mining employmethieisnajor draw for population growth
through in-migration. The four communities with pdgtion growth also experienced an increase in
the mining labour force over the same period (17.2%1% of communities with 2011 labour force
data). This is expected as increased employmgmbramities would act as an incentive for new
residents to relocate. This is offset by the t@ebommunities that had an increase in mining
employment with a decrease in population (52.293f63.2% of the communities with 2011 labour
force dat&’). This indicates that mining employment is nat thajor draw for new residents in the
minetown inventory communities, supporting that thHecycle models and resource community
theories are becoming less applicable. This ithéursupported by the fact that many of northern
Ontario’s minetowns have different economic bagdeatifferent stages. The existing models need, at
minimum, to be revised, but most northern Ontarinatowns (82.6%) have had a steady decline in
population since the mining sector labour force thagpped below the 30% dependency threshold,

indicating that the models are no longer descriptizminetown$.

The inventory testing of the proposed model hidiikg that communities do not progress in
a sequential, prescribed fashion through the dewedmt stages, but instead may move between
stages as economics and mining operations fluctuatee model also highlights that communities
can return to, or become, mine dependent (sucledd.Bke and Dubreuilville have in recent years).
This is a divergence from the typical thinking tlemmunities move in a relatively predictable
fashion, mainly away from resource dependencefioahabandonment stage. The proposed model
does not differentiate between company towns anthigahat existed before the resource company,

but which were shaped by it and dependent onliis iE in recognition that planned communities and

% Using 2006 data for the four communities witho0tL2 labour force data would increase this count3o
communities (56.5%).
% The models may no longer be descriptive of restmans of any sector; this could be examined utteg
CASIT listings and census data from 1991-2011 wiexe the classic models.
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company-towns are a thing of the pagiGoltz, 1992; Wallace, 1992). The model identifie
communities based on historical mining dependebaeany community could be examined using
the model for a temporal analysis of the role afiing.

In keeping with the literature, the model highlighhe contrast between a mine dependent
community and a transitional community. The averpgrtion of the labour force employed in the
mining sector in transitioning communities (in-sénd ex-situ) was approximately a third of that in
mine dependent communities from 1991 to 2011. T®upports the position in the academic
literature that resource dependent communities hasignificantly different economic and industrial
base than other, diversified, communities. Theonitgj of communities were transitional, and had
the highest number of industry sectors presentis $hggests that mining allows for community
growth, but a dominant mining sector reduces tiverdity of the industrial base of a community.
This may be a result of community branding or thaimg presence deterring certain opportunities
for growth (Stern & Hall, 2010).

Minetowns are considered the most vulnerable ofréiseurce communities and most likely
to be affected by ‘boom and bust’ events (Bone 8198hnston & Lorch, 1996). Mine independent
communities were found to have the smallest pojmnst the fastest rate of population loss and the
fewest number of local industry sectors. This supthe rhetoric that the closing of mining
operations can, and often does, have severe casrsegpl for the community. This was further
supported by the lag time decline occuring in fofithe communities identified by the declining
population and loss of available local employmeppartunities . The four communities were in
different stages of the model, excluding mine dépeat, highlighting that minetowns in different
stages are equally vulnerable to decline.

The use of a regional dataset of minetowns in uargiages of development provided further
evidence supporting the conclusion that existingpuece community lifecycles do not accurately
address the present day reality of minetowns (We@Jl4992). The proposed model was found to
accurately capture the non-sequential transitidnsioetowns and addressed the pre-mine-closure
diversification of communities, which was lackingpi existing models. This has advanced the
academic literature and addressed the shortconohg®e previous resource community lifecycles,

thereby addressing the first and second objecof/éss thesis.

% This would also be the case with government-cteatanned resource towns which were also created to
support a company’s needs, such as Elliot LakeMemitouwadge.
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4.5.3 NRBTR, Minetowns, and the Mining Lifecycle

NRBTR does not intuitively align with resource edtion, especially of mineral resources.
The mining process is often in jarring contrasttte surrounding landscape, especially in Canada,
where mineral extraction tends to occur in areasetdtively pristine and natural beauty. This
unspoiled beauty makes these areas a natural ¥eneeonomic development through tourism and
recreation ventures, as well as resource extractidmt does not mean the two are not compatible,
and in community diversification efforts, miningtiaties and NRBTR ventures must be reconciled
and exist in the same locality without hindrancBoyd and Butler (1999) make a compelling
argument for the suitability of northern Ontario feature-based tourism and wilderness recreation,
including the expanses of untouched landscapeasitisiderable vegetation and wildlife. They make
a special note that the major economic driverseeburce extraction are not viewed as attractive or
accessible by many nature- and eco-oriented tsu(®byd & Butler, 1999). McKercher (1992)
makes equally strong arguments for the suitabibfy remote and local resource-based and
consumptive activities for tourism in northern Qida NRBTR and mineral resource extraction may
not be as incompatible as often thought, considetire high rate of NRBTR in northern Ontario
minetowns.

Tourism has been identified in the academic litemias a tool for rural diversification and
development, and northern Ontario is making efftotexpand this mark&t(Reid, Taylor, & Mair,
2000). Northern Ontario lends itself to NRBTR withvariety of assets to attract visif8réBoyd &
Butler, 1999). Resource towns typically are atsadivantage for the promotion of NRBTR activities
due to the stigma associated with extraction opmerat(Colocousis, 2012). The majority of the
minetowns in the inventory have NRBTR attractiomsl ébusinesses offered in the community,
countering this position and indicating that it @y a natural inclusion in the diversification effo

at least in northern Ontario.

This inventory assessment of NRBTR inclusion isotable contribution of this study to the
academic literature, due to the ‘wide net’ survéytomrism inclusion in minetowns. Many of the

existing studies are single town case studiesrihaew the process of tourism development. This

" For example, the ‘Places to Grow’ Act of 2005, thiscovering Ontario’ report of 2009 and the ‘Posed
Growth Plan for Northern Ontario’ of 2011 all indl tourism and NRBTR development in northern
Ontario.

% Focus on inherent endowments such as locatiomandal resources, as well as the human ‘intergastiin
economic planning is increasingly emphasised inrdgonalist literature (Markey, Halseth, & Manson,
2008Db).
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case study approach is important to gain insigtat flne various routes to success and the challenges
faced during the development process, but it do¢sapture the state of tourism affairs of resource
communities. By reviewing a subset of minetowrl®e present day inclusion of tourism in
communities with a historic mineral dependency barevaluated and weighed against the various
academic theories, shedding light on consisteramesinconsistencies between the northern Ontario

minetown reality and the pre-existing notions.

The inventory results highlight the high level otutism in minetowns, including NRBTR.
Given the location of these communities, it is &ural expectation that they would capitalize on the
surrounding area and assets to encourage visifoings study found that only one of the inventory
communities did not have an active tourism indust@authier). It, along with two other
communities (Cobalt and McGarry) did not have afRBYR businesses. This suggested that there
is an available tourism market for the communitesl that there have been efforts to diversify the

economic base of the communities.

The literature warns of the difficulties that resmcommunities, especially minetowns, face
in the development of a tourism market, especiatig oriented to NRBTR activities and attractions
(Colocousis, 2012). The tourists’ perception af Hrea is the most obvious and highlighted barrier
(Boyd & Butler, 1999). Increased access and tbeeefise (and abuse) as a result of improved
infrastructure and roads is one of the less obvichallenges that must be managed as well
(McKercher, 1992). The majority of the northernt&io minetowns were found to have tourism and
NRBTR activities and busines§&ssuperficially appearing to diverge from the expéons of the

academic literature.

Two of the three communities without NRBTR actie#ti were settled due to mining
activities®. This doesn’'t necessarily indicate that miningnownities are at a disadvantage for
NRBTR activities: two of the three communities shaigns of being in decline post-mining
(Gauthier and McGarry). The decline in communitpromics and population is more likely the
major barrier to NRBTR development (and for Gauthiéack of tourism businesses of any kind).

This is the position supported in the academicditge as well as by this study.

% How successful the businesses were, the visiteraad the barriers to development were not exglar¢his
thesis. Findings from similar studies focused achstopics may be more obviously in line with the
prevalent academic notions.

0 Cobalt was founded on 1903 with the discoveryilvkes McGarry was founded at the turn of the ceptu
with an operational mill in 1908 and the Kerr-Ansi@n Mine (full production by 1938) (Smith P. , 1986
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The academic literature sometimes identifies andles out communities with the ‘will to
live’, many of which are the northern rural resarommunities. Individual studies highlight
inventory minetowns such as Cobalt (Hall & Ster®Q2), Ignace (Reed, 1994), Atikokan (Johnston
& Payne, 2005), Elliot Lake and Manitouwadge (Jeébns& Lorch, 1996). This community
persistence to fight for survival may be a restithiroy number of community survival factors, but the
theme of northern Ontario minetowns ‘will to liveiay help to explain the high rate of tourism and
NRBTR activities and businesses in these communitithe community members may also have a
strong attachment to the natural amenities arotwed community, which can be a benefit or a
hindrance to NRBTR development (Petrzelka, Kranni&hBrehm, 2009). The inherent short
lifespan and inevitable end to mining creates adseh of having to find a solution in minetowns,
including having to ‘share’ the natural amenitieldrent in the area. An important role of tourism
the ability and use of marketing tourism as a metfay re-branding the community and changing
outside perceptions of a historically resource-dagammunity (Colocousis, 2012). This may make
NRBTR and tourism attractive options for minetown&hanging the outside perception of a
community, even within a region, is important factieasing visitation. This may all be a factor in

shifting the mindset of minetowns from ‘companyetand towards ‘resilient survival against odds’.

Factors such as government support and regionalguahips also play a rdfe Ontario has
the Management Guidelines for Forestry and Resource@8d®urismthe Resource-Based Tourism
Policy and a number of tourism and growth plans for rerthOntario. This is in an effort to
capitalize on the natural tourism capital of theaarand to support the coexistence of resource
extraction and tourism in the same dfddohnston & Payne, 2005). Regional planning &ffoan
enhance the social networks of the area, and s$hemgactions and initiatives to better address

problems (Markey, Halseth, & Manson, 2008).

The vast majority of Northern Ontario minetowns @awurism, including NRBTR activities
and businesses, present in the community. This doeconform to the general academic literature
on rural and resource community diversificationowever, it is representative of the expectations
about nature and resource based activities in aort@ntario by Boyd and Butler (1999), Johnston
and Payne (2005) and others. The ‘will to liveéndified in case studies of minetowns may be a

factor in the high rate of tourism and NRBTR inthern Ontario minetowns, as well as government

" The role of the region and government support weteexamined in this study, but have been examined
work across Canada including Johnston & Payne (@08 Markey, Halseth, & Manson (2008b).
2 0r at least give the impression of it throughs@ivice, as the authors Johnston and Payne imply.
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and regional policies and initiaitves supportingl gmomoting tourism for economic diversification.
Each community is unique, but northern Ontario nun@s as a group have made efforts to

overcome barriers and develop a tourism market.

The existing resource community lifecycles assunstaadard pattern of creation, growth,
industry plateau or closure before diversificatedforts are initiated. The situation that existghe
minetowns of northern Ontario suggests that comtimminclude tourism efforts during all stages of
community development. This conflicts with the sd@gal models but is compatible with the
proposed model. In the classic models, tourisneldg@ment would be the primary, or a supporting
aspect, of economic restructuring. Additional e&g@r revisions to the restructuring stages of the
Lucas, Bradbury, Halseth (LBH) model (including eaftative economic futures) would not
accommodate the inclusion of tourism or other m&oonomic activities earlier in the lifecycle.
Many of northern Ontario’s minetowns had some NRBiCRvities during boom years and continued
to expand into the industry, illustrating that sughrevision would not accurately represent the
overlapping nature of tourism developnféntlt also would not accurately capture opportutiy
concurrent tourism and mine development. It ais&srfostering assumptions about subsequent
development, which has more inherent challenges ttancurrent development (Ballesteros &
Ramirez, 2007; Martinez-Fernandez, 2010).

Mine independent communities that develop tourisencansistent with existing models. A
common theme in the diversification literaturehiattdiversification is ideally proactive while tiees
a strong resource-driven economic base. A beigroach may be an overlap of tourism and mining
in an effort by the community to be better prepai@dmine closure, especially if viewed as one
component of a larger initiative. The proposed el@llows for tourism development at any point in
the mining lifecycle. Many communities have sonstdrical NRBTR offerings alongside the boom
years of mining, supporting that this is the rgalit This could act as a catalyst for either iorgir
ex-situ transitioning, though the literature isacl@bout the lack of ability for tourism to replabe
role of mining in a community (e.g. Wanhill, 2000)Tourism in itself is not a clear stage of
development, but is a component of a more robust@uic base for the community. This reality is
better supported by the proposed model, contrigutm the academic literature on minetown

lifecycles.

3 Elliot Lake and Red Lake both have historical NAEB{mostly in the form of hunting outposts) that @av
existed alongside mining throughout the communibj&ory, including when these communities havenbee
mine dependant.
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This discussion about the inclusion of tourism inmtimetowns at different stages highlights a
strong aspect of the proposed model: categorizimgnaunities and differentiating between the
financial and human resources available to the comities. Diversification efforts during the
different development stages have varying time &srand different available resources to support
the effort. By categorizing the communities infsacfashion, communities are more likely to be in a
similar situation and be able to adapt lessons @ads from other communities. The minetown
inventory review of tourism and NRBTR activitiesdanusinesses indicates that they are included in
communities in all stages of development, contmiguto the academic literature about minetown

development and lifecycles. These findings satiséythird objective of this thesis.

4.6 Summary of Model and Inventory Results and Disc ~ ussion

This study found that the existing models of theotece community lifecycle do not address
the current minetown reality. A new model was jpsgd that categorizes communities based on the
portion of the labour force employed in the minsegtor. An inventory of post-1950 minetowns in
northern Ontario was created to assess the populatid labour force trends in minetowns from
1991 to 2011, and test the proposed model. Thentovy found that minetowns in northern Ontario
were more likely to be amalgamated into larger rcipail areas than to be abandoned. Only Renabie
was abandoned (now part of the Chapleau Crown Gaserve), whereas twenty-four communities
amalgamated into or were absorbed by larger mumi@peas. The timing of the amalgamations
varied, as did the possible reasons. These redsohgle provincial and municipal government

reorganization, satellite settlement absorptiod, rgional restructuring.

The demographic analysis of former and current toimes indicated that only two of the
twenty-three communities are currently mine depan@@ubreuilville and Red Lake). Communities
in the inventory were in all stages of the propossatlel. A review of data from 1991 to 2011
indicated that communities move through the stafesine dependency in a non-sequential manner.
Four communities (Gauthier, Matachewan, McGarry &tkle Lake) show signs of a prolonged
decline/winding down period. The characteristi€she northern Ontario minetowns supported the
need for a new model and the suitability of theppseed model. Only Gauthier did not have tourism

businesses, and only Cobalt, McGarry and Gauthienot have NRBTR businesses. Communities
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in all stages of the proposed model have touristh MRBTR, indicating concurrent, rather than,

post-mine development.

The proposed model addresses aspects of the gxisiource community lifecycles that no
longer reflect the realities of resource commusitie Canada. As ‘stereotypical’ resource
communities, the northern Ontario minetowns prodide inventory to test the proposed model and
examine population and labour force trends. Thentory and model evaluation supported the
introduction of a new lifecycle model to the exigtiwork. The minetowns were found to have
tourism and NRBTR businesses, suggesting that mioperations and NRBTR are not exclusive of
one and other. This also supported the need foodel which allowed for concurrent economic
development and diversification in place of the usedial classic models. One option for

diversification is the reuse of a mine site to tgea NRBTR attraction, which is explored in the

following chapter.
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Chapter 5

Case Studies Results and Discussion

5.1 Introduction

Thus far, this study has determined that minetowns moving away from mining
dependence, and that tourism, NRBTR, and NRBTRnegses are present in the majority of
inventoried communities. In this chapter, the usenime sites for NRBTR is further explored. Two
locations that have developed formal NRBTR asset&welected from a larger list of former mining
sites. In each case, an examination of the prafegsievelopment, maintenance and use of the sites,
and the actors involved, is conducted (objectivead)d recommendations for the future provided

(objective 5).

The two sites selected were the Charleson Recredtiea (CRA) in Atikokaf' and the
Sherriff Creek Sanctuary (SCS) in Elliot Lake. T sites and their respective communities are
examined separately and then combined for compa@asa contrast. The same format is used to
present the results, with the narrative of eaah Iséing presented separately, and then the findings
combined. The narratives begin with a short hystrthe community to provide historical context,
followed by a more in-depth examination of the misitees reused for NRBTR. Images and

guotations are used throughout to illustrate keptgo

A variety of information was gathered to createsth@arratives. The community and site
information was collected through on-the-ground exignce, document analysis (strategic plans,
studies, narrative history collection, news artcletc.), and interviews (relevant supplemental
information is in Appendix D). Information was tasted to identify how the mine site has been
transformed into an NRBTR attraction, the procedsradevelopment and the key project
stakeholders. This information is used as thestfasidiscussion about minetown diversification and
mine site use for NRBTR attractions. These caseiest are meant to be illustrative, almost
anecdotal, and not generalizable on a nationalalradjscale. The goal is to begin to identify sjte
understand some of the factors that may influemodéas projects, and to identify similarities and

differences between northern Ontario sites andtlaelemic literature.

" Atikokan is officially the Township of Atikokan @A) but is commonly referred to as simply Atikokan.
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5.2 NRBTR Mine Site Selection

While compiling the inventory of mine communities morthern Ontario, mines being used
for NRBTR were identified and compiléd The sites are associated with mine land (péting
ponds, claim land) and are open to the publi¢hadfinal list of sites considered for further studnd
the suitability of each site was evaluated usingants allocation system (provided in the
methodology in section 3.4.3). Renabie Mine ishimitthe Chapleau Crown Game reserve and is
included in the site list. It was not consideredd case study site because Renabie is abanduomgd,
so there is no longer a community to support NRBEIURInesses. Sites that were not officially
accessible, but used informally, were not includ@d example, the Sherman Mine in Temagami
which has been used by locals as a swimming halleeirpast). Sites that were classified as heritage
attractions, but included some NRBTR activitiesstsas the Silver Heritage Trails in Cobalt, were
excluded from the potential site fi5t A number of communities had mine-related tourifferings,
with some in the urban center and others at the miite (which provides a more natural setting, but
not necessarily NRBTR). Sports fields and golfrses were also excluded from consideration due
to being outside of the NRBTR category and reqgiren high level of on-going vegetation
maintenance.

The two sites selected for the case studies wer€tiarleson Recreation Area in Atikokan
and the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary in Elliot LakeheTcase studies are examined in sections 5.4 and
5.5, and the location of both is presented in Fedl8, along with the other considered sites. These
two sites received the highest ranking due to abioation of site use, availability of firsthand
accounts of the process, and that the completgdqgiravas expected to remain in use indefinitely.
Both sites are advertised in the tourism literatiorethe communities and are identified as former
mines freely in advertising material. The two Sit@lso provided the opportunity to contrast a
company-run development with a community-run depelent for the reuse of a mine site for
NRBTR. The sites are identified in bold throughthus section.

S Shuniah Bike Trails in Thunder Bay was not incideecause Thunder Bay was not included in the
minetown inventory.

%1t is difficult to separate heritage from NRBTRydathe goal here was not to be exclusionary oftdugei but
to select sites which focused on NRBTR. The gitey have some heritage features, but it was not the
primary focus of the site. For example: the Wriblatrgreaves Park is named after the mine, and the
Geraldton site includes a view of the headframevels as information about the mining heritage af 8ite
and area.
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Table 37: Operational NRBTR Attractions Associatedvith Mine Land
Site Town Mine info Project info

Renabie Chapleau Crown Gold mine, 1940 — First reclamation under

(abandoned) Game Preserve 1991 new legislation, preserve
pre-existing

Charleson Recreation  Atikokan iron mine 1958— Multi-use recreational

Area 1964 area

Copper Cliffs Park Sudbury Copper, slag, smelter Park (adjacent to

and smokestack baseball diamond), has

stackview

Griffith Iron Mine and Ear Falls Iron, 1968 — 1986 Wetland, biking and

Trails hiking

Sherriff Creek Wildlife  Elliot Lake Uranium mine, 1958 Rio Algom/Denison

Sanctuary -1964

Geraldton Headframe, Geraldton/ Gold mines, 1936 —  Barrick Gold and

Interpertive Center Greenstone 1970 Martha Schwartz

and walking trails Partner§’

Wright-Hargreaves Kirkland Lake Gold mine, 1921 —  Park, war memorial

Park 1965

Coniaurum Mine, Timmins Gold, 1913 - 1961 educational tours,

Goldcorp-Hollinger aboriginal activities,
apiary

Gillies Lake, Goldcorp ~ Timmins Gold mine tailings, Conservation area, open

— Hollinger 1917 - late 1960s access. 80% of the
original lake was filled
with mine tailings from
the Hollinger Mine

Mclintyre Mine Park Timmins Gold (some copper), Recreational trails

and Trails 1912-1988

Note: Golf courses, baseball and soccer fields were eetdon the basis of being constructed spaces
not dependent on the natural environment for thaetion of visitors. Heritage focused sites
were excluded because the main attraction wash®NRBTR activities.

" A summary of the work with excellent visuals oktiproject is in ‘Recycling Spaces: Curating Urban
Evolution: The Landscape Design of Martha SchwBdrtners’ edited by Emily Waugh (2011) pages 151-
169.
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Figure 13: Location of Case Study Sites

The sites considered for case studies vary gréathedevelopment, use, finances, mining
history and actors. Table 38 provides a photayelsas some notes, that highlight key points about
each site. These sites provide a snapshot oflpegsist-mining land use for NRBTR purposes, with
different end results and NRBTR uses. Charlesoordd¢ion Area has the greatest diversity of
activities on site. The rest of the sites arertéd for more passive and appreciative user aetivit
(many of the sites features walking, hiking andvesitoeing as the main activities). There is a

maintained aspect to many of the sites, partlytdube recent completion of many of the projects.
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Table 38: Images of completed NRBTR Mine Sites

Site Images

Chapleau Crown  No photo available from research field work
Game Preserve

Notes/Use |

Charleson
Recreation Area —_—
(Atikokan)

Copper Cliffs
Park (Sudbury)

- Author’s ph ograph

Griffith Iron Mine  No photo available from research field work

Multipurpose recreation
and events

Public greenspace, mix o
maintained areas with
more natural stream

Adjacent to baseball field

f

Wetland, biking and

Author’s photograph
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and Trails (Ear hiking trails

Falls)

Sherriff Creek Naturalized bird sanctuar
Wildlife Sanctuary

(Elliot Lake)

Geraldton Heavily

Headframe, landscaped/landformed
Interpretive nature trails and

Center and greenspace due to recen
walking trails completion.

(Geraldton/

Greenstone) Adjacent to a golf course

(back nine holes also on
mine site).




Site Notes/Use |

Wright- Small park with
Hargreaves Park memorials
(Kirkland Lake)
Coniaurum Mine, Apiary, aboriginal events,
Goldcorp- limited public access
Hollinger
(Timmins)
Gillies Lake, Community asset, public
Goldcorp — swimming beach
Hollinger
(Timmins)

Author’s photograp
Maclintyre Mine No photo available from research field work  Includes Lions Walk Trail
Park and Trails along abandoned ONR
(Timmins) rail line, which passes by

iconic head frame

Information about key events, responsibilities dindncial aid for each site is provided in
Table 39. A major issue with former mine sitesth® monitoring and on-going maintenance
requirements. These can limit the developmentus®lof the site (Alker & Stone, 2005). While
many of the mines closed decades ago, the devetdagmgects are all more recent, having occurred
in the last two decades. This is the result of ynfactors, including improvements to mining
regulations and agreements by current mining compan become responsible for past operations as

part of acquisition deals. An example of thisésponsibility assumed by Goldcorp for many of the
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legacy sites in Timmins (Tollinsky, 2013). Thislge explain why so many of the projects have

mining companies as major actors and financerstbet not the operators of the original mine.

Table 39: Key Information about Operational NRBTR Attractions on Former Mine Sites
Major Actors

Mine info

Date
Constructed

Finances

Chapleau Crown Gold mine, 1992-1996 Homestake Canada Homestake
Game Preserve 1940 - 1991 Inc. (Barrick as of  Canada Inc.
(Renabie) 2006), Government
of Canada
Charleson Iron mine 2010 Charleson Northern
Recreation Area 1958 - 1964 Recreation Ontario
(Atikokan) Association, Heritage Fund,
Township of in-kind support
Atikokan
Griffith Iron Mine I[ron mine, 1986 Township of Ear None,
and Trails (Ear 1968 - 1986 (reclaimed) Falls, Mogul Mines  naturalized
Falls) Ltd., Northern Iron
Corp.
Sherriff Creek Uranium 1997 Rio Algom, PHFN, Rio Algom
Wildlife Sanctuary mine, 1958 - City of Elliot Lake
(Elliot Lake) 1964
Geraldton Gold mines, 1994-2000 Barrick Gold, Barrick Gold
Interpretive Center 1936 — 1970 Martha Schwartz
and walking trails Partners
(Geraldton/
Greenstone)
Wright-Hargreaves ~ Gold mine, Kirkland Lake
Park (Kirkland 1921 — 1965
Lake)
Coniaurum Mine, Gold, 1913 - 2002-2008 Goldcorp, Timmins, Goldcorp
Goldcorp-Hollinger 1961 local Aboriginal
(Timmins) Community, local
bee keepers
Gillies Lake, Hollinger mine 1986 Goldcorp, Timmins, Goldcorp,
Goldcorp — tailings dump, Mattagami Regional Mattagami
Hollinger (Timmins) 1917-late Conservation Regional
1960s Authority Conservation
Authority
Mclintyre Mine Gold (some 2010 Goldcorp, Timmins, Mattagami
Park and Trails copper), 1912- Mattagami Regional Regional
(Timmins) 1988 Conservation Conservation
Authority Authority,
Goldcorp
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5.3 The Model Applied to NRBTR Minesite Reuse

The proposed model does not restrict tourism deveémt to any one development stage.
Therefore, there is no point in which the redeveiept of a mine for NRBTR would be restricted to
occur, be a pivot point for, or be an indication afstage in the proposed model. The communities’
of the identified sites were examined using theppsed model. Table 40 provides the stage of the
community at the time of the mine site redevelopmand the current stage of the community. Most
communities are transitional, with only two exceps: Atikokan and Renabie. The Chapleau Crown
Game Reserve is at the site of Renabie, the ordynddned community in the inventory. The
Charleson Recreation Area in Atikokan was develoged time when Atikokan was classified as
mine independent, but Atikokan has now shiftedramgitioning ex-situ and has a history of mine
dependence in the 1950 to 1970s period.

The bulk of the mine site redevelopment projectsuoed during transitional periods in the
mining communities. The communities have contintede in a transitional state since project
completion (both in- and ex-situ). This prominemmfecommunities transitioning during mine site
redevelopment, and presently, is not unexpectedoth in- and ex-situ transitional communitieg th
role of mining has been reduced, when comparets tonportance during the mine dependent stage.
In the case of ex-situ transitioning communitiegiv@ mining is no longer present in the community.
This means that transitioning communities are ntigety to be exploring options for diversification
alongside mine closure and reclamation work. Tdiiees such communities advantages, which
include access to earth moving machines, reclamg@ii@nners, company partners, and closing mine
sites. Such communities should be making effostgransition to new focused or diversified
economies, and may be aware of the stigma and gieee associated with mining communities.
This would make the redevelopment of a minesiteafarew use an attractive opportunity for re-
imaging and help to set the community apart frohepminetowns in the area (Cloke, Milbourne, &
Thomas, 1996).

The model allows for development of NRBTR at aninpmm community development. This
would include mine site redevelopments to suppoRBNR activities and businesses. These
developments could occur at any point in the madel might overlap with mining activities in cases
where the extended claim area is used for NRBTRhe mine could not be redeveloped while
operational, but the plans could be created andicipah support and infrastructure could be

organized ahead of time for a smoother transitihre proactive/concurrentresponse is most
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appropriate for the redevelopm&t Ideally the reuse of a mine for NRBTR shoulddame at the
closure of the mine, and aid in the diversificationalternative futures available to communities.
Proactivity in community development planning ip@ssed in the literature as critical to success in

development, and the costly nature of mine recleimatnd redevelopment compound this need.

Table 40: Model Stages for Communities with Operatinal NRBTR Attractions on Former
Mine Sites

Site Date Community Stage at | Community Stage
Constructed  Mine Redevelopment | Currently

Chapleau Crown Game 1996 Winding down Abandoned

Preserve (Renabie)

Charleson Recreation 2010 Mine independent Transitioning ex-situ

Area (Atikokan)

Griffith Iron Mine and Transitioning ex-situ

Trails (Ear Falls)

Sherriff Creek Wildlife 1997 Transitioning in-situ  Transitioning ex-situ

Sanctuary (Elliot Lake)

Geraldton Headframe, 1994-2000 Transitioning ex-situ  Transitioning ex-situ

Interpretive Center and

walking trails

(Geraldton/

Greenstone)

Wright-Hargreaves Transitioning in-situ  Transitioning in-situ

Park (Kirkland Lake)

Coniaurum Mine, 2010? Transitioning in-situ  Transitioning in-situ

Goldcorp-Hollinger

(Timmins)

Gillies Lake, Goldcorp — Transitioning in-situ ~ Transitioning in-situ

Hollinger (Timmins)

Maclintyre Mine Trails 20107 Transitioning in-situ  Transitioning in-situ

(Timmins)

Atikokan and Elliot Lake were selected based orevetbpment mine site suitability. Both
communities selected as case studies are traradigonsitu communities. Both communities have
transitioned away from dependence on the miningoseand had major mining operations in the
community (uranium in Elliot Lake and iron in Atikan). It was not intentional to select

communities in the same development stage; howeammparing two communities in the same

8 Reviewing the diversification response of eacljgmowas not examined in this thesis.
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phase enhances the suitability of the sites bectusbows for a more direct comparison of the

communities and the process of mine site redevetopfior NRBTR.

Comparing ex-situ transitional sites is valuabledamumber of reasons. Firstly, the pressure
to diversify is pronounced in such communities loseaof the loss of a major local industry. In such
communities there is no active mining, but theraticmes to be a large portion of labour force
employed in the mining sector. This means thabrign of the local population is commuting for
work. Secondly, such communities often have mites shat are no longer active and are unlikely to
become active because there is no operational coimpany in the area. This creates the opportunity
to transform the mine areas to a new use. Finallythe case of Atikokan and Elliot Lake
specifically, both communities have made effortsrébrand and are well positioned to use the

redevelopment of mine sites for a new use as parteritage transformation effort.

5.4 Charleson Recreation Area, Atikokan

Atikokan developed in the early 1900s because efrdilway and sawmills in the area
(Township of Atikokan, 2012). Forestry and thegahd paper industry were the major economic
driving forces for the first four decades of AtikaKs history (Township of Atikokan, 2012). Mining
preparation began in the 1940s with the drainin§tekp Rock Lake and mining operations began in
1944 (Shuklana & Mcintosh, 1972). The Steep Rockddiand Caland Ore Company were the major
mining operation of the area, and closed in 1980Itfid, 1981). Both companies gave advance
notice, beginning in 1972, when the extraction eflatite ore was no longer economically viable. In
1973 a committee was formed to explore diversificatopportunities available to the community
(“Prospects for the Future”, 1978; Paulson, 1993\tikokan’s efforts to diversify include a
generating station (opened in 1985), a particled@ant, a Ministry of Natural Resources office,
and tourism (Ellis, Et al., 2003; Al2; Al3). Thes#orts have often received attention, and are
viewed to be the result of the perseverance andplieistic attitudes that drive the ‘will to livéh
Atikokan (for example Johnston & Lorch, 1996). 11882 Atikokan adopted the title of the ‘Canoeing
Capital of Canada’ (Town of Atikokan, 2012). In120the coal generating station was closed and is
currently being retro-fitted to become a biomasepglant, which is expected to open in 2614
(Atikokan Centennial Museum, 2013; Ontario Powem@&ation, 2013). Atikokan's efforts to

¥ The generating station has been converted for 10@%d pellet biomass-fuel electric power generation
completed in summer 2014 and is operational.
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survive include the innovative use of the old CamadCharleson Mine area as the Charleson

Recreation Area (Figure 14).

Steep Rock Mine Area
Mud Lak
Charleson’ “E R
Recreation,
Area staging
area
Birch
Atikokan
Mz]r:kf_.”(
Pnf
Sy Little Falls Golf Club
(573)
Source: Google.maps 500m

Figure 14: Atikokan and the Charleson Recreation Aea

5.4.1 Mine Site History

The Charleson Recreation Area is at the site offthmer Canadian Charleson Mine, just
south of the Steep Rock Iron Mine and the CalandeMiites (Shuklanka & Mcintosh, 1972). The
Charleson Mine site was originally expected to apefor twenty-five years, but only operated from
1957 to 1964 (“Canadian Charleson to Start OrerSéips This Month”, May 8, 1958; “Charleson
Closing Down”, November 26, 1964; Shuklanka & Molsit, 1972). A total of 784,000 tonnes of
iron ore was produced and shipped from the sitaiK@hka & Mcintosh, 1972). The iron was
produced by ‘float’, which left a large amount ajgaegate material suitable for construction and
cement use (CRA Booklet, 2010; Atikokan Museum,301The Charleson Mine was operated by
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the Canadian Charleson Limited company (owned byeliay North) in a 161 hectare area
(“Charleson Not Opening This Year”, May 9, 1963)here is little memory of, or monument to, the
Charleson mine, although the two larger mines oometito have notoriety, even being called the
‘Grand Canyon of the North’ by some and createStezp Rock Mine Area (SRMA) (Al4).

5.4.2 Process of Redevelopment

Prior to redevelopment as a formal NRBTR area,Gharleson mine had been left to return
to nature. The reclamation efforts at the closairthe Charleson mine were limited to removing the
buildings, equipment, stockpiles and useable agdgeebuilding material (Shuklana & Mcintosh,
1972). The area was used informally for activitigshe locals of Atikokan and multiple user groups
prior to redevelopment (Al3). This included mountdiikers, snowmobilers, horse riders, anglers,
hikers, picnickers, snowshoers, and skiers. Tdgslted in some pre-existing development at thee sit
including the Sno Ho Chalet, MudFling run, a motoss track and various trails, before the site was
redeveloped in 2008-2010 (Al2; AI3). The pre-erigtinfrastructure and trails were all created or
donated by users (AI3). A number of user groupe hhd activities and events at the site in thesyea
leading up to the redevelopment, which broughbials and outside visitors (All; Al2; Al3). The
site had previously been identified as an arealmwas an asset to the community, and would benefit

from development and improvement (Patrick Reed &oksated, 2006).

The Charleson Recreation Association was foundedume 28, 2005 with the intention of
consolidating the different user groups using tie €RA P&P; Al3). The idea was to develop a
site where all the user groups could cohabitatsymenevents did not overlap, and collaborate (CRA
P&P). The policy of the Charleson Association is:

The Charleson Recreation Association will be anisaty committee to the
council. The Association will be responsible fdre t co-ordination,
development, management and provision of the réorearea’s service, and
event to meet the needs of all Atikokan residenibe Association shall
encourage and support all interested groups, orgatdon, agencies,
institutions or individuals that contribute to titemmunity & recreation area
Policy and Procedures manual, C.1
The Association included (and continues to includie® Sno Ho Club, the Steep Rock Mountain
Bikers Club, The Motocross Club, the Mudslingers44®lub, the Equine Trail Riders Horse Club,

the Bow to Stern Canoe Club, and the Ride for SGIRA P&P). A local member of the Sno Ho
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Club brought together the groups to co-ordinatevilréous activities, events and developments of the
CRA (McKinnon, July 3, 2007; Al3). The goal wasttke advantage of the site and maximize the
opportunity it presented to the users and townglil3). The same community member also

approached the Atikokan Development Office aboinnglpromotion for the CRA (Al2).

Once formalized, the Association identified sevenaimbers to guide the CRA developments
and act as liaisons between the user groups andistbeciation. The Association also engaged with
other groups including the Township, Atikokan Ecomo Development Corporation (AEDC) and
other stakeholders (CRA P&P; Charleson Recreatigsogiation; Al2; Al3). The Association
worked with the AEDC for guidance, and approacheal township, as well as making a formal
presentation to Minister Gravelle, about the pregogroject at CRA (Al2; Al3; McKinnon, July 3,
2007). This came at a point in time when Atikokeas reeling from the province’s decision to shut
down the coal fire plant in an effort to go ‘coadd’ (Al3). The development of CRA was endorsed
by the Economic Mitigation Plan that was commissobiy the Township due to the plant closure
decision (Al3). The project was seen as a win-siination in which the recreation space would be

upgraded and formalized, and the Township wouldivecthe final asset (Al3).

Funding for the development largely came from therthern Ontario Heritage Fund
(NOHF). The fund typically allocates on a 50/5@ibabut the CRA project was funded 90/10 (Al2).
NOHF provided $737,000 and the Township of Atikokanovided $75,000 (the Municipality of
Atikokan was the applicant for the NOHF grant) (MicKon, July 3, 2007; McKinnon, September 8,
2008). The Township’s portion came from a $500,0@@d provided for economic development
projects to mitigate the closure of the Atikokann@eating Station (McKinnon, March 24, 2008).
The CRA site, and the infrastructure improvementsdéd, became property of the Township of
Atikokan as part of the funding agreement (All; AK3; CRA P&P). Separate from the NOHF
funding, the Local Initiatives Fund from the AED@pided $1,701.20 (CRA P&P). There was also
in-kind support from local contractors, businessed volunteers, which stretched the funding (AI2;
AI3). The human resources for financial trackirighe development project were provided by the
Township (Al2). With funding in place, the workdan in 2008 (CRA P&P; Al2).

The goal was for the CRA to provide a formalizedtiruse area with facilities for locals and
visitors (CRA literature, All; Al2; Al3). Eventserve already occurring at the site, and the upgrades
would benefit visitors, participants and spectat@gfgure 15 and Figure 16 shows the completed

upgraded staging area) (All; Al3). The goal wapravide the community with an asset for local
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use, and to draw in visitors and increase touri&hh;(Al2; Smith, 2007, Patrick Reid & Associates,
2006). This is echoed in much of the CRA and Asdimn specific material, for example:

In carrying out this primary purpose, the Asso@atiwill operate with the

following, as its primary goal/vision: To developet CRA into a multi-use

recreation area that is equipped to hold eventstf@ user groups and to

enhance tourism to the area for the benefit ofgheple and businesses of

Atikokan.
Policies & Procedures E.1

The site was designed to provide revenue to thenship of Atikokan through event and user fees,
and amenity rentals (All; Al2; AI3; Al4; CRA P&P;tikokan Progress, 2010). This revenue was
intended to help fund the maintenance and day-yo-ddministration of the site once the
redevelopment was completed (All; Al2; AI3).

~ Author’s photograph

Figure 15: Charleson Recreation Area Staging Area
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Author’s photograph

Figure 16: Minnow Pond in the Staging Area of Charkson Recreation Area

An intern was hired to focus solely on the develeptrof the CRA (All; Al2). The intern
was supervised by the township and the $30,000ysalas paid by the province (All; Al2). The
intern’s duties included supporting the committegirty the development processes, creating the
Policy & Procedures, Marketing, and User Agreemnt@ntlers (Al2). The intern remained on the

project for one year, during which time the devetept was completed (Al2).

The Association was the lead on planning and dédatbrk; the township was not very (or at
all) involved in the site development (Al2; AI3)A telling quote from the announcement of the
provincial funding identified how important the uokeers are:We announced the money, but it all
starts with a tremendous number of volunteersthétend of the day, it's about supporting the work
they are doing. - MPP Mauro (“We could make this better’, Augut 2010). Much of the
development was primarily to make the site safes adole, and safer for the groups involved (for
example: the watering system for the motocross2;(Al3; Al4). Many trails in the larger area are
based on old roads, and the old spur rail line {IAB; Al4). There was no remaining infrastructure

and so the CRA site does not use any Charlesoninfrastructure (1A1; IA2).

The completed project is a unigue NRBTR assetabedmmodated a diverse group of users.

It was officially opened in August 2010 with the Bftling event (Al2; Atikokan Progress, August 9,
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2010). The site is viewed as a successful proged, has been identified in subsequent Township
material as well as consultant reports and plamsgkample the 2012 Cultural Plan for Atikokan
(Hume Communications Inc., 2012). The site wadgiesl with the potential to bring in out-of-
towners to provide revenue through site use anchdipe in the community (AI3; Al4; CRA
brochure). The intention of the user groups washe site to be handed over to the Township of

Atikokan for management once it was completed (AIB).

\ \, >

0 caprran o
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Table 41: CRA Key Redevelopment Process Information
June 28,2005 | Charleson Recreation Association is formed

June 18,2007 | Two local community members and one membéteoTownship presented the
Associations’ plan to the council

2007 CRA signs start going in
2008 NOHF agrees to cover 90% of the $800,000 RA @development
August 2010 CRA officially opens

Champion Local community members
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Association The Sno Ho Club, the Steep Rock Mountain BikersbhCthe Motocross Club,

Groups the Mudslingers 4X4 Club, the Equine Trail Riderwr$¢ Club, the Bow to Stefn
Canoe Club and the Ride for Sight
Upgrades permanent washrooms, fencing, a clubhéuseéhe motocross club, major

upgrades to the mud fling track, a 'pole' barntgie bleachers, etc

Funding Northern Ontario Heritage Fund, TownshipAtikokan, Atikokan Economig
Development Corporation

Infrastructure Existing roads and rail lines usaddaths

Potential risks Steep Rock Mining Area continueBltavith water and pose safety threats

Risk mitigation | Signhage, user cooperation, edupatio

Motivation Formalized use, reduced event conflictsyeased funding
Take-away The sense from documents is that CRA was a goasiment and has lots of
feeling potential.

5.4.3 On-going Maintenance

The Township of Atikokan is the legal owner of tRHRA and is responsible for the
maintenance of the CRA land and infrastructure (0FP). Atikokan is a small community, and
the Charleson Recreation Area was developed ima &f upheaval, which has continued. This has
limited the Township’s ability to prioritize thetsj in terms of dedicated financial and human
capacities and its ability to maintain and promtite CRA (All; Al2; Al3; Al4). The site is
recognized as an asset by Township employees anthgnity members, but without the resources,
there is no ability to properly advertise, promotananage the CRA (All; Al2). The initial funding
for the upgrades was a one-time deal (McKinnonte3aper 8, 2008). This has left the site with no
secure source of on-going funding (Al2). Ideatlye site should be self-sufficient from generated
revenue, but the available funds to cover the cofktsitial marketing and promotion are limited
(Al1). There is no dedicated portion of the Towip&hbudget for the site; it is combined into the
larger ‘recreation’ budget line (All). This had #ad to the situation where the Township’s

maintenance of the CRA is very reactive, insteaprofctive (All).

The user groups have continued to maintain theesfgecially the trails (Al2; AlI3). They do
it because they love using the site, and they tbee hobbies (AlI3). Parents’ wanting their chddr

to have fun is a major motivator identified for tmaintenance and ‘top-notch’ event planning at the
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CRA (AI3). This has meant that paréfitsho have been forced to seek work outside thenelgave
less, or no, time to help at the CRA, reducing todunteer pool (Al2). Unfortunately, in a
community as small as Atikokan, volunteer burnisua significant issue and the volunteer pool for
replacements is very small (Al2; Al4). This is qooanded by the out-migration of some families
and the remote working situation of some commumigmbers (such as working in Fort McMurray
on rotation) (AI3). The big push during the 20082 development exacerbated the volunteer
situation; many people hoped to hand over thetsitdne Township (and take a break) and instead

have found that the continuing dependence on éffi@irts is greater than expected (Al3).

The marketing and visibility of the site are anuiss The main issue for marketing and
visibility of the site is, again, that there ammiied human and economic resources at the Towship
give CRA the needed attention (IA1). There is@sseamong the volunteers that the big potential of
the site to be a driver for tourism and help witbreomic development is not being tapped into (Al3).
As one interviewee put it, it is not just a casebaild it and they will come, there needs to bere\o
[ie: people need to know the site is there andlabia for use] (12). The volunteers try, but the
marketing and visibility of the site is not withtineir expertise or interest (Al2; Al3). New signere
placed strategically to ensure that visitors waldide through the main sections of town to increase
the benefits to local businesses (Figure 18), bfdrinal signage for events by-passes this route
(AI2). The online presence is still maintainedtbg user groups and relies on in-kind support (Al3)
There have been efforts made to survey visitoesGtapors and participants at events to gain insaht

help guide future planning, recommendation and aghes to the site and events (CRA P&P).

8 Fathers tended to be identified by interviewees.
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Figure 18: Sigage in Town to Guide Visitors to CRA

There is the hope, and expectation, that the CRAhave a better chance due to increased
resources when the plant is back up and the ecasoohithe town are better (Al2). This thinking is
because there is the expectation of new familiegimgoto town and return of locals commuting to
operations on rotation, increasing the number efusand potential volunteers (Al2). More users
also means that there will be better maintenanderails are more likely to remain clear and ‘butne

in’ from increased use (Al3).

The ongoing maintenance of the CRA site needsdioidie discussion about the Steep Rock
Mine Area (SRMA) because of the close proximity amedwork of CRA trails in the SMA (Figure
19, Figure 21 and Figure 20). The STMA is currentianaged by the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF) (Al3). The CRA waisstilited about the Steep Rock rehabilitation,
where close to $7 million has been spent from 1@88011 to protect the site and ensure public
safety (Smith, 2011). This has also meant thatestwokouts and trails have been redesigned or
removed at MNRF's request due to safety issues;(Al8). While users were disappointed by the
loss of some excellent views across the SRMA, tleeyecognize that it is important for user safety,
and that MNRF is allowing them to use the SRMA ti@ils (AI3; Al4). This user cooperation is
important to the on-going use of the SRMA.
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Figure 19: A View Across Steep Rock Mine

Table 42: Summary of maintenance of CRA

Land Owner Township of Atikokan
Site Manager Township of Atikokan (official), ugmoups (in-kind)
Main users The Sno Ho Club, the Steep Rock Mourdiars Club, the Motocross

Club, the Mudslingers 4X4 Club, the Equine Trail&®is Horse Club, the
Bow to Stern Canoe Club and the Ride for Sight

Use Recreational purposes, events

Trail maintenance User groups

Funding source Township of Atikokan, CRA revenue
Advertising Print material, website, signage iry cit
Risks STMA (managed by MNR)
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Courtesy of B. Jacksq

Figure 20: CRA map of the *Airport Trails’
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Courtesy of B. Jacksd

Figure 21: Charleson Recreation Area Trails
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5.4.4 Site Use

The CRA is a well-used site. Despite being conaguleat a difficult time in Atikokan’s
development, the site continues to be well usedesjmyed by locals and user groups for recreational
past-times and events (All; Al4; McKinnon, March 2808). When redevelopment started in 2008,
the CRA was hosting events roughly fifty days arysal was estimated to be generating $200,000 of
direct visitor spending in Atikokan (McKinnon, Septber 8, 2008). The events hosted between fifty
and two hundred people in 266qMcKinnon, September 8, 2008). The Hume Commuitina
Consulting group found that the CRA and the SRMAentavo of the top five places for locals to take
visitors to Atikokan (2012, p.14). This suggesiattthe site has the potential to be a great ketoefi
the Township of Atikokan. This view is supportedlbcal opinions.

The Association and user groups continue to be dtmurto facilitating use at CRA. Often
people interested in going to CRA will call a memlm# the relevant club (Al2; AlI3). The
Association and user groups make efforts to hapctinguiries to the township, as well as provide
aid where possible (Al2). There is a lot of poi@nfor use at the CRA, but there are limits to the
available manpower and volunteer pool to fullyimtlit (Hume Communication, 2012; All; Al2;
Al3; Al4). As with maintenance, the more peopleoause it the better, and the volunteers try to
facilitate increased usage were they can (Al3).er€hhave been, and continue to be, efforts to
increase the CRA’s connectedness to larger tratiesys to increase the opportunity for and draw of

outside users (Al2).

Though easily defined impacts of the development behard to identify, the site has gone
from local minor use to large visitor draw as autesf the events (CRA 5yr Marketing Plan; Hume
Communication, 2012). The out-of-town visitors perceived to bring in money (Al4; McKinnon,
September 8, 2008). People often travel hoursetotg the site for events, making overnight
camping? and amenities important (AI3; Al4; CRA DVD). CRA a staging area for events and
brings people together (CRA DVD). The CRA is areational hub, and as awareness increases, it
should® get more use (CRA 5yr Marketing Plan; Al3; Al4yhere is a hope for repeat visitors, and
given that most events have been growing in thebmuraf participants, it is likely use will increase

(CRA DVD; Al4). For example, the Horse Club haswgdrom 30 people when it first started to

8 There is a lack of data to verify the visitatiomdinancial benefits of the Charleson RecreatioeaA
82 Overnight visitors have been shown to have mughérti spending at a location and should be encodrge
increase the economic benefit to the communitylarginesses.
8 Interviewees all believe it WILL get more use oiitds better known
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100+ people in 2013 (AI3; Al4). Horse camping astf growing industry and CRA is an excellent
site for it (Al4). Spinoffs from the events aregbeing to happen as CRA becomes recognized, as
well as visitors who come for an event and thearreto the site outside of events (Al3; Al4). An
example is horse camping, which brought in apprexéty $500 to the township the first year it was

allowed outside of organized club events (Al4).

One of the less obvious uses of the CRA is the dravovides to people considering moving
to Atikokan (AI3). Interviewees spoke of the in@sed recreational offerings available to new
residents centered on hobbies and recreationalnmastthe CRA offers (AI3). This draw is
augmented by the user groups and social netwoetsndgw residents could join (Al2; AI3). While
this benefit of the CRA was not a main driver of ttedevelopment, it is an interesting secondary
benefit, especially in light of the new bio-masarglin Atikokan and the potential for new residents

in the near future (Al3).

The former Charleson mine of the CRA has leftditlace or risk, but the larger SRMA is
monitored by MNRF and has associated risks thatirogact the usability of the site (AI3). There
are generally no issues with risk perception ambtigsusers (All; Al2). The site of the CRA is not
considered dangerous, and the users are respetth limitations set by MNRF for safety in the
larger Steep Rock area (Al3; Al4). Much the d@seanderstood to be ‘use at your own risk’, with
signage to that effect, but the consensus amohgshterviewees is that it is doubtful whether leca
or visitors consider the former use as a mine aatitrg any more risk than would otherwise be
present (Al3). User groups have their own insugabpecause the town requires two million dollar
liability insurance every time they use the fagiljAll; CRA P&P). Each group is careful about the
risks of the sports they participate in (for exaephe motocross group makes sure the track is

watered down to minimize raising dust from the saadk) (Al3).

The site was designed to provide revenue and,garyh become self-sufficient (Al2; Al3).
User and non-user groups pay a fee to the Towrtshimld events at the CRA ($75/day) (CRA
P&P). The goal is for money to be accumulateddBA and used to offset costs associated with the
site (CRA P&P, CRA 5yr Marketing Plan). Damages atean-up fees can be charged to groups
(CRA P&P). In terms of access to amenities, useugs can use everything, non-user groups (those
not a part of the Charleson Recreation Associati@mve to ask permission (CRA P&P; Al3). This

reduces the risk of abuse and damage to the CRAiaese(Al3). Non-association groups who use
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the CRA (but not necessarily the stuff) include ®eaPaths Cross-country skiers, and ATV riders
(CRA Brochure).

Table 43: Summary of use of CRA

Event planning User groups

Revenue collection Township of Atikokan

Liability User group’s responsibility

Public access Yes, free

Amenities available Yes, for rent (portapottieajltcutting equipment, bleachers, picnic tables
etc)

Risk mitigation Signage, barriers at high risk geiaf the SRMA
Use at own risk

5.4.5 Summary

The Charleson Recreation Area (CRA) is at thedfithe firmer Charleson Mine, adjacent to
the Steep Rock Mine Area. The mine operated fr@®71to 1964 and left few traces. The site
became naturalized post-closure. The site was ingaunally for recreation once mining in the area
stopped. This includes events that brought inidetgisitors. The CRA was formalized when seven
of the user groups came together and began theggaif seeking funding and upgrading the site.
The Northern Ontario Heritage Fund (NOHF) provi@&dpercent of the $800,000 of the project, and
the Township provided the other 10 percent. Then&b multi-use recreation site was developed in
2008-2009 and officially opened in 2010. Trailsr fmountain biking, horseback riding,
snowmobiling and ATVing, traverse Charleson Minel dhe SRMA. Measures have been put in
place to ensure that users are aware of, and demet, high-risk areas, and respect MNRF's
limitations of site use. A number of events coméno be held at the site including MudFling,
motocross races and equestrian events.

The volunteers put in many hours during the yeaedévelopment, and were able to proudly
hand the site over to the Township of Atikokan. eTdite was designed to provide revenue to the
Township of Atikokan, with the intention that ituld be self-sufficient in time. Atikokan is in the
midst of an upheaval, and volunteers continue ¢wige in-kind support for the site. The hope igtth
once the new biomass plant is operational and tle@amics of the Township are more stable, a
larger effort to promote the site can begin andwvdia more users and visitors to the site, and

community.
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5.5 Sherriff Creek Sanctuary, Elliot Lake

Elliot Lake owes its existence to the Backdoor BigiBed* of June and July 1953 that
caused a subsequent staking rush for uranium (lJevtlee Wilderness”, 1980; Smith, 1986). Elliot
Lake was incorporated in 1955 and was the lashefplanned mining communities to be built in
Canada (Robinson, 1962). It evolved from townskgus to a town on January 1, 1976. There is a
clear sense of ‘can-do’ among the community memiaad officials, as well as in community
documents, with no sense of blame for closing tireroperations on the mining compafiiesin
fact, there is often a sense of thankfulness tietriines caused of the creation of Elliot Lake and

understanding that everything possible was domkeép the mining going as long as possfble

Elliot Lake took proactive measures to weathertite major lows in uranium demand. The
first efforts to diversify in the 1960s focused twurism. The second efforts in the late 1980s,
included the Retirement Livifigprogram in 1987, and various tourism efforts, idahg activities of
the Tourism Development Committee (“Jewel in thddéfiness”, 1997), throughout that decade. In
the early 1990s, the last of the uranium minesdadesure and though the diversification efforts
were not able to replace all the mining jobs Itisey did show Elliot Lake as a forward-thinking
community (*Jewel in the Wilderness”, 1997). Aeg thranium mining came to a close, Retirement
Living, tourism, and a world class drug and alcateiabilitation center transitioned Elliot Lakeant
a new economic chapter (“Jewel in the Wilderne$897). This included the creation of the Sherriff

Creek Sanctuaf§ (Figure 22).

8 Backdoor staking is the term given to covert stgkiln the case of Elliot Lake, a team of men et large
number of claims in the area in 1953 in partnershiih Preston East Dome Mines Limited. The efforts
included planes carrying men and supplies followdifferent routes into the area of the ‘Big Z' unam
deposit. Mining licenses were also purchased fdifferent areas of the province to maintain secregi
claims were prepared within the same 30-day reddingit and submitted together on July 11, 1953.

8 It should be noted that Elliot Lake received “...&@amillion adjustment fund intended to ease thedition
for whoever was left in Elliot Lake into a post-ugirial economy.” (Lowe, 1995, p. 154)

8 This is especially apparent in Jewel in the Witdss, 1997, pages 34 and 35.

87 Retirement Living is a seniors-focused industryioltis a major source of revenue in the communityn
interesting undertaking in Elliot Lake was the wéesurplus mine owned housing which was purchased b
the city for one dollar and sold to Retirement hiyito encourage the program and the economic
diversification it provided.

8 Sherriff Creek Sanctuary, or SCS, is used throughiough the site is referred to as the She@iek
Wildlife Sanctuary, Sherriff Creek Bird Sanctuaand Sherriff Creek Nature Sanctuary in differenirse
material.
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Sherriff Creek
Sanctuary

Source: Google maps
Figure 22: Elliot Lake and the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary

5.5.1 Mine Site History

The Sherriff Creek Sanctuary has been through abeumif changes since the mining boom
of the 1950s and 1960s. An estimated 76,500 tooh&slings were released into the Sherriff Creek
area over the course of the Milliken Mine operatidrom 1958 to 1964 (Larmour, September 1,
2010). This area was rehabilitated into the MdlikTailing Management Area (TMA) in the late
1970s (OMA, 2011). A portion of the seventeen tiecharea was covered with sandy gravel to create
playing fields and the rest was flooded, creatingedland (OMA, 2011; Buchanan, 1998). The
playing fields were used from 1978 until the arezcame the location for the Sherriff Lake
Equestrian Center (OMA, 2011; “Jewel in the Wildess’, 1997). The area was also used for
jumping practice and competition space, and Mitlilexd Stanleigh Mine buildings were used by the
groug® (OMA, 2011; “Jewel in the Wilderness”, 1997; Buoha, 1998). The site was identified in
the 1989 Community Assist for an Urban Study Eff@@AUSE) report as a tremendous asset to the

% The buildings had been left with the expectatibat the mine would reopen. The Milliken Mill wastn
demolished until 1995 and all other remaining Hoid were demolished in 1996.
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community with potential for recreational and ediarzal opportunities (Ontario Association of
Architects, 1989).

5.5.2 Process of Redevelopment

In 1997 the Penokean Hills Field Naturafi$®HFN) entered into a stewardship agreement
with Rio Algom Ltd. for the use of the Sherriff @earea as a bird sanctuary (IEL1; IEL2; OMA,
2011; Buchana, 1998; “Elliot Lake Wins Mine Recldima Award”, 2010). Erwin Meisner, the
president of the PHFN at the time, saw the potkafithe naturalized mine TMA for bird watching,
primarily because of the diversity of habitats #mel relatively untouched and unused aspect of much
of the site (IEL1; IEL2). The PHFN put forward aoposal to Rio Algom and Elliot Lake City
Council in March 1996 for use of Sherriff Creek IPas a bird sanctuary and interpretive center
(IEL1; IEL2). There was much interest in the pobjen part because of the timing: it came as the
last of the mines in Elliot Lake were being decossitned and demolished. In the end, the site was

developed as a bird sanctuary but the interpretveer was not created (IEL2).

The stewardship agreement between PHFN and RiomAlgtml. was signed in May 1997
after negotiations were completed (OMA, 2011; Lanm@010; “About the Sherriff Creek Wildlife
Sanctuary”, 2010). Work began immediately to @eatpublicly accessible space (OMA, 2011;
Larmour, 2010; “About the Sherriff Creek WildlifeaBctuary”, 2010). The requirements of the
Canadian Nuclear Commission (CNC) for the mainteaaand use of uranium mines and affected
lands caused negotiation challenges during theicreaf the agreement for the site use between the
PHFN and Rio Algom (ILE1; IEL2). Rio Algom mainte ownership of the land, and therefore the
liability of the site and the in-perpetuity requirents of storage of uranium tailings in the wetland

(IELZ1; IEL2). Due to this, Rio Algom did the majoonstruction projects, including the bridges.

In 1997 a berm was constructed to ensure that #ttamd stays flooded and the tailings
remained saturated (this and the spillway were ageg in 2000) (OMA, 2011; Larmour, 2010).
Having the TMA fully submerged is a key componehthe site design to maintain the integrity of

the TMA. Ensuring a safe water level can requieremoval of beavers (IEL1). This is the reason

% The PHFN group was founded in 1995 by Erwin Meismad is supported by the Ministry of Natural
Resources (through Mississagi Provincial Park), Agom Ltd. and the City of Elliot Lake.
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the site is a bird sanctuary and not a wildlifecsaary (IEL1; IEL2). If the site were a wildlife

sanctuary, the beavers could not be removed andatfiety of the TMA site would be compromised
by dam building which changes the water flow, dwté¢fore water level, of the site (IEL1). The goal
of the PHFN was to create a birding site, which wees original vision of Erwin Meisner. This

seemed to have caused few, if any, issues in itia planning of the development.

In 1997 and 1998 trails were developed in the semgt(Figure 23) (OMA, 2010). These
included causeway bridges and lookout blinds, shmwfigures 23 and 24 (OMA, 2010). In 1997
Rio Algom built the entrance causeway, bridgesying posts, and a parking area on Milliken Road
at the entrance of the site. Rio Algom also predifinancial assistance for the trail cutting (IEEL1
The City of Elliot Lake has assisted financially goovide attractive signs and a colour brochure
(Figure 23), which is available at the entranceKRHvebsite; site visit, 2013). PHFN members built
and erected loon and goose nesting platforms amidboixes. The site is summed up well with a
quotation from Debbie Berthelot:

We entered into the partnership and the role of Remokeans is to provide

the support to make it not only a tailings managenfacility, but also a

recreational resource for the community. —DebbiettBdot, Rio Algom Ltd.
(Sudbury Mining Solution Journal, September 1, 2@Hge 21)

The site was officially opened on May 16, 1998, #relconsensus is that the SCS has turned out as it

was envisioned (IEL2; Nature Sanctuary website).

Table 44: Summary Table of the Development Proce$sr Sherriff Creek Sanctuary, Elliot
Lake

1995 PHFN if formed

1997 Stewardship agreement between Rio Algom Lidl RHFN is signed
May 16, 1998 Sherriff Creek Sanctuary Officiallyenis

Champion Erwin Meisner

Actors Erwin Meisner, PHFN, Rio Algom, City of Eiti Lake
Funding Rio Algom Ltd.

Land owner Rio Algom Ltd.

User groups Locals and visitors, youth educatiaugs
Motivation Suitability of site

Risk mitigation | Posted information, guided walkslFN meetings
Infrastructure None used
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Source: Tom Peters Nominati

N

Figure 23: Sherriff Creek Sanctuary Map
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Figure 24: Sherriff Creek Sanctuary

Figure 25: Sherriff Creek Sanctuary Bird Blind
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5.5.3 On-going Maintenance

The SCS land is still owned by Rio Algom Ltd. (puased by BHP Billiton in 2000), making
them responsible for the site (IEL1; Larmour, 2010Jhey are not able to sell the land, and the
Canadian Nuclear Commission has authority over ¢ite requirements (IEL1). Denison
Environmental monitors the mine tailings and initygof the site, and ensures that water levels and
berms stay within requirements. The water covetirgtailings continues to be safe for waterfowl
and there has been removal of beavers (to maititaiwater level over the tailings) (Larmour, 2010).
In 2010 Rio Algom Ltd. won the Tom Peters Memohéihe Reclamation Award presented by the
Canadian Reclamation Association and the Ontarinindi Association for the completed Sherriff
Creek Sanctuary (OMA, 2011; Larmour, 2010; “Elligtke Wins Mine Reclamation Award”, 2010).

The PHFN volunteers do basic trail maintenance mimtbr repairs to bird blinds (IEL1;

IEL2). The members of the PHFN have volunteeregl d¥,000 hours of time to maintain the site
(IEL1; “Who We Are”, 2009). The hours volunteereg PHFN are documented and shared with Rio
Algom Ltd (IEL1). The PHFN worked with the Ellidtake Horticultural Club to create a
hummingbird and butterfly garden (PHFN website,900The PHFN continue to work on improving
the biodiversity and educational value through aggn(Figure 26) and public outreach (OMA, 2011,
IEL1). The group also documents birds, wildlifedavegetation. This information can help with
ongoing research and conservation efforts at tiee(l&L1). The City clears the parking lot of snow
in the winter, as well as donating funds and dtafé to help with the hiring of labourers to upgead
infrastructure for the trails (Larmour, 2010). 2809, a new bridge and boardwalk for the "Red Trail
were installed with a grant from the Ministry ofalming to PHFN, Rio Algom and the city (Larmour,
2010).
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Figure 26: Informational Signage in Sherriff CreekSanctuary

Table 45: Summary of maintenance of SCS

Land Owner Rio Algom Ltd

Site Manager Dension Environmental (monitoring)
Trail maintenance PHFEN, volunteers

Funding source Rio Algom, City of Elliot Lake, furaising
Advertising Tourism print material, website

Risk mitigation Water level monitoring (beaver rerab)
Other considerations| CNC regulations

5.5.4 Site Use

The SCS is well used by residents and visitors limtH.ake, and is exclusively for non-
motorized use (City of Elliot Lake Tourism, 2014Jhe city also makes sure that there are alternate
ATV and snowmobile trails that stay outside thectaary. The SCS guest book had over 1,400
signatures in the first two months of being opéflLd). There has continued to be a high level of
visitation at the site by residents and touristarfrall over Ontario, Canada and Europe (many
residents of Elliot Lake have European heritage lamst foreign family member8)(IEL1; IEL2).
PHFN have created trail maps for the site (Figl®¥ ®hich are at the entrance board (Figure 27) and

L There is a lack of data to verify the visitatiater at the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary.
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in printed material, such as ‘Discover Elliot Laleid ‘Explore: Elliot Lake Trail Guide’. The city
the primary promoter of the site and it is prominiarElliot Lake tourism material. It is a prombta
attraction with a unique history that showcasem#tllake’s residents’ ability to think outside thex

when it comes to the mining history of the area¢@ilivray, 2010).

Author’s photograph

Figure 27: SCS Entrance Maps and Signs

Education has been the strongest tool for contigpltisk perception at the SCS (IEL1). The
risks of site use are very minor, and there has lzeéarge effort made to ensure that people are
educated about mine safety (IEL1; IEL2). Mostha## user risk perception is focused on the uranium
mine and possible radiation (which is negligibllBL{). It tends to be newcomers who are most

worried about the risks, ‘old-timer miners’ arembrried because they used to work at the sites
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(IEL1). Early on there was big push to help neatived seniors take advantage of the site, which
included partnered activities with Retirement LiyiflEL1). This was done with guided walks and

making sure that the seniors felt safe and thattrits were accessible and easy to walk (IEL1).
Along with PHFN education efforts and guided wadsSCS, there are also decommissioned mine
tours by Denison which help newer members of thrersanity learn about the mine sites in the area
(IEL1; IEL2). The PHFN also have specialists argdezts come to the meetings to give talks to keep
members and locals updated and informed (IEL1; )EL2

When the SCS was first created, there were sornedgssith hunting on the land, but signage
and clearly communicating about the changes tcsifeeuse rules have successfully addressed the
issue (IEL1). There are still many issues surrcnondogs and dog walkers, including not cleaning
up after dogs and letting dogs run free, which exahe wildlife and birds (IEL1; Frigault, 2010;
Clark, 2010). Off-leash dog activities are resgicby city bylaws, but many people do not adhere t
this policy (IEL1; Frigault, 2010). It is a sanaty, and not a dog park, but many people do not
respect this, which gives a sense of a constatielithat is wearing out the volunteers who clean up
the sité>.

Figure 28: Sherriff Creek Sanctuary Viewing Platform

92 Much of the clean-up is of dog excrement.
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Table 46: Summary of use of Sherriff Creek Sanctuar

Public access Yes, free access

Users Passive recreation, naturalist groups
Risk mitigation Posted information, use at own risk
Conflicts Dog walkers

5.5.5 Summary

The Sherriff Creek Sanctuary (SCS) won the CLRA’eml Peters Memorial Mine
Reclamation Industry Award in 2010. Developed e tsite of the Milliken Mine Tailing
Management Area by Rio Algom Ltd., the site is eatly managed by Denison Environmental and
stewarded by the Penokean Hills Field Naturalidtlliken Mine operations released tailings into
the Sherriff Creek from 1958 to 1964 and the araa vemediated into the tailing management area
(TMA) in the late 1970s. The TMA was subsequentigd for sports fields and equestrian activities.
In 1997 Rio Algom Ltd. and Erwin Meisner and hismhefounded Penokean Hills Field Naturalist
group signed the stewardship agreement which Ik istiplace. This agreement created the
foundation of a unique, and positive, company/comityypartnership for site management. The site
is a bird sanctuary (to allow the removal of beayand is a well-used and well promoted feature of
the Elliot Lake area. Though it does not directlgate revenue for the community, as a community
asset it provides a well signed and used trail spaod is advertised in Elliot Lake marketing

material.

5.6 Synthesis of Case Study Data

5.6.1 Community Comparison and Synthesis

Atikokan and Elliot Lake have both weathered indufitictuations and times of uncertainty.
Both communities have managed to survive when theide world expected them to decline and
possibly be abandoned (Johnston & Lorch, 1996; deaul1993). Elliot Lake has often been
presented as the ‘poster child’ of single industryn diversification and survival, in part becawse
Retirement Living. Atikokan, in contrast, has beeonotorious for its perseverance in the face of
economic obstacles (Johnston & Lorch, 1996). Sihee post-mining revival, both communities are
marketed as, and considered to be, exceptionahdgsns for outdoor recreation and tourism. Ellio

Lake now has the label ‘Jewel in the Wildernessaq @tikokan has re-branded as the ‘Canoeing
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Capital of Canada’. A snapshot of key informatfon both communities is presented in Table 47.
Both communities had a number of mining downtuing, did have advance notice of the final

closures of the mines in the community.

Table 47: Snapshot Comparison of Case Study Commuigs

Atikokan Elliot Lake

Established 1899 1955

Population (2011 Census) 2,787 11,348

Ten Year Population Change -23% (3,632) -5% (11,956)

Population Peak (Year) 6,386 (1965) 24,887 (1960)

Population Lowest (Year) 6,664 (1966)

Mine—Dependent Stage 1950s-1970s 1955-1991

In-Situ Transitional Stage 1970s 1990s

Ex-situ Transitional Stage 2006-present 2001- 2011

(when mines closed)

Mine Independent 1980s-2006 NA

Current Dominant 62 (Health care and social 62 (Health care and social

Economic Sector assistance) 17.8% of labour  assistance) 17.4% of labour
force force

Number of Hotels at time of 3 (White Otter Inn, Quetico Inn, 1* (Hampton Inn); 2 B&B; 1

study Atikokan Inn); 1 municipal municipal campground
campground

Distance from Major 151 km — Fort Frances 160 km — Sudbury

Population Centers (by road) 206 km — Thunder Bay 201 km — Sault Ste. Marie

* there was a second large hotel that was attactwethe mall which had to be demolished after the
Eastwood Mall (formerly Algo Mall) collapse in 2012

Atikokan and Elliot Lake had their respective mmiboom years during the same period
(1950s-1960s). A major difference between the mgriistory of the two communities is that Elliot
Lake is a relatively recently planned town (for mg) with people alive who remember the start-
up®, whereas Atikokan had a more organic developméhttive mines as a major influence, but not

the original driver for community development (wihiwas fur and logging in the area). This creates

% This in itself may have changed the sense of conitynand the mining companies’ role and resporigyhii
Elliot Lake, but that is outside the focus of tlsisidy. (The creation of Mount Dufour may be a good
example of the possible increased responsibility rate in tourism development of the mining comgarin
Elliot Lake.)
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a different ‘social fabric’ or mindset in the comnity. Elliot Lake’s shift to focusing on Retirenten

Living (a seniors living and lifestyle company) halso meant that the community has a different
structure and focus now than it did as a mining rmomity, or than Atikokan currently has as a
working community with LDC residents. This hasatezl a more mature residential community in

Elliot Lake compared to the labour heavy ‘bedroa@ormmunity of Atikokan.

In the proposed model, Elliot Lake began as a ndapendent community, progressed
sequentially through the stages of developmentisupiesently an ex-situ transitioning community.
This progression is typical of the classical lifeley models. Elliot Lake was also a planned
community, exactly the sort of community the life®ymodels are designed to describe. Atikokan,
on the other hand, was originally a pre-mine depahdommunity that became mine dependent and
has moved through the stages, including mine inu#ge, and has now become an ex-situ
transitioning community. There is also large saaifel exploration on-going near Atikokan with the
potential to shift the community from ex-situ tesitu transitioning. This makes Atikokan atypical

of the classic lifecycle models, but exemplifiesh@rtcoming of the linear lifecycle assumption.

The closure of the mines is also a point of diffieez Elliot Lake was able to capitalize on the
mining housing to establish a retirement commurgtyd many of the mines closed after newer
regulations for monitoring were in place (also,ngeuranium mines, there are different regulatory
bodies involved, mainly the addition of Canadiarcléar Commissiotl). The new regulations were
put in place in part because of the Steep Rockidirtirea (SRMAY® (Smith, March 2, 2011). The
Ministry of Natural Resources (now the Ministry blatural Resources and Forestry) accepted
responsibility for the SRMA in 1998 (Smith, March2011). Elliot Lake, in contrast, continues to
have support from the mining companies for the denssioned mines. This provides stability in
the community and a sense of partnership with timenign companies instead of abandonment. It also
provides stability for the project through the sthresponsibility and the available expertise the

mining company offers.

Both communities have made efforts to rebrand aadcket to the NRBTR tourist market.

Both communities are in close proximity to a pravah park (Mississagi and Quetico Provincial Park

% This difference also includes the Atomic Energyt Adich applies to the Elliot Lake mines, but nbet
mines in Atikokan.

% The Steep Rock Mine was one of three mines whfttmiassive environmental challenges that promtited
changes to the Mining Act, mainly closure plansnediation plans and post bond to cover the costs of
closure and remediation (Smith, March 2, 2011).
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in Elliot Lake and Atikokan respectively), but thearket access of the two communities is different.
Both communities are located between major popratenters: Elliot Lake is between Sudbury and
Sault Ste. Marie, and Atikokan is between Thunday Bnd Fort Francis. Elliot Lake is further south
than Atikokan and is located between larger pomratenters and with the proximity to draw in

visitors from southern Ontario. There is also ar&r distance between Elliot Lake and the
population centers compared to the population cemearest to Atikokan. Elliot Lake also has
greater notoriety, due to having supplied a larggign of the world’s uranium, and is known on a
larger geographical scale then Atikokan. Elliok&anow has a new notoriety with its Retirement

Living focus and the implication that it is a seniieendly place to visit (and live).

5.6.2 Site Comparison and Synthesis
The Charleson Recreation Area (CRA) and the Sherifek Sanctuary (SCS) in Atikokan

and Elliot Lake respectively are both built on femmine sites. Both the CRA and the SCS are
outside the towns’ core area, which is expecteal former mine site, but are accessible: both sites
less than five kilometers from the main street (Fégl4 and Figure 22). The CRA and the SCS are
built at the different mine sites with differentdemuses. CRA is currently a multi-use sports,
recreation and leisure area that can hosts eveahts. built at the site of a former iron mine, the
Canadian Charleson Mine. SCS, on the other hana, nature sanctuary with trails for low-impact
recreation and leisure, and is built at the sitea afranium mine tailing management area (TMA).
Both projects were developed at naturalized mites&i This required that the plan worked with the
existing landscape because remediation land formiag completed, and limited the options
available for redevelopment. The end uses werdy faatural and obvious due to existing uses. A

summary of key information is presented in Table 48

% Both sites have been returned to nature in theesthat the vegetation is not being controllede &ffort to
return the area to a natural ecosystem was pungageilliot Lake but not in Atikokan.
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Table 48: Comparison Charleson Recreation Area an8herriff Creek Sanctuary

Charleson Recreation Area Sherriff Creek Bird

(Atikokan) Sanctuary (Elliot Lake)
Current Use NRBTR, local recreation, Walking trails, wildlife viewing
events and conservation
Former Mine Canadian Charleson Mine Milliken Mine (Rio Tintben
Rio Algom in 1960)
Mine Commodity Iron Uranium (tailings management
area)
Mine Operating Period 1957-1964 1958 - 1964
Reclamation Year 2008-2009 1970s-1996
Site Redevelopment Year 2008-2010 1997-1998
Catalyst for redevelopment  User groups, CRA Association  PHFN
Funding for Redevelopment NOHF, ToA Rio Algom Ltd
Management ToA Rio Algom Ltd., Denison
Environmental, PHFN
Monitored by CRA: ToA, SRMA: MNR Dension Environmental
Management Funding ToA, CRA revenue Rio Algom Ltd
Former Mine Risks CRA: minimal, SRMA: minimal
moderate
Major Events Yes No
Promotion as tourist asset Yes Yes
Promotion as local asset Yes Yes
Maintenance Costs ToA, CRA revenue Rio Algom Ltd
Proximity to Main Street 3 km 3 km
Seasonal Uses 4 season 4 season
Site Size 162 hectares 30 hectares
Identified User Groups The Sno Ho Club, the SteegPenokean Hills Field Naturalis
Rock Mountain Bikers Club, Group
the Motocross Club, theHorticultural Club
Mudslingers 4X4 Club, the Schools?
Equine Trail Riders Horse Club,
the Bow to Stern Canoe Club
and the Ride for Sight
Previous post-mining uses  Informal recreation and events Ball field (late 1970s)
by individuals and clubs equestrian sport (late 1970s)

The critical role that champions and volunteery fathe redevelopment of the sites was a
major theme in the case studies. In the projechoth sites, a community member championed the
current site development, and other community mesjoened in to drive the projects to completion.
In both communities, the town council was also oard with the project once it was proposed. In

the case of SCS, the company partner was appro&efece the Township of Elliot Lake because it
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was company-owned land. This collaboration is msse for a smooth project, and clear
communication is a key building block of such alalebration (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011;
Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012).

Both site redevelopments were motivated by a sehsgpportunity that the sites provided
and their ability to be an asset to the communitheut making major changes. The projects were
seen as opportunities that would benefit everyangjust a select few or a specific user groupisTh
has been identified elsewhere in the mine redewstop literature (and tourism literature) as a vital
part of such initiatives (Shaw, 2002). Though @RA user group leans towards active recreation
and the SCS use is passive recreation, both siges motivated by hobbies and passions of the
champions and main community actors. Both projalss came at times of upheaval: the closure of
the last of the mines in Elliot Lake and the clesof the power plant in Atikokan. This provided

incentive to outside actors and funding bodiesaanlvolved in the projects.

The champion of both projects was a member of tmencunity working as a volunteer with
a team of volunteers (the Penokean Hills Field MNdists in Elliot Lake and the Charleson
Recreation Association in Atikokan). The heavyamte on community members and volunteers has
the risk of volunteer burn out, which is the expade at the CRA. Atikokan has a much smaller
volunteer and community pool to draw on than Ellieke. Atikokan also does not have a company
to help push it through and provide additional teses, increasing the need for people to give their
own time and the draw on human resources and ésgeavithin the limited pool. The development
at the CRA had additional pressure from the fingindeadline of the NOHF, which added to the

pressures for potential volunteer burnout.

It is important that the roles and responsibilitsesrounding the use and maintenance of the
site are clear once the redevelopment is complefdidactors in the redevelopment of the SCS were
clear about the roles they would play once thegatojvas completed, and continue to believe that the
roles are clearly delineated and fulfilled. Thissyin part, because of Rio Algom Ltd.’s (and
therefore Denison Environmental’s) responsibilitynbaintain the integrity of the TMA area. This
has translated to limited or no sense of frictibow the responsibilities for the site now thasitn
us€’. This is in sharp contrast to the CRA where umcleesponsibilities and expectations are
compounded by upheaval in the community and voemtaurnout (as well as limited financial

resources), creating tension and discouragement.

° There is quite a lot of friction with dog walkelst that is a user issue, not a responsibilitydss
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The CRA in Atikokan did not have a company partbet,did have strong provincial support
for the redevelopment, but not ongoing effértsSCS in Elliot Lake, on the other hand, does tave
company partner. The financial differences betwesring an industry partner at SCS as compared
to no partner at the CRA, are discernible. Thotlgh Charleson Recreation Association and the
Township of Atikokan have a plan, the people ancheyoare limiting factors. While the two sites
did not reference each other in documents or ifges’®, the benefit of a financial partner through
Rio Algom Ltd (RAL) was consistently brought tolig and the limiting factor of no financial partner
at CRA was routinely highlighted as a barrier. CRds the potential for revenue through user and
event fees, which can help to cover the costs ofter@ance and upkeep, but this requires increased
human resources either through a paid positionrdaotly unlikely) or increased volunteer
commitment (also unlikely). SCS on the other haasl no revenue stream and will require continued

outside financial support, but has lower on-goimgning costs and requirements.

Both sites are open access sites that do not haite personnel. This is a mixed blessing.
Though no additional costs are required for anterattendant or manager, it also reduces the day-to
day monitoring of the sites and requires dedicatevisits by the personnel responsible for the. si
This is less of a concern at SCS where theretlis 6t no risk of damage (other than off trail watk
and dog excrement and the required TMA monitorihg)h it is at CRA, where there is equipment
and buildings on site and for rent. This putsrésponsibility for appropriate use and reportirsyées

on the users.

The CRA and SCS are within five kilometers of thamstreet of their respective community
core. This proximity to the community core allofes easy access to the sites, increasing the value
as a community asset and marketable tourism produw signage for the CRA leads people through
the main areas of Atikokan, which increases thexchaf visitor spending in the community. Elliot
Lake has not taken the same approach but, ingeaddes detailed maps and information about the
site and trails for sale to visitors. Both sites apen to visitors year-round and both have noyent

charge, which also increases user access.

The ongoing real and perceived risks and risk @itog strategies at both sites do not hinder

user activities. This may be in part becauseitles were naturalized, and did not directly mowefr

% The Northern Ontario Heritage Fund provided a time-injection of funds for the redevelopment o ite.
All further financial responsibilities fall to tHEoA and CRA users.
% Generally, the impression from documents and vieers was that the two sites were not aware of egoér,
or the other redeveloped mine sites to support NRBiThorthern Ontario.
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mining to NRBTR, but instead had a transitionaligubbetween uses. This provides the community
with time to separate the former mining use of ldred from the current recreational use. It also
allows the site to progress organically betweers.usk could also be a result of being located in
mining communities. Neither site hides the hestaf mining, but neither do they make it obvious.
Those who do know of the former use are proud aitwias done with the land, and those who do

not are glad it is availabf€.

The potential of the SCS and CRA as catalysts dahér development and investment in
their community was a fascinating point that catmeugh in the documents and interviews. While
neither site in its own right could replace the remoic or larger role of mining in the community,
both acted as a way to highlight the communitysowative approach to community development
and a positive way of interacting with the miningyitage of the area. Both sites also worked within
the existing landscape and did only minor changethé area (as opposed to large-scale landscape
changes or remodeling, such as at Geraldton). iEht®nsistent with the literature including the
work in the Lusantia Lakelands and Ruhr Valley (IB210a; Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012; Shaw,
2002; Wrede & Migge-Bartolovj 2012).

Since the completion of the projects, Elliot Laksesltontinued to prosper, and Atikokan has
continued to face economic challenges. This furthecerbates the difference between sites with
and without clearly defined roles and responsipiltnd an industry partner. Elliot Lake also has a
much larger community base to draw from, reducirgrisk of volunteer burn out and the same few
people always being the main actors. (Elliot Lakerently has a population of 11,348 compared to

Atikokan’s population of 2,787). This will likelgave an impact in the long term on the two sites.

5.6.3 Summary
The Charleson Recreation Area (CRA) in Atikokan #mel Sherriff Creek Sanctuary (SCS)

in Elliot Lake are innovative reuses of former migsiees. Both communities experienced mining
boom years during the same period, but Atikokan wgwe-existing logging settlement whereas
Elliot Lake was a planned community to supportdhenium mining of the area. The CRA and SCS

are NRBTR sites designed for local and tourist ugg=ared primarily to user-driven passive

1% This could be the basis of an interesting studly ihe heritage commodification and transformasibéities
of the sites, or of creative destruction.
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recreation. The CRA was upgraded and formalizel thie intention of continuing to host revenue-
generating events. The SCS on the other handosted by Rio Algom with much lower running
costs and no revenue-generating potential. Botjepis were volunteer-driven initiatives that

capitalized on naturalized sites which needed wmganot major landform changes.

5.7 Post-Mining Land Use Synthesis and Discussion

Mining is a destructive industry by necessity: ¢ach the ore body a large amount of earth
and rock needs to be moved. There is little opmityt to change this. What can be changed is what
happens to the mine site after mining operation® lended, that is, working with the environment
and community. Advances have been made in reclamptactices, and there is the opportunity to
create a new landscape that provides a post-miasggt-driven land use. The use of tourism and
recreation is a widely acknowledged developmerstetyy for rural areas, and northern Ontario has
been identified as a region rich with nature- aesource-based tourism and recreation (NRBTR)
opportunities (Boyd & Butler, 1999; Johnston & PayB005). Less discussed or identified is the use
of post-mining land for the purposeful creationaoNRBTR asset for a community. The literature
focused on the reuse of mine sites for NRBTR depreknts is limited and the process-oriented
subset of this even more so. Two examples of mime®rthern Ontario were used to illustrate the
process of reclaiming a mine after initial remeidiatto address this gap. This study of mine site

reuse for NRBTR was the first of its kind in Canada

5.7.1 NRBTR Post-Mining Land Use Inventory

It is no longer acceptable for mining companietetive a legacy of environmental damage
post-closure. Increasingly the focus is, and ghdd, on the sustainable, positive legacy a mining
operation can create and leave (Shaw, 2002; Wopehakl., 2009). One option is to create a new
value-added recreational landscape (Lintz, WirthHé&rfst, 2012; Cloke, Milbourne, & Thomas,
1996). Typically, mine site restoration requiresvegetation of the area (Bradshaw & Huittl, 2001).
This makes reuse with a naturalized landscape & nmuitive choice. NRBTR activities and
businesses are present in nearly all the northetar®® minetowns, making it a reasonable market to
examine. There is very limited academic literatomethe reuse of mine sites for tourism, recreation

or leisure, and many studies provide abstract ids#kout concrete examples (for example:
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Soltanmohammadi, Osanloo, & Bazzazi, 2010). Thidyshas provided an inventory of examples of

mine sites redeveloped to support NRBTR. This iges concrete examples and possible sites for
future research. This is the first review of ssidBs in northern Ontario or Canada, and as sush ha
contributed to the academic literature.

Many of the sites were oriented to passive, norenm#d recreation, with a focus on open
access nature trails. The re-vegetation of mites $6 a typical practice globally with varying és
of requirements (Bradshaw & Huttl, 2001; Bridge,02)) The prominence of such passive
recreational sites may be due, in part, to reclemmatquirements that limit the option for site sep
coupled with liability concerns. This is espegiatlear when compared to options such as land
redevelopment for industrial activities where clegnand future liability may be a deterrent for
possible purchasers (Alker & Stone, 2005).

The communities with mine sites redeveloped for NRBwvere in a state of transition. This
is at odds with the literature, which predominamdgntifies projects in communities in which mining
no longer occurs (these communities may be extsitwsitional or mine independent communities).
The bulk of the projects are in countries that hameved away from mineral and resource
dependence, with many studied projects locatedeinm@ny, the UK and the USA (see Appendix A).
Northern Ontario is shifting from resource extraotto service-based industries, following this tken
but the area still maintains a high level of reseugmployment and extractive industry ties (Miryistr
of Northern Development and Mines, 2012).

The few inventories of such sites tend to be nadfiti superficial with limited examination of
the different functionalities of the site (sociabonomic, and environmental). This can improve the
accessibility of the information and allow for amiper of projects to be broadly overviewed quickly,
as in Pearman’s (2009) book. The IBA also took #pproach by documenting the changes in the
Lusatia region. Lusatia was seen as a wastelatbutileisure facilities by the rest of Europe;tpar
of the IBA’s goals is to change this perceptiorelmpancing cultural and tourism opportunities (IBA,
2010a). The cataloguing of sites in the Lusatikelands, Germany was simplified because the IBA
was the driving force behind many of the projeatshie area. Three books were released based on
the area: Post-Mining LandscaPg2010b), New Landscape Lusatia (2010a), Redesigninunded
Landscape (2012). The inventory of northern Oatarine sites redeveloped for NRBTR is similar

in that it is a catalogue of sites, but highly eiffntiated in that the project drivers were notnemted

191 This is the conference proceedings of the OppaytufPost-Mining Landscape at International Builglin
Exhibition Terraces in Grof3raschen in Septembe200
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in any way®. This is more similar to Pearman’s approach (faar 2009). All inventories provide
an overview of a number of projects, which is valeafor communities considering such a
development by providing a number of examples &nogiscussions, and to researchers by providing

concrete examples.

5.7.2 Case Studies of NRBTR Post-Mining Land Use

Understanding the process by which a mine siteaissformed to an NRBTR asset provides
information for those considering such a proje¢ery few studies have examined such projects as a
case study, and none have previously been condirc@dnad¥®. Two Canadian case studies were
examined: the Charleson Recreation Area (CRA) ikokan and the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary (SCS)
in Elliot Lake. The main elements of the case stsidvere similar to those conducted elsewhere.
These included the inability for such projects ¢place the economics of mining, the reimaging
aspects, and community support. Less emphasis#tkiliterature was the role of volunteers and
community actors, and of clearly defined respofisés post-completion.

The in-depth assessment of mine redevelopment gisoja northern Ontario echoes the
position of the tourism literature that tourismpesially NRBTR, cannot replace the economic driver
of mining, partly due to the long lead-up time testeong, final tourism product (Lintz, Wirth, &
Harfst, 2012; Shaw, 2002). It also requires aedéht skill set, and has a different employmeniesty
(often seasonal and part-time) (Koster & Lemeli@D2 Wanhill, 2000). Successful tourism and
recreation diversification requires time and anarsthnding that the change will be a benefit oker t
long-term (Koster & Lemelin, 2009; Lintz, Wirth, Blarfst, 2012).

The ability of such sites to act as re-imagingcetanaking and perception changing projects
is stressed in the literature (for example: Fr&iies, and Prey 2008; Shaw 2002; Cloke, Milbourne,
and Thomas 1996; Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst 2012; anddhed on by others). This place-making ability
was identified in the case studies, especially CRBere the role of the site to draw new residents

was identified in the interviews (Al2; Al3). Placeaking is highlighted in social and environmental

192 50 much so that in every case people associatidone site where not familiar with any other witte
exception of the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary, whichvam industry award and, therefore, was known ¢seh
in the industry.

193 Dewar & Miller (2011) and Otchere et al. (2004) identify Canadian sites in their work (geotourigin
former mine site in New Brunswick, and the informedreation at the Steep Rock Mining Area respeltjv
but do not provide information about the processit#f development or maintenance. In both artidles
end-use of the site is identified.
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perception internal and external to the commuritaiiz, Glles, & Prey, 2008; Cloke, Milbourne, &
Thomas, 1996; IBA, 2010a). This place-making &pitilso extends to indirect economic benefits
such as increased property values in the immedriai® (Ling, Handley, & Rodwell, 2007), improved
functionality of the land (Cloke, Milbourne, & Thas, 1996), and increased tourism and recreation
services (Zhang, Fu, Hassani, Zeng, Geng, & Ball1p0 This is further supported by the
overwhelming dominance of projects that occurredammunities transitioning in- and ex-situ.

At odds with some of the literature was the lackpo$h-back about the projects. Conflicts
due to attitudes about the symbolism of the prodysace, which were noted in the literature, were
not identified in the case studies (Franz, Gile®r&y, 2008). The motivation to improve the quyalit
of life, on the other hand, was identified as arsgrdriver in mine redevelopment projects (Franz,
Giules, & Prey, 2008). It was also viewed as a wiim-situation by the mine company, where
present, the community and users (EL1; EL2; AIZ3)AI

The essential role of volunteers and community nesiin the projects was established in
the literature, but not emphasised to the levehdbin the case studies. Community members are
identified as stakeholders and actors in the pseesund the world (Lintz, Wirth & Harfst, 2012
stress this point, and the need to include theih)would be impossible to discuss such projects
without at least a cursory discussion of the conitguaffected by it, but Carlson, Koepke and
Hanson (2011) and Wrede and Migge-Bartoldi?z012) specifically emphasize the importance of
local initiatives and local involvement as a driyiforce in NRBTR redevelopment of mine sites.
The case studies of CRA and SCS left no doubt deedmportance of community members and
volunteers in driving the redevelopment, includihg initial proposal for the project.

The same studies also stressed the importanceaf idles and communication between the
stakeholders and actors (Carlson, Koepke, & Han20h]l; Lintz, Wirth, & Harfst, 2012). Mine
closure planning literature emphasises the impoetarf clear communication (in part because of its
role in improving the mine-community relationshi@@arlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011). Clear
communication also helps improve the alignmentadlg amongst the stakeholders and actors, and
increases the overall inter-regional competition dlpcating different tourism functions (Lintz,
Wirth, & Harfst, 2012).

To summarize, a number of conclusions about tlse studies echo the academic literature.
This includes the inability of a NRBTR former mis#ée to replace mine economics, the role that
place-making mine site redevelopment can haveyrierlying motivations for such projects, and the

importance of clear communication. More emphasis placed on the critical role of the volunteers
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and the need for clear roles after the major rddeweent has been completed in the case study
findings.

5.8 Summary of Case Study Results, Synthesis and Di  scussion

Only a handful of mines in northern Ontario haverbeedeveloped into formal NRBTR
offerings. The inventory of northern Ontario mise redeveloped for NRBTR use provides
concrete examples of such projects. Such exangpéegnportant to the study of mine reclamation
and provide much needed functional examples to@tppore theoretical positions. Of the potential
sites, Charleson Recreation Area in Atikokan ared Sherriff Creek Sanctuary in Elliot Lake were
selected as case study sites. Both site redevelupprojects were driven by local volunteers and
champions, and the benefits of a corporate padhéne Sherriff Creek Sanctuary are noteworthy.
The champion of both projects was a local membethefcommunity who volunteered their time
because they were passionate about the poterdialitih offered to the community. Both sites were
redeveloped in a large part due to the effortsobdinteers, and continue to be maintained by in-kind
volunteer efforts. The strong reliance on volurdeend the need for clear roles and responsilsilitie
once the project is completed were emphasised hgler priority than was suggested in the
academic literature. Both sites provide the comityumith an innovative way to interact with the
mining heritage of the area and to re-brand foew erconomic future, a position supported by the
academic literature. The redevelopment of minessio support NRBTR is a relatively uncommon
undertaking, but has a number of benefits whichanidla constructive conclusion to the mining

process.
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Chapter 6

Recommendations and Conclusions

6.1 Introduction

This chapter provides the study’s conclusion. dgibs with a restatement of the research
objectives, the study rationale and methodologyis T followed by a brief summary of research
findings. Academic and practical implications drert presented, and future research topics proposed.
The chapter ends with concluding remarks aboutifibeycle of mining communities in Canada and

the reuse of mine sites for nature- and resourseebtourism and recreation (NRBTR).

6.2 Research Objectives, Rationale, and Methods

The goal of this thesis was to addresses the ahergyissue of the economic diversification
of mining communities in Canada, including the redlepment of mine sites to support NRBTR
activities. It focused on the specific researcasjon How can mine-site NRBTR be incorporated as
a diversification strategy in northern mining conmities?’ The study was based in northern Ontario
and was guided by the following objectives:

1. to develop a mining lifecycle model that accommedativersification;
2. to apply the model to northern Ontario minetowasd to describe how population and
labour force changes as communities move througimitdel’s stages;

to determine when tourism, specifically NRBTR, ngoduced during minetown evolution;

to assess the process by which a mine site isticaresd, maintained and used for NRBTR in

two case study sites; and,

to provide recommendations to mining community eketders for including NRBTR at

reclaimed mine sites, as part of a diversificastrategy.

Northern Ontario provided the ideal setting fostkiudy due to the long history of mining in theaar
the large share of the Canadian mineral extragiroluction, and the strong ties to NRBTR in the

region.
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The study was conducted to address identified gagise academic literature. A review of
academic works identified a number of Canadianuesocommunity lifecycle models, including the
Lucas, Bradbury, Halseth (LBH) model (Halseth, 1893he Bone model (1998), and the Bruce,
Ryser, and Halseth model (2005). The lifecycle et@df Canadian resource communities highlight
the vulnerability of mining communities, and thgegted patterns and stages of development. While
these models have merit, they do not accuratelyuoaphe current realities of resource based
communities. One such realitity is the inclusidntaurism, particularly NRBTR, for economic

development before the closure of mining operations

The redevelopment of mine sites for NRBTR actigiteas had limited in-depth academic
study. Only a handful of works provide a list ofaexples or focus on the process of a specific site;
more studies considered the abstract possibilitecmnical landforming components of the creation
of such sites. Many of the studies on individuaselected sites were based in Germany, the UK and
the USA. The studies which identified and discdssech sites made note of the opportunity to reuse
existing infrastructure for the benefit of the commity tourism and recreation initiatives (Buultjens
et al., 2010), the need for clear communicatioansure the redevelopment fits with the overarching
goals of the community (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanstfi 1), and that such developments cannot be a

stand-alone replacement for the mining operationtfl.Wirth, & Harfst, 2012; Shaw, 2002).

A mixed methods approach was used to meet the tolgieof this study. This began with
the qualitative creation of a new lifecycle modal quantitative inventory of post-1950 minetowns in
northern Ontario was compiled, which included twetiree present-day communities. The
population and labour force from 1991 to 2011 foe ttommunities were examined using the
proposed model. The inclusion of tourism and NRBmMRninetowns in the different development
stages was identified and assessed. NRBTR refise®m® land within the inventory were identified
and the two most suitable sites selected for casdies. The case study was a qualitative,
examination of the process of mine site redevelopmmaintenance and use for NRBTR. These

components lead to the following findings and repwndations.

6.3 Research Findings

The mixed methods employed in this study providathcheeded to meet each of the study’s

five objectives. A new lifestyle model was createdmore accurately capture the non-sequential
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progression of community development and the intetidn of new economic activities before mine
closure (objective 1). The minetowns of northerntado were identified and found to have
experienced a decline in population over the pastdecades. These communities were examined
using the proposed model, which was found to betipture the current realities of the communities,
including their non-sequential lifecycle (objecti®. Nearly all minetowns in every stage of
development were found to have tourism and NRBT#ities and businesses (objective 3). This

indicates that mining and NRBTR are not mutuallglesive activities.

The prominence of NRBTR in northern Ontario minatevsupported the position that the
opportunity exists for minesites to be redevelopgsdNRBTR assets. Sites were identified in the
inventory communities and two were selected forasease studies: the Charleson Recreation Area
in Atikokan and the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary inidllLake. Both sites were driven by volunteer
community members motivated by recreational passiofhe sites were not stand-alone economic
drivers but acted as place-making and reimaginglysts which allowed for innovative interactions
with the mining heritage of the two communities jémtive 4). General recommendations were
provided from the proposed model, the inventorpatthern Ontario minetowns, and the case studies

of mine site reuse for NRBTR (objective 5).

6.3.1 Academic Implications

This study has a variety of implications for the@emic community. First, it has provided
and tested a new minetown lifecycle model. Secdanthventoried and examined minetowns in
northern Ontario, highlighting the population deeliand non-sequential development of these
communities. Third, it found that tourism and NRBWere present in nearly all minetowns and in
all stages of development, suggesting mining andgm are not exclusive. Finally, the catalogue of
mine sites reused for NRBTR attractions identifeeémples for the selection of two case studies.
The case studies examined the process of redevetdpand site maintenance and use.

This study found that the existing lifecycle models not capture the non-sequential
progression of community development and econoiwirsification, the long decline times found in
communities with lag-time effects of the closurel avinding down stages, or the disconnect between
mine labour force and population changes. A newdehevas proposed that uses the portion of
mining labour force in a community without a chrimgical axis to describe mining community

development, and three diversification respon3éms proposed model shifts away from the prevalent
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population-based, sequential resource communigcylifle models, which assumed company or
planned town development with mining as the majopytation change driver. This satisfies
objective one of this thesis and furthered the ewad literature on the lifecycles of resource-
dependent communities in Canada, with a focus enetkisting models and alternative futures
proposed by Halseth (1999a), Bone (1998), and Birgser, and Halseth (2005).

An inventory of all minetowns in northern Ontaridgthva current or post-1950s historic
dependency on the mining industry was created hedl991 to 2011 population and labour force
data was examined. Population was found to bergieglin the majority of the communities. This is
expected; the literature notes the declining pdmran rural, resource-focused areas. The prapose
model was examined using the inventory, and it fweied that the mining portion of the labour force
fluctuated. This is expected because resource coities typically have labour force fluctuations,
which are tied to commodity markets. The new madats found to provide a better framework to
study the trends in minetowns, specifically thesequential development through various stages of
mine dependence, and it allowed for economic difieation at any stage in development. The
inventory communities were assessed for the inmfugif tourism and NRBTR businesses and
activities, and it was found that the majority bdktminetowns had tourism businesses, NRBTR
activities and NRBTR businesses. This implies thizting and NRBTR are compatible and can have
concurrent development. This review of minetownsailarge region provides an assessment of
minetowns in different development stages, inclgdiwenty years of population and labour force
data, and the current state of tourism. This feegisobjectives two and three of this thesis and

addresses gaps in the academic literature.

This thesis has also contributed information altbatprocess of redeveloping mine sites for
value-added end uses. Having found that NRBTR pvasalent in the mining communities, this
study identified former mine sites used for NRBTRwm northern Ontario minetowns, and created a
database with basic site information. This inventof sites provides a list of NRBTR mine
reclamations in northern Ontario, something whichrabt exist prior to this study. From this lite
two most suitable sites were selected as caseesttiiexamine the process of redevelopment, site
maintenance, and site use of mine sites for NRBTtfactions. This allowed for the creation of
recommendations for communities and groups intedeist remediating mine sites for such purposes,
including considerations for viability. There imlted Canadian-based or global academic study of

the process by which mine sites are redevelopedipport NRBTR. This study has contributed to
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the global studies of mine site redevelopment f®BNR and has contributed a much needed

Canadian study to the academic literature. THisfes objectives four and five of this thesis.

6.3.2 General Community Recommendations

This study also has implications for practitionehs. keeping with the literature, key
recommendations for communities are to diversifgady as possible, while the community has the
economic driver of the min%: to create and regularly update a strategic plaitiwis cohesive and
accepted by the community, and to work collaboedgiwith the region to maximize the potential
length of visitors’ stay in the area. All commued should conduct an analysis of the barriers to
tourism and recreation to identify and addressrthrique challenges faced in the development or
expansion into tourism and recreation markets. WCOF (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and
Threats) analysis would allow communities to idgngind address barriers such as the distance from
major population centers and the lack of a unidtraction to draw in a large visitor base. Thisdst
identified the prolonged winding down period expaded by some communities. This further
supports the key recommendations in the literatiuae early diversification is important to mitigate
the chances of such decline. Using the categamiethe proposed model, the aspects of, and
recommendations for community diversification imdarism and recreation are examined (objective
5).

Mining dependent communities can plan mining dewelents for future uses by creating
infrastructure that would continue to serve the wamity after mining operations end. The
infrastructure deficit faced by rural and north@mmunities has been identified as a barrier to
economic development and diversification (Markeyng@elly, & Roseland, 2010). Planning
integrated infrastructure developments would beoasible and positive option to mitigate this
barrier. Infrastructure, tourism and recreationad@oment, while a community is mine dependent,
would also allow the community to take advantagdahef tax base and economics of the mining
operations and employment (Ryser & Halseth, 20IMjis would also allow communities to begin to

plan for diversification efforts and be better pasg for the closing the mine operation.

194 More recent closure planning for mines attemptstorporate economic diversification through cagie
social responsibility (McAllister & Fitzpatrick, 20).
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Transitioning communities are both in-situ and #u;ither of which may be making efforts
to diversify or be experiencing a decline in miniagmployment without replacement economic
activities. Tourism can help with economic stintigia, but requires a start-up time that may not
address the immediate concerns and needs of thenaoity (Mayer & Greenberg, 2001). The
alternative employment that tourism and associdiasinesses provide would encourage some
community members to stay in the community postenglosure (Johnston & Lorch, 1996). Tourism
generally cannot replace the economics and wagssciated with mining, but it can offer the
opportunity for entrepreneurial ventures (Johngdrorch, 1996; Koster & Lemelin, 2009; Wanhill,
2000). Transitioning communities should be pregdioe a change in the population, including core

population members, and a possible shift in comigudentity.

There is a unique opportunity in in-situ transitan communities to market industrial
tourism at an active mine, which could be usedramdicator for interest in the mine site a hertag
tourism offering post-closure. An example of tisishe Goldcorp tours of active and reclaimed mine
sites in Timmins. If it is found to be a large wrahe site could be considered for industrial or
heritage tourism post-closure, and if it is notrfduo be a strong driver of tourism, the site cdugd
reclaimed or redeveloped. This would take advantdghe large tax base provided by the mine. In-
situ transitioning communities would face challengeith stigmas (environmental and ‘rough
frontier’ mainly) and community mindsets, on toptbé often mentioned barriers to tourism such as
location, seasonality and low wages. Ex-situ ftaoméng allows a community to diversify while
locals are commuting to mine operations. As toaridevelopments increase, members of the
community would have more opportunities availalde émployment within the community, and
more industries may develop as a result. The camtynmay face challenges initially with a reduced
local work force and volunteer pool and should belistic about goal setting (as is the case of
Atikokan, Ear Falls and others) (Bruce, Ryser, &gdth, 2005).

Mine independent communities could possibly face ¢neatest challenges in creating a
tourism markef®. Tourism and recreation would be a viable additibthe communities had
transitioned to an alternative economic base armé weonomically viable, mine-independent places.
If a community was mine independent without an sidal base, efforts to include tourism and

recreation (and likely, other economic activitieg)uld face greater challenges, possibly the greates

19 This may be where much of the stigma about minesolsas come from and what causes it to lingersstia
company-owned or movement planned communities naa leached a mine independent stage without
alternative economics in place and continue to gtegde the inability of minetowns to diversity.
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challenges of any of the communities. The viapitf tourism as an economic driver in a mine
independent community would likely have to be assgé®n a case-by-case basis with a review of the

existing industries and economic stability of tlencnunity.

Communities in all stages of development need tmtaia a long-term view of their goals
and act accordingly. Mining communities have histdly been considered the most vulnerable of
the resource-based communities and, as such, saosige that they take advantage of the economic
upswings of mining to promote economic growth amgbibity. Mining typically occurs in more
rural or remote areas, which in Canada have higlir@mmental capital that can form the basis for
NRBTR activities and businesses. Identifying pb&ropportunities can allow for strategic and

collaborative planning between the community, ngntiompany and entrepreneurs.

6.3.3 General Mine Site Reuse Recommendations

The recommendations for mine site redevelopmenfirfad three categories: the process of
redevelopment, ongoing maintenance and managemedtthe role of the site in the community.
Reclaiming a mine site for a new use is still gy uncommon, and it is important that
stakeholders considering such a project are wigiimed and realistic about the project and outcome.
It goes without saying that clear communicatiomowation and a willingness to collaborate are all
important to the process of mine site reuse. Talkebolders and actors involved in, and affected by
the project should be identified and efforts mawlbring them to the table. These include community
stakeholders, government representatives, induspyesentatives, and user group representatives.
These representatives need to consider socialpgagorand environmental issues associated with the
mine site reuse. Clear communication and strodglmaration initiatives increase the chance of

SUcCCess.

It has been documented that the earlier closumnpig begins, the more cost-effective and
inclusive the efforts can be (Warhurst & Noronh@)®). There would be a greater opportunity to
plan for purposeful developments at a mine sitasitioning at closure to a value-added use.
Alternative closures, such as the use of post-rgitand for NRBTR assets is likely to require more
time and encounter more challenges than standakahmation of creating a landscape similar to the
pre-mining landscape. This is in part becauseethdl be greater planning requirements and a

greater need for community involvement, includimg tincorporation of the site into the overall
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strategic plan for the community. Planning eff@t®uld include assessments of the site’s abiity t
overcome existing barriers to tourism and recreaitiche community, including the potential for the
site to increase visitor draw from major populatmmnters and the distance and transportation from

the community center.

A company partner can be a benefit to the redewadop process. A major benefit of having
a company partner is the ability to incorporateptan into the closure efforts, the availabilitytbé
expertise, finances, and equipment needed to neclanine site (Carlson, Koepke, & Hanson, 2011).
This would be especially true for a value-addedtqpaging land use. Working with an industry
partner provides the opportunity to create an diserplinary group to design such sites, as well as
create agreements for long-term use, maintenaneceitaning and funding. Having comprehensive
agreements in place helps to make projects stfaigédrd and appealing to mining companies. This
has implications for improved mine closure plannamgl better company-community relations. Risk
mitigation and risk perception would also benefini a company partner, ensuring the integrity of
the site long-term. Working with an industry partmlso increases the chance that risk management
issues and limitations will be addressed and raegecThis includes informing users that the site i

safe for use, and of any limitations to help ensiger safety and satisfaction.

Once completed, the maintenance and managemem sfteé needs to be clearly defined and
communicated to those involved. This will help wnesthat goals and expectations are realistic, and
allow for better delegation and allocation of tagksolunteers and employees. It is also important
that there is clear communication with users alibat limitations of the site and any special
requirements (such as the removal of beavers atilzreek Sanctuary in Elliot Lake). This would
be aided by a comprehensive agreement createdtidttcommunity. For large sites with high
maintenance costs, user fees have the potentialpooffset financial needs. This would help with
added on-going costs above and beyond a standelednaion and should be included in planning

exercises.

The role of the site needs to be understood befevelopment by those involved, including
the limitations of the direct economic benefit betsite. Redevelopments are highlighted in the
literature as providing a springboard for furthevelopment, but are not in themselves enough to
save a community or region (Shaw, 2002). Thismpdrtant to communicate to ensure that the
redeveloped site is not expected to be a revivaledy. The Sherriff Creek Sanctuary was never

intended to provide direct economic benefit, bet @harleson Recreation Area was, and still has the
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potential to provide revenue. That being saillRBTR redeveloped mine site can provide a way
for the community to interact with the mining hage and history in a new and innovative way, and
be an asset for community re-branding. The sitetwdp update the image of the community, and
show the proactivity of the community in findingdansing opportunities, welcoming change, and
driving advancement. This could act as a drawrfeestors, tourists and new residents, and help set
the community apart from other resource communitighe area. This re-branding can act as a pivot

point between the industrial past and the poststrdal or diversified future of the community.

Redeveloping mine sites for NRBTR is beginning éarcluded in more recent closure plans
for operation mines and legacy mine sites projecddthough such redevelopments are becoming
more common, they have received limited academidysor general public exposure. Developing
NRBTR at post-mining sites allows the communitgédebrate its mining heritage and can help in re-
branding efforts. The earlier planning for suctie@elopment begins to occur, the better the chances
of success. Such projects can take a long tingeckar communication between all stakeholders is
critical to a positive process. Strategic infrasture planning that addresses mining needs asawell
incorporates the planned post-mining use will hedge the transition. With collaborative, cohesive
planning, mine sites can be redeveloped post-mitirrovide and NRBTR asset to the community

and help support economic diversification.

6.3.4 Atikokan Specific Recommendations

Atikokan has weathered a number of economic rowdbhgs and will soon see the biomass
plant operating and new mines north of the commuoyen. Atikokan has rebranded the community
as the ‘Canoe Capital of Canada’, putting to gosd the surrounding wilderness and proximity of
Quetico Park. The Charleson Recreation Area fiits the efforts to draw in NRBTR tourists by
providing a multi-use recreational area. The Gdsh Recreation Area is an asset to the community
that is being underutilized, due to a lack of huraand financial resources dedicated to promoting,
maintaining and managing the site. A partnershiplar to that at Elliot Lake would provide the
needed support for the site. A number of compahige previously considered gold mining in
Atikokan, and there has been renewed interest tlgcéncluding planning by Osisko to open a

mine'®. This creates an excellent opportunity for a mgnéompany to partner with the Township

1% The deposit is roughly 35 kilometers north of Afian.
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and the Charleson Recreation Association to prorgdeurces or an internship to help with the site.
It would create an excellent community collabonatagportunity and strengthen future partnerships.
The intern could handle the day to day operatiohghe CRA including event organization,
administration, advertising and website maintenafdds would alleviate the pressure on volunteers,
allowing them to focus on their hobbies and clubos] reduce the risk of volunteer burnout. The
mining company would benefit from improved commuymlations and collaboration, positive PR

and a positive show of corporate social resporisibil

6.3.5 Elliot Lake Specific Recommendations

Elliot Lake and the Sherriff Creek Sanctuary ardnigly examples of a minetown
transitioning to a new economic landscape and okrsite reuse. Elliot Lake has never shied away
from its mining heritage, best exemplified by th&anium Heritage Festival’ held annually in June
and the Nuclear Mining Musedffi Elliot Lake has balanced mining heritage withesttourism and
recreation aspects very well. Most mining heriteggelf-guided with no industrial heritage siteatt
require much higher maintenance and upkeep co3tse Sherriff Creek Sanctuary is a unique
bridging of this history and would benefit from reased recognition, from the public, industry and
government. Capitalizing on the ‘pioneering’ patjevould show that Elliot Lake was innovative in
its use of mine sites as well as mine housing ffetirement Living]. The options to pursue similar

projects at other sites, including butterfly gaslezould be explored.

6.4 Future Research

Future research should continue to further the @ana study of resource-based
communities, including the reuse of a mine sitepti@hs include the application of the proposed
model in other regions, tourism and NRBTR assestmeationally and across resource bases, and
further research opportunities on mine site redgraent for NRBTR. All of these components

would help guide community diversification and depenent.

The proposed model is designed for Canadian contynudevelopment, and tested in

northern Ontario minetowns. Northern Ontario weleaed for this study due to the availability of

197 The Canadian Mining Hall of Fame is also housetthéNuclear Museum.
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information through AMIS, the Ontario Ministry ofdtural Resources and Forestry, and Ontario
Ministry of Northern Development, including a numlmé government reports. Similar information

sources exist in other provinces and could be fizied similar study allowing for a cross-country

comparison of minetowns (this could include the miptburism and mine site reuse). A similar

study could also be done for other resource-basedmuinities to compare renewable resource
communities (such as forestry) to non-renewableetoiuns. By applying the model to mining

communities across Canada and to communities wiffierent resource bases, the prevailing
academic notions of resource communities woulddeated.

Northern Ontario minetowns have often been idexttifas having a ‘will to live’, which may
be a factor in the high inclusion rate of tourisnd &RBTR. This may or may not be unique to the
region or resource base. An evaluation of toursstd NRBTR in mining regions across Canada
would help to identify if this is a trend nationall To further this, the inclusion of tourism and
NRBTR in other resource-based communities (for gtarfisheries or pulp and paper processing) to
identify if there is a disconnect between the exga@xclusion of NRBTR activities in resource-
based communities, as there was with mining comtiesni Forestry communities have made
advances in incorporating tourism and NRBTR, anahaty be found that it is more common than
expected.

The inventory of examples (academic or otherwism)iat be used to assess the costs and
logistics of NRBTR mine site redevelopments by examng a large group of NRBTR reclamation
projects® This could include a cost-benefit analysis afséh sites and the level of offset needed
from user fees, etc. to cover monitoring and upkesgis. Similar studies have been conducted for
heritage and industrial tourism mine sites, butfooNRBTR projects. A real-time study of the st
and processes could be conducted of the Hollinggerspit being developed in Timmins by
Goldcorp which is currently planned to be reclaineda community recreation space and lake,
expected to begin in 2020 (Goldcorp Porcupine Mi2€4.2). Similar studies could be conducted in
other regions of Canada, particularly those withigh level of field inspection and assessment rates
such as Newfoundland and Labrador, Quebec, andahslvan. A wider assessment of sites and
improved information about the logistics of suchumadertaking as part of a closure plan would allow

for the creation of a framework and decision makog for the redevelopment of mine sites.

1% There are at least three operational golf coursemithern Ontario built on mine tailings. These kkely

much more economically productive and similar stgdior general performance assessment studies could
be conducted.
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Understanding the impacts of mine site reuse foBNR is important for planners to be able
to identify the option best suited to the communi8tudying the community and visitor perceptions
of mine site reuse for NRBTR (or a different reusaj build on lessons learned and encourage
positive outcomes in the future. This study adskeshe process, which is only part of the overall
context of mine site reuse. A study of tourisntammunities with NRBTR mine site developments
could be completed though surveys of the sitesivdfar tourists, new comers, and established
community member with attention to use, perceivallle and impressions. Possible foci could be
who is using the sites, and the motivations belisds, community identity shift, and changes in
social/cultural elements when the monument forntteenory (such as headframes) is included into a
different landscape (i.e. tourism-oriented inste&dndustrial-oriented). This could include if the
attraction had special draw or impact on the degiso visit to the community. It could also inctud
changes in the communities’ perception of the lggaficmining as a result of having an NRBTR
attraction at a former mine site. Case studiesjabompact assessments and economic impact
assessments would help in understanding site repimg for use in nature-based tourism and
recreation activities. A greater understandinghaf process, the benefits, maintenance and use of

existing sites will help these projects become aemviable option in closure planning.

This study has focused on minetowns in northerraf@mtbut there are research opportunities
across Canada and resource-bases to further theraicaliterature. It is also possible to conduct
similar studies in developing and resource-dependemtries/regions globally and to examine the
implications of value added reclamation at minessit Increasingly, the global collection of data
allows for more robust research and an exchangdeafs. Improving the ability of communities,
companies and governments to make effective, pesitecisions about resource-based communities
and their development requires a strong foundatibknowledge available only through ongoing

research.

6.5 Concluding Remarks

This has been an exciting and rewarding researcjegir This research ties together the
trends in minetowns with the lifecycle models, ahé innovative reuse of mine sites in these
communities. The study of resource communitiestaed lifecycles is an important component of

understanding Canada’s diverse landscape. A nedeimw@as proposed to capture the current
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minetown situation and helped to advance this afestudy. The inventory of northern Ontario
minetowns supported the need for a new model, dsawdnighlighted the population loss occurring
in such communities. Minetowns in northern Ontasiere found to have NRBTR activities and
businesses, which is a staple of rural communierdification efforts. The reuse of mine sites in
current and former mining-dependent communitieanisexciting opportunity to bridge the mining
past with the innovative future of these commuaiti&@hough these sites are not dominant in Canada,
or around the world, they do offer the unique opyaty to create purposefully designed landscapes,
which not only suit the needs of the community, &g a marketable asset designed to complement
the strategic goals of the community. By seeingimg operations as temporary custodians of the

land used, new land use opportunities can follow.

167



Bibliography

--. (1958, May 8). Canadian Charleson to Start &hg@ments This Month. Atikokan Progress.
--. (1958, June 12). Charleson Seeks Operating Plmvéune 23. Atikokan Progress.

--. (1960, December 15). Charleson Re-opening 8#11Depends on Ore Sales Picture. Atikokan
Progress, p. 1.

--. (1961, March 2). Cleveland Firm Takes Ownergifig€an. Charleson. Atikokan Progress.

--. (1962, January 25). Canadian Charleson to Rerdplant. Some Hiring to Take Place Very
Shortly. Atikokan Progress, p. 1.

--. (1962, September 27). Earlier Than Expectedrlebon Plant Closing. Atikokan Progress.
--. (1963, May 9). Charleson Not Opening This Yésikokan Progress.

--. (1964, October 29). Canadian Charleson Hop&ypkerate Mine Next Year. Atikokan Progress, p.
1.

--. (1964, November 26). Charleson Closing Dowrk@kan Progress, p. 1.

--. (1964, February 27). Possibilities ReportedgBtifor Canadian Charleson to Open. Atikokan
Progress, p. 1.

--. (1964, November 26). Use of Property as AirfSio be Investigated by Town. Atikokan Progress,
p. 1.

. (1992). Elliot Lake: Explore the Forgotten Nwtn Wilderness. Power Boating Canada, pp. 55-
57.

. (2009, February 16). Who We Are. Retrieved Riy 2013, from Penokean Hill Field Naturalists:
http://phfn.wikifoundry.com/page/Who+we+are

--. (2010, June 24). Elliot Lake Wins Reclamatiowakd. Retrieved June 3, 2013, from Northern
Ontario Business: http://www.northernontariobussmesm/Industry-News/mining/Elliot-
Lake-effort-wins-mine-reclamation-award.aspx

. (2010). The Nature Sanctuary. Retrieved JulyZl13, from About the Sherriff Creek Wildlife
Sanctuary: http://www.elliotlake.com/naturesancyires_info.htm

--. (2010, July 12). Together We Stand. Atikokangress, p. 1.
--. (2010, August 9). We Could Make This Betterkékan Progress, p. 3.

--. (2013). Historic Mines: Wright-Hargreaves. Reted February 5, 2013, from Kirkland Lake
Gold: http://www.klgold.com/Exploration/Mines.aspx

168



--. (2014). Atikokan Station Bio Mass ConversiomjEct. Retrieved January 15, 2014, from Ontario
Power Generation: http://www.opg.com/generating-@diliermal/stations/atikokan-
station/pages/atikokan-station-biomass-conversiorept.aspx

Alker, S., & Stone, C. (2005). Tourism and Leisubevelopment on Brownfield Sites: An
Opportunity to Enhance Urban Sustainability. Tauwrisand Hospitality Planning &
Development, 2(1), 27-38.

Alker, S., Joy, V., Roberts, P., & Smith, N. (2000he Definition of a Brownfield. Journal of
Environmental Planning and Management, 43(1), 49-69

Atikokan Centennial Museum. (1997). Atikokan Histaf Highlights. Atikokan: Atikokan
Centennial Museum.

Atikokan Centennial Museum and Historical Parkd (n.Atikokan Mining History Room. Atikokan.

Atikokan Economic Development Corporation. (n.édikokan, Ontario: Our Paradise Awaits You.
Atikokan, Ontario: Atikokan Economic Developmentr@aoration.

Atikokan Economic Development Corporation. (n.é&fikokan: Canoe Capital of Canada. Atikokan,
Ontario: Atikokan Economic Development Corporation.

Atikokan Economic Development Corporation. (n.&addle Atikokan! Atikokan, Ontario: Atikokan
Economic Development Corporation.

Atikokan Economic Development Office. (1980). Atikesn Community Profile. Atikokan.
Atikokan Economic Development Office. (1990). Atilesn Community Profile. Atikokan.
Atikokan Mining Attraction Association. (2001). Abkan Mining Attraction. Atikokan, Ontario.
Babbie, E. (2001). The Practice of Social Resed8th, Ed.) Toronto: Wadsworth.

Bacot, H., & O'Dell, C. (2006). Establishing Indices to Evaluate Brownfield Redevelopment.
Economic Development Quarterly, 20(2), 142-161.

Balcar, M. J., & Pearce, D. G. (1996). Heritage rflsa on the West Coast of New Zealand. Tourism
Management, 17(3), 203-212.

Baldwin, D. O., & Duke, D. F. (2005). "A Grey Weevin": An Environmental History of Early
Silver Mining at Cobalt, Ontario. Urban History Rew, 34(1), 71-87.

Ballesteros, E. R., & Ramirez, M. H. (2007). Idgnteand Community - Reflections on the
Development of Mining Heritage Tourism in South8pain. Tourism Management, 28, 677-
687.

Balmer, Crapo & Associates Inc. (1979). A Strategyl Action Plan for Tourism in the Atikokan
Area. Waterloo.

Bangian, A. H., Ataei, M., Sayadi, A., & Gholineja8l. (2012). Optimizing Post-Mining Land Use
for Pit Area in Open-Pit Mining Using Fuzzy DecigsiMaking Method. International Journal

of Environmental Science and Technology, 9, 613-628
169



Bartsch, C., Brown, K., & Ward, M. (2004). UnlocginBrownfields: Key to Community
Revitalization. Washington, D.C.: National Asso@atof Local Government Environmental
Professionals: Northeast-Midwest Institute.

Bell, L. (2001). Establishment of Native Ecosystefdfter Mining - Australian Experience Across
Diverse Biogeographic Zones. Ecological Engineering 179-186.

Bennett, N., & Lemelin, R. H. (2010). A Critical Alysis of Ontario's Resource-Based Tourism
Policy. Journal of Rural and Community Developmén21-35.

Berthelot, D. (2010, May 25). Penokean Hills Fidldturalists and City of Elliot Lake Nomination
for Tom Peters Award (Nomination Letter). Elliothea

Biggam, J. (2011). Succeeding with your Master'ssBitation: A Step by Step Handbook. New
York: Open University Press.

Boileau, J. (2007, October 29). Charleson Signtbits 'T'. Atikokan Progress, p. 1.
Bone, R. (1992). The Geography of the CanadianiNdironto: Oxford University Press.

Bone, R. (1994). Population Change in the Provinbiarths. In M. E. Johnston, Geographical
Perspectives on the Provincial North’s (pp. 87-188§sissauga: Copp Clark Longman.

Bone, R. (1998). Resource Towns in the MackenzisirBaCahiers de Geographie du Quebec,
42(116), 249-259.

Bowman, B., & Baker, D. (1998). Mine Reclamatiomafting in the Canadian North. Yellowknife:
Canadian Arctic Resources Committee.

Box, J. (1999). Nature Conservation and Post-Ingdtandscapes. Industrial Archeology Review,
XXI1(2), 137-146.

Boyd, S. W., & Butler, R. W. (1999). Definitely Ndtonkeys or Parrots, Probably Deer and Possibly
Moose: Opportunities and Realities of EcotourismNiorthern Ontario. Current Issues in
Tourism, 2(2&3), 123-137.

Bradbury, J. (1979). Towards an Alternative TheofyResource-Based Town Development in
Canada. Economic Geography, 55(2), 147-166.

Bradbury, J. (1984a). Declining Single-Industry Gouomities in Quebec-Labrador, 1979-1983.
Journal of Canadian Studies, 19(3), 125-139.

Bradbury, J. (1984b). The Impact of Industrial @gcin the Mining Sector: The Case of the Quebec-
Labrador Region in Canada. International JournaUdfan and Regional Research, 8(3),
311-331.

Bradshaw, A. D., & Huttl, R. F. (2001). Future Msie Restoration Involves a Broader Approach.
Ecological Engineering, 17, 87-90.

Bray, M., & Thomson, A. (1992). At the End of th&ifB Mines and Single-Industry Towns in
Northern Ontario. Toronto: Dundurn Press Limited.

170



Brereton, D., Memmott, P., Reser, J., BuultiensTdomson, L., Barker, T., et al. (2006). Miningdan
Indigenous Tourism in Northern Australia. Gold Gp&ueensland: STCRC.

Bridge, G. (2004). Contested Terrain: Mining and Environment. Annual Review of Environment
and Resources, 29, 205-259.

Brown, I. (1989). Mining and Tourism in Southernsalia. Industrial Archaeology Review, 12(1),
55-66.

Bruce, D., Ryser, L., & Halseth, G. (2005). Econonievelopment Framework of Small
Communities in Canada: Phase Three: Framework tmbent Small Communities. Ottawa:
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation.

Burton, M., Zahedi, S. J., & White, B. (2012). Hali*references for Timeliness and Quality of Mine
Site Rehabilitation. The Case of Bauxite MiningVifestern Australia. Resource Policy, 37,
1-9.

Butler, R. (1980). The Concept of a Tourism Areacl€yof Evolution: Implications for the
Management of Resources. Canadian Geographer, 24{5)

Butler, R. (1998). Rural Recreation and TourismBIrlbery, The Geography of Rural Change (pp.
211-232). Essex: Pearson Education Limited.

Butler, R. (2004). Geographical Research on TouriBecreation and Leisure: Origins, Eras and
Directions. Tourism Geographies, 6(2), 143-162.

Butler, R., Hall, M., & Jenkins, J. (1998). Tourisamd Recreation in Rural Areas. Toronto: John
Wiley & Sons.

Buultjens, J., Brereton, D., Memmott, P., Reser&JThomson, L. (2010). The Mining Sector and
Indigenous Tourism Development in Weipa, Queensldmdirism Management, 31, 597-
606.

Bywater Mitchell Architects Incorporated & Commonralid Historic Resources Management Ltd.
(1996). Downtown Core and Industrial Improvemeriliot Lake . North Bay.

Canada Employment and Immigration Advisory Coundil987). Canada's Single-Industry
Communities: A Proud Determination to Survive. @#aThe Council.

Canada; Task Force on Mining. (1982). Report of Tesk Force on Mining Communities -
Established by Canada Federal, Provincial and tbeial Ministers with Responsibilities for
Mining.

Carlson, M. C., Koepke, J., & Hanson, M. P. (20Fpm Pits and Piles to Lakes and Landscapes:

Rebuilding Minnesota's Industrial Landscape Usinigansdiciplinary Approach. Landscape
Journal: Design Planning and Management of the L ad(.), 35-52.

Cassel, S. H., & Pashkevich, A. (2011). Heritagerigm and Inherited Institutional Structures: The
Case of Falun Great Copper Mountain. Scandinaviamnal of Hospitality and Tourism,
11(1), 54-75.
171



Castillo, A. M., Lopez-Guzman Guzman, T. J., & Vaeg de la Torre, G. M. (2010). Industrial
Mining Tourism Activities. Anatolia: An Internati@h Journal of Tourism and Hospitality
Research, 21(2), 379-392.

Chang, J., L0, H., Li, J., & Wang, W. (2010). Theafisformation From Grey to Green - Restoration
and Reuse of Post-Mining Landscapes in China. Moskg Landscape Conference
Documentation (pp. 92-95). Berlin: Jovis Verlag Ginb

Charleson Recreation Area. (no date). Charlesomeldgon Area. Retrieved January 8, 2013, from
Charleson Recreation Area: www.charlesonrecreatganeom

Charleson Recreation Association. (2008). 5 Yearkkting Plan 2008-2013. Atikokan.
Charleson Recreation Association. (2008). Poli&dé&ocedures Manual. Atikokan.
Charleson Recreation Association. (2010). Befor&fter Photos (2008-2009). Atikokan.

Charleson Recreation Association. (2010, Febru&@arleson Recreation Area. Atikokan: Town of
Atikokan.

Chon, K., & Evans, M. (1989). Tourism in a RuraleaAr- A Coal Mining-County Experience.
Tourism Management, 315-321.

Chukuni Communities Development Corporation. (206&8d Lake Community Profile. Retrieved
September 1, 2014, from Gary Worrall:
http://www.garyworrall.com/assets/applets/redlaké@2005-6_s.pdf

City of Elliot Lake. (2005). Elliot Lake 50th Annévsary Gazette. Elliot Lake, Ontario.

City of Elliot Lake. (2014). Discover Elliot Lakdretrieved January 8, 2014, from Tourism Elliot
Lake: http://www.tourismelliotlake.com/en/

City of Elliot Lake. (n.d.). Discover Elliot Laké&lliot Lake, Ontario.
City of Elliot Lake. (n.d.). Explore: Elliot Laker@il Guide. Elliot Lake, Ontario.

City of Greater Sudbury. (n.d.). Key Facts: PopatatRetrieved September 1, 2014, from City of
Greater Sudbury: http://www.greatersudbury.ca/?8enwID=30A9A6D2-AAA9-A1D5-
FA81F22521E5E05B

Clark, B. (2010, March 10). Public Needs to Carerdlabout Their Environment. Retrieved July 5,
2013, from Elliot Lake Standard: http://www.elliaklestandard.ca/2010/03/10/public-needs-
to-care-more-about-their-environment

Clausen, S., & McAllister, M. L. (2001). An Integeal Approach to Mineral Policy. Journal of
Environmental Planning and Management, 44(2), 22%4-2

Cloke, P., Milbourne, P., & Thomas, C. (1996). Frivasteland to Wonderland: Opencast Mining,
Regeneration and the English National Forest. Ganfp27(2), 159-174.

Cole, D. (2004). Exploring the Sustainability of mifig Heritage Tourism. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 12(6), 480-494.
172



Colocousis, C. R. (2012). "It Was Tourism Repellefitat's What We Were Spraying": Natural
Amenities, Environmental Stigma, and Redevelopmienta Postindustrial Mill Town.
Sociological Forum, 27(3), 756-776.

Conesa, H. M., Schulin, R., & Nowack, B. (2008).n\ig Landscape: A Cultural Tourist
Opportunity or an Environmental Problem? The St@hse of the Cartagena-La Union
Mining District (SE Spain). Ecological Economicdg, 90-700.

Cowan, W. R., Mackasey, W. O., & Robertson, J.ZB18, July). NOAMI Publications. Retrieved
May 10, 2014, from National Orphaned/Abandoned Igimetiative: http://www.abandoned-
mines.org/pdfs/INOAMI_CaseStudiesandDecisionMakingBssfortheRelinquishmentofClos
edMineSitesFINAL.pdf

Creswell, J. (2009). Research Design: Qualitatiyeantitative and Mixed Methods Approaches (3rd
ed.). Los Angeles: Sage.

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2011). Desilgg and Conducting Mixed Methods Research.
Los Angeles: SAGE Publication.

Crupi, F. (2010). Atikokan Economic Development @aation Strategic Plan. Thunder Bay: Crupi
Consulting Group.

Dashwood, H. S. (2005). Canadian Mining Companied the Shaping of Global Norms of
Corporate Social Responsibility. International Jalir60(4), 977-998.

Dashwood, H. S. (2007). Canadian Mining Companiad &orporate Social Responsibility:
Weighing the Impact of Global Norms. Canadian Jauwf Political Science, 40(1), 129-
156.

Davis, J. S., & Morais, D. B. (2004). Factions &mtlaves: Small Towns and Socially Unsustainable
Tourism Development. Journal of Travel Research3410.

Davison, P. (1997). Reclamation of Watergate QuolligEom Public Eyesore to Public Amenity.
Proceedings of the ICE - Municipal Engineer, 121{2p-130.

De Sousa, C. A. (2006). Urban Brownfields Redevelept in Canada: The Role of Local
Government. Canadian Geographer, 50(3), 392-407.

Debnam, K. (2010). Blueprint for Prosperity. Atiladk Atikokan Economic Development
Corporation.

Dewar, K., & Miller, R. F. (2011). Geotourism, Ming and Tourism Development in the Bay of
Fundy Canada. In M. V. Conlin, & L. Jolliffe, MingnHeritage and Tourism, A Global
Synthesis (pp. 214-226). New York: Routledge.

Dickman, F. (2011). Reclamation Conditions of OmecMining in the Rhenish Lignite-mining
Region (Germany). Zeitschrift fur Geomorphologi&(3, 15-24.

173



Digby, C. (2010). Success Stories from Around therld/ -- Good Practice in Post-Mining
Regeneration. Post-Mining Landscape Conference ideatation (pp. 25-33). Berlin: Jovis
Verlag GmbH.

dmA Planning & Management Services. (2006). OffiBian for the City of Elliot Lake. Toronto.
dmA Planning & Management Services. (2009). Cit§ltibt Lake Strategic Plan. Toronto.

dmA Planning & Management Services. (2009). Cityetifot Lake: Parks, Recreation, Arts and
Culture Master Plan: Final Report. Toronto.

Doick, K. J., Sellers, G., Castan-Broto, V., & ®itthorne, T. (2009). Understanding Success in the
Context of Brownfield Greening Projects: The Reguoient for Outcome Evaluation in
Urban Greenspace Success Assessment. Urban F&ddthan Greening, 8, 163-178.

Doley, D., Audet, P., & Mulligan, D. R. (2012). BExrining the Australian Context for Post-Mined
Land Rehabilitation: Reconciling a Paradigm for hevelopment of Natural and Novel
Ecosystems Among Post-Disturbance Landscapes. ulgne, Ecosystems and
Environment, 163, 85-93.

Economic Development Office. (2008). City of Ellichke Community Profile. Elliot Lake.

Edwards, J. A., & Llurdés i Coit, J. C. (1996). Mnand Quarries: Industrial Heritage Tourism.
Annals of Tourism Research, 23(2), 341-363.

Elliot Lake Nuclear and Mining Museum. (n.d.). BtliLake.

Elliot Lake Secondary School English 455.02. (198@wel in the Wilderness: A History of Elliot
Lake. Elliot Lake.

Elliot Lake Secondary School EWC OAC. (1997). Jeinghe Wilderness: Dawn of a New Setting.
Elliot Lake.

Ellis, P., Fiddler, C., Gill, R., Keyworth, G., Metti, M., Paske, J., et al. (2003, May). Onwards
Atikokan: The Renewal of an Ex-Single-Industry ToWR. Suffling, Ed.) Waterloo, Ontario:
Faculty of Environmental Studies, University of \&fo.

Eveleigh, R. (1984). Elliot Lake: A Northern Mosautler: Woodland Printers.

Farkouh, G. (1992). Elliot Lake. In M. Bray, & Ahdmson, At the End of the Shift (pp. 145-148).
Toronto: Dundrum Press Limited.

Fitzpatrick, P., Fonseca, A., & McAllister, M. L2@11). From the Whitehorse Mining Initiative
Towards Sustainable Mining: Lessons Learned. Jbofr@leaner Production, 19, 376-384.

Franz, M., Giiles, O., & Prey, G. (2008). Place-Magkand 'Green' Reuses of Brownfields in the
Ruhr. Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Gafigr 99(3), 316-328.

Freudenburg, W. R., & Gramling, R. (1998). LinkedWhat? Economic Linkages in an Extractive
Economy. Society & Natural Resources, 11, 569-586.

174



Frey, M., & Spellerberg, I. (2011). Restoring thménity and Nature Conservation Values of Gravel
Pits: an Ecological Restoration and Community Eegagnt Approach. Australasian Journal
of Environmental Management, 18(1), 33-46.

Frigault, L. (2010, January 20). Barking up the Wydree. Retrieved July 5, 2013, from Elliot Lake
Standard: http://www.elliotlakestandard.ca/2010M3arking-up-the-wrong-trail

Frost, W. (2011). Visitor Interpretation of the Eovmmental Impacts of the Gold Rushes at the
Castlemaine Diggings National Heritage Park, Auistrdn M. V. Conlin, & L. Jolliffe,
Mining Heritage and Tourism, A Global Synthesis.(@p-107). New York: Routledge.

Gallagher, D. R., & Jackson, S. E. (2008). Prongp@ommunity Involvement at Brownfield Sites in
Socio-Economically Disadvantaged Neighbourhoodstrid of Environmental Planning and
Management, 51(5), 615-630.

Gardner, J. H., & Bell, D. T. (2007). Bauxite MigifRestoration by Alcoa World Alumina Australia
in Western Australia: Social, Political, Historicaind Environmental Contexts. Restoration
Ecology, 15(4 (Supplement)), S3-S10.

Gill, A. M. (1999). Competitive Tensions in Commtynirourism Development. In N. Walford, J. C.
Everitt, & D. E. Napton, Reshaping the Countrysi@erceptions and Processes of Rural
Change (pp. 157-168). New York: CABI Publishing.

Goldcorp. (n.d.). Mine Closure and Reclamation.rieeed December 13, 2013, from Goldcorp:
Responsible Mining: http://www.goldcorp.com/EnglfRkesponsible-Mining/Partnerships-
and-Programs/MIne-Closure-and-Reclamation/defayk a

Goldcorp Porcupine Mines. (2012). Hollinger ProjBest Management Plan. Timmins.

Goltz, E. (1992). The Image and the Reality of liif@ Northern Ontario Company-Owned Town. In
M. Bray, & A. Thomson, At the End of the Shift: Mis and Single-Industry Towns in
Northern Ontario (pp. 62-91). Toronto: Dundrum Bresnited.

Government of Ontario. (1997). Resource-Based SourPolicy. Toronto: Queen's Printer for
Ontario.

Graham, K. A., & Phillips, S. D. (1998). "Who Do®#¢hat" in Ontario: The Process of Provincial-
Municipal Disentanglement. Canadian Public Admnaion, 41(2), 175-209.

Hall, P. V., & Stern, P. (2009). Reluctant RuragiRmalists. Journal of Rural Studies, 25, 67-76.

Halseth, G. (1999a). "We Came for the Work": SituatEmployment Migration in B.C.'s Small,
Resource-Based, Communities. Canadian Geograp3(@), 863-381.

Halseth, G. (1999b). Resource Town Employment: édiens in Small Town British Columbia.
Royal Dutch Geographical Society KNAG, 90(2), 192

Halseth, G., & Sullivan, L. (2002). Building Comnitynin an Instant Town: A Social Geography of
Mackenzie and Tumbler Ridge, B.C. Prince Georgé&..BUniversity of Northern British
Columbia Press.

175



Halseth, G., Markey, S., Reimer, B., & Manson, 2010). Introduction: The Next Rural Economies.
In G. Halseth, S. Markey, & D. Bruce, The Next RlEaonomies: Constructing Rural Place
in Global Economies (pp. 1-16). Oxfordshire: CARIHshing.

Haugland, S. A., Ness, H., Gronseth, B.-O., & AadstJ. (2011). Development of Tourism
Destinations An Integrated Multilevel Perspectis@nals of Tourism Research, 38(1), 268-
290.

Hayter, R., & Barnes, T. (2001). Canada's Resobommomy. The Canadian Geographer, 45(1), 36-
41.

Hilson, G. (2000). Sustainable Development Poligle€anada’'s Mining Sector: An Overview of
Government and Industry Efforts. Environmental Sce& Policy, 3, 201-211.

Hilson, G., & Murck, B. (2000). Sustainable Deveatmnt in the Mining Industry: Clarifying the
Corporate Perspective. Resource Policy, 26, 227-238

Hosper, G.-J. (2002). Industrial Heritage Touriamal &egional Restructing in the European Union.
European Planning Studies, 10(3), 397-404.

Howlett, M., & Brownsey, K. (2008). IntroductionoWards a Post-Staples State? In M. Howlett, &
K. Brownsey, Canada's Resource Economy in Transifilie Past, Present and Future of
Canadian Staples Industries (pp. 4-15). TorontooidrMontgomery Publications Limited.

Hume Communications Inc. (2012). A Cultural PlanAtikokan, Ontario.

IBA. (2010a). New Landscape Lusatia. Berlin: Jovis.

IBA. (2010b). Post-Mining Landscape. Berlin: JoVisrlag GmbH.

IBA. (2012). Redesigning Wounded Landscape: The WBdrkshop in Lusatia. Berlin: Jovis.

ICMM. (2012). Mining's Contribution to SustainablBevelopment - An Overview. London:
International Council on Mining and Minerals.

InfoMine Inc. (2013). MapMine Mapper. Retrieved Aprl4, 2013, from InfoMine:
http://mapper.infomine.com/

Institue of the Local Government. (1953). Singlddfprise Communities in Canada. Kingston:
Queen's University.

Jackson, C. (2010, April 26). New Pump Track: Bgkkills and Fun! Atikokan Progress, p. 9.

Jackson, P. (2001). Making Sense of QualitativeaD&t M. Limb, & C. Dwyer, Qualitative
Methodologies for Geographers (pp. 199-214). NewkYO@xford University Press Inc.

Johnston, M., & Lorch, B. (1996). Community Distieness and Company Closure in a Northern
Ontario Mining Town. The Great Lakes Geographet),3§9-52.

Johnston, M., & Payne, R. (2005). Ecotourism andji®teal Transformation in Northwestern
Ontario. In M. C. Hall, & S. Boyd, Nature-Based Tism in Peripheral Areas: Development

or Disaster? (pp. 21-35). North York: Channel Vieublications.
176



Keyes, R. (1992). Mine Closure in Canada: ProbleBr®spects, and Policies. In C. Neil, M.
Tykkylainen, & J. Bradbury, Coping with Closure: Anternational Comparison of Mine
Town Experiences (pp. 27-43). New York: Routledge.

Kirsh, S. (2010). Sustainable Mining. Dialect Artpol, 34, 87-93.

Kline, J. D. (2001, January). Tourism and Naturas®rce Management: A General Overview of
Research and Issues. United States Departmentrafuitgre; Forest Services. Portland, OR,
USA: Publications Distribution.

Kolton, F. (1981). Atikokan Then & Now; Transiti@ounsellor Final Report. Atikokan.

Korostoff, N. (2010). Western Pennsylvania: The dstape Legacy of Coal -- A >>Grassroots
Effort<< to Restore a Damaged Landscape. IBA Pasiiflg Landscape (pp. 68-70). Berlin:
Jovis Verlag GmbH.

Koster, R. L., & Lemelin, R. H. (2009). Appreciatiinquiry and Rural Tourism: A Case Study from
Canada. Tourism Geographies, 11(2), 256-269.

Kuhn, R. (2010). Ten Years of the IBA - Looking Atk Post-Mining Landscape Conference
Documentation (pp. 212-217). Berlin: Jovis VerlagitH.

Lambkin, P. (Director). (2010). Charleson ...are yeady? [Motion Picture].

Larmour, A. (2010, September 1). Former UraniuméviBecomes Nature Sanctuary. Retrieved July
21, 2013, from Sudbury Mining Solutions Journal:
http://www.sudburyminingsolutions.com/former-uramiimine-becomes-nature-
sanctuary.html

Levi, D., & Kocher, S. (2006). The Use of CoastabBnfields as Nature Preserves. Environment
and Behaviour, 38(6), 802-819.

Lichrou, M., & O'Malley, L. (2006). Mining and Tosm: Conflicts in the Marketing of Milos Island
as a Tourism Destination. Tourism and HospitalignRing and Development, 3(1), 35-46.

Lienhoop, N., & Messner, F. (2009). The Economidugaof Allocating Water to Post-Mining Lakes
in East Germany. Water Resource Management, 239865

Lilienas, 1. (1992). From Mine to Outer Space: Tase of Kiruna, a Town in Northern Sweden. In
C. Neil, M. Tykkylainen, & J. Bradbury, Coping withlosure: An International Comparison
of Mine Town Experiences (pp. 247-265). New YorkuRedge.

Ling, C., Handley, J., & Rodwell, J. (2007). Restwing the Post-industrial Landscape: A
Multifunctional Approach. Landscape Research, 3248%-309.

Lintz, G., Wirth, P., & Harfst, J. (2012). Regioraiructural Change and Resilience: From Lignite
Mining to Tourism in the Lusatian Lakeland. Raursfdr Raumordn, 70, 363-375.

Lowe, M. (1995, November). First Prize: A Trip tdii&@ Lake. The Financial Post Magazine, pp.
152-157.

177



Lucas, R. A. (1971). Minetown, Milltown, Railtowrtife in Canadian communities of single
industry. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

MacDonald, R., & Jolliffe, L. (2003). Cultural Rur&ourism: Evidence from Canada. Annals of
Tourism Research, 30(2), 307-322.

MacGillivray, G. (2010, July 28). PHFN and City Wdmom Peters Memorial Mine Reclamation
Award. Retrieved July 5, 2013, from Elliot Lake sdard:
http://www.elliotlakestandard.ca/2010/07/28/phfrdanity-won-tom-peters-memorial-mine-
reclamation-award

MacKasey, W. O. (2000). Abandoned Mines in Can&dabury: MiningWatch Canada.

Macklin, A. (2012, November-December). End of aa.HRetrieved July 12, 2013, from Canadian
Biomass Magazine: http://www.canadianbiomassmagaziicontent/view/3823/132/

Mair, H., & Reid, D. G. (2007). Tourism and ComniynbDevelopment vs Tourism for Community
Development: Conceptualizing Planning as Power,wledge, and Control. Leisure/Loisir,
31(2), 403-425.

Mansfeld, Y. (1992). "Industrial Landscapes" as asifive Setting for Tourism Development in
Declining Industrial Cities - The Case of Haifaasl. GeoJournal, 28(4), 457-463.

Marathon Economic Development Corporation. (20X@dmmunity Profile. Marathon.

Markey, S., Connelly, S., & Roseland, M. (2010)acB of the Envelope': Pragmatic Planning for
Sustainable Rural Community Development. Planrifrgctice & Research, 25(1), 1-23.

Markey, S., Halseth, G., & Manson, D. (2006). Theu§gle to Compete: From Comparative to
Competitive Advantage in Northern British Columbiiaternational Planning Studies, 11(1),
19-39.

Markey, S., Halseth, G., & Manson, D. (2008a). Gmajing the Inevitability of Rural Decline:
Advancing the Policy of Place in Northern Britistol@mbia. Journal of Rural Studies, 24,
409-421.

Markey, S., Halseth, G., & Manson, D. (2008b). @igshe Implementation Gap: A Framework for
Incorporating the Context of Place in Economic Depment Planning. Local Environment,
13(4), 337-351.

Marsh, L. (1970). Communities in Canada. ToronteQlélland and Steward Limited.

Martinez-Fernandez, C. (2010). Skills and Employntnategies in Resource-Intensive Cities. IBA
Post-Mining Landscape (pp. 118-121). Berlin: Joxeslag GmbH.

Martins, L., & Matos, J. (2010). Mining Heritage Rortugal - The Iberian Pyrite Belt as a Tourist
Attraction. Post-Mining Landscape Conference Doautem#on (pp. 55-61). Berlin: Jovis
Verlag GmbH.

178



Mattagami Region Conservation Authority. (n.d.)lli€s Lake Brochure. Retrieved April 20, 2014,
from Mattagami Region Conservation Authority: httprca.timmins.ca/uploads/Gillies-
Lake-Conservation-Area-Brochurecolor.pdf

Mattagami Region Conservation Authority. (n.d.)lli€s Lake Conservation Area. Retrieved April
20, 2014, from Mattagami Region Conservation Authior Recreation:
http://mrca.timmins.ca/recreation/conservation-sigilies-lake-conservation-area

Mattagami Region Conservation Authority. (2013)nins Trails. Retrieved April 20, 2014, from
Mattagami Region Conservation Authority:
http://mrca.timmins.ca/download/First%20Draft.pdf

Mayer, H. J., & Greenberg, M. R. (2001). Coming B&om Economic Despair: Case Studies of
Small- and Medium-Sized American Cities. EconomigvElopment Quarterly, 15(3), 203-
216.

McAllister, M. L. (2008). Shifting Foundations inMature Staples Industry: A History of Canadian
Mineral Policy. In M. Howlett, & K. Brownsey, Canad Resource Economy in Transition:
The Past, Present and Future of Canadian Staplesthies (pp. 145-166). Toronto: Emond
Montgomery Publications Limited.

McAllister, M.L., Fitzpatrick, P.J., 2010. Canadianineral resource development: a sustainable
enterprise?. In: Mitchell, B. (Ed.), Resource anivibnmental Management in Canada:
Addressing Conflict and Uncertainty, 4th ed. (3%38 Toronto: Oxford University Press

McKercher, B. (1992). Tourism as a Conflicting Ladde. Annals of Tourism Research, 19, 467-
481.

McKinnon, M. (2007, July 3). Ambitious Plans for &heson Recreation Area. Atikokan Progress, p.
3.

McKinnon, M. (2008, September 8). $737,000 for @G¥son Upgrade. Atikokan Progress, p. 1.

McKinnon, M. (2008, March 24). Charleson Upgradedayed, as Funding Support not What Users
had Hoped. Atikokan Progress, p. 3.

McSweeney & Associates. (2011). Mining Sector Intpamalysis for Atikokan. Ottawa.
McSweeney & Associates. (2011). Town of AtikokairsFlmpressions Community Audit. Ottawa.
Meridian Planning Consultants Inc. (2012). Offididan for the Town of Atikokan. Vaugan.

Michels, R. E. (1980). The Atikokan Story: for tMunicipal Advisory Committee Northwestern
Ontario. Atikokan: Quetico Center.

Millikarjun Rao, P., & Pathak, K. (2005). Socio-Ewmic Impacts of Mine Closure: A Case Study
Using Satellite Imagery. International Journal a/Eonmental Studies, 62(5), 555-570.

Ministry of Finance. (2012). Ontario Population jemtions Update. Toronto: Queen's Printer for
Ontario.

179



Ministry of Northern Development and Mines. (200¥ining in Ontario (396-ENG 03/07). Ottawa:
Queen's Printer for Ontario.

Ministry of Northern Development and Mines. (2012prthern Ontario: A Profile. Sudbury: NA.

Mishra, S. K., Hitzhusen, F. J., Sohngen, B. L.G&ldmann, J. (2012). Costs of Abandoned Coal
Mine Reclamation and Associated Recreation Benéfit®hio. Journal of Environmental
Management, 100, 52-58.

Mitchell, A., & Mackasey, W. O. (1997). A Systenatnventory of Abandoned Mines - A Powerful
Tool for Risk Management. International Journal Sdirface Mining, Reclamation and
Environment, 11, 83-90.

Natural Resources Canada. (1996). The Minerals\etals Policy of the Government of Canada:
Partnership for Sustainable Development. OttawaeQsa Publisher for Ontario.

Neuendorf, K. A. (2002). The Content Analysis Gbidek. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, Inc.

NOAMI. (2013). About NOAMI. Retrieved March 15 2018om National Orphaned/Abandoned
Mines Initiative: http://www.abandoned-mines.org

Odell, C. J., Scoble, M., & Recharte Bullard, JOX2, June). Improving Socio-environmental
Outcomes at Andrean Mines. International Journélioing, Reclamation and Environment,
25(2), 133-151.

Ontario Association of Architects. (1989). Commuynitssist for an Urban Study Effect (CAUSE).

Toronto.
Ontario Mining Association (OMA). (2014). Ontarioilvhg Operation 2014. Retrieved September
10, 2014, from Ontario Mining Association:

http://www.oma.on.ca/en/ontariomining/resourcesiiningOperations2014.pdf

Ontario Ministry of Energy & Infrastructures; Minig of Northern Development, Mines & Forestry.
(2009). Places to grow: Better choices, brighteurks. Proposed growth plan for Northern
Ontario. Toronto: Queen's Printer for Ontario.

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. (2001). Mgement Guidelines for Forestry and Resource-
Based Tourism. Toronto: Queen's Printer for Ontario

Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Ming2008). MDI42B05NWO00006 (Renabie
Mine). (Q. P. Ontario, Producer) Retrieved Februéry2014, from Geology Ontario:
http://www.geologyontario.mndmf.gov.on.ca/gospdgas ?command=mndmsearchdetails:m
di&uuid=MDI42B05NW00006

Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Sport and Culture.dn. Regional Tourism Profiles. Ontario, Canada:
Queen’'s Printer for Ontario. Retrieved January 2014 from
http:/www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/research/rtp/rtp.shtml

180



Otchere, F. A., Veiga, M. M., Hinton, J. J., Farig&s A., & Hamaguchi, R. (2004). Transforming
Open Mining Pits Into Fish Farms: Moving Towardsstinability. Natural Resources
Forum, 28, 216-223.

Paget, G., & Rabnett, R. (1983). The Need for Chenlylodels of Planning: Developing Resource
Based Communities. Canadian Planning Issues. Vaecowwchool of Community and
Regional Planning, the University of British Coluiab

Patrick Reid & Associates. (2006). Economic Devalept Opportunities for the Township of
Atikokan. Toronto.

Paulson, W. (1993). The Little Town That Could. kidkkan: Atikokan Economic Development
Corporation.

Paulson, W. (2001). The Voice of Atikokan (2nd wuai}: Atikokan Community Strategic Plan Public
Input Summary. Atikokan: Quetico Center.

Pearman, G. (2009). 101 Things to do With a HoldnenGround. St. Austell: Post-Mining Alliance.

Perdue, R., Long, P., & Kang, Y. (1999). Boomtowouiism and Resident Quality of Life: The
Marketing of Gaming to Host Community Residentardal of Business Research, 44, 165-
177.

Perelli, C., Pinna, P., & Sistu, G. (2011). MiniHgritage, Local Development and Territory Identity.
In M. V. Conlin, & L. Jolliffe, Mining Heritage andourism, A Global Synthesis (pp. 203-
213). New York: Routledge.

Petrzelka, P., Krannich, R. S., & Brehm, J. M. @pQOldentification with Resource-Based
Occupations and Desire for Tourism: Are the Two éésarily Inconsistent. Society &
Natural Resources, 19, 693-707.

Philips, A. (1957, May 25). Our Wild Atomic City. &tLean's Magazine.
PlanScape. (2008). City of Elliot Lake Communitypiravement Plan. Bracebridge.
Pretes, M. (2002). Touring Mines and Mining Towgigknnals of Tourism Research, 29(2), 439-456.

Prno, J., & Slocombe, D. S. (2012). Exploring theglds of 'Social License to Operate' in the
Mining Sector: Perspectives from Governance andaBwbility Theories. Resource Policy,
37, 346-357.

Quadra Consulting Group, et al. (2006). Atikokaratgtgic Community and Economic Development
Plan Final Report. Toronto: Township of Atikokan.

Quetico Center. (1978). Prospects for the Fututidkokan - A Town Renewed. Atikokan: Atikokan
Industrial Development Committee.

Randall, J. E., & Ironside, R. G. (1996). Commustion the Edge: An Economic Geography of
Resource-Dependent Communities in Canada. The @em@eographer, 40(1), 17-35.

181



Reed, M. G. (1994). Locally Responsive EnvironmeRtanning in the Canadian Hinterland: A Case
Study in Northern Ontario. Environmental Impact éssment Review, 14, 245-269.

Reeves, K., Wheeler, F., Laing, J., & Frost, W.1(P0 Chinese Mining Heritage and Tourism in the
Goldfields of the Pacific Rim. In M. V. Conlin, &.LJolliffe, Mining Heritage and Tourism,
A Global Synthesis (pp. 23-32). New York: Routledge

Reid, D. G. (1998). Rural Tourism Development: Ghaa Provincial Issues. In R. Butler, C. M.
Hall, & J. Jenkins, Tourism and Recreation in R#xedas (pp. 69-80). Toronto: John Wiley
& Sons.

Reid, D. G., Taylor, J., & Mair, H. (2000). Rurabdrism Development: Research Report. Guelph:
School of Rural Planning and Development, UniversftGuelph.

Remobilization Committee (Elliot Lake). (2012, Ay Working Together. Elliot Lake, Ontario.

Rio Algom. (n.d.). Historical Highlights. Elliot ke, Ontario: Elliot Lake Nuclear and Mining
Museum.

Robinson, I. M. (1962). New Industrial Towns on @da's Resource Frontier. Chicago: The
Department of Geography, The University of Chicago.

Robson, R. (1992). Building Resource Towns: Goveminintervention in Ontario in the 1950s. In
M. Bray, & A. Thomson, At the End of the Shift (pp7-119). Toronto: Dundrun Press
Limited.

Rudd, M. A., & Davis, J. (1998). Industrial Herieagourism at the Bingham Canyon Copper Mine.
Journal of Travel Research, 36, 85-89.

Ruiz-Ballesteros, E., Valcuende, J. M., Quinterq, Gbrtes, J. A., & Rubio, E. (2009). Naturalizing
the Environment: Perceptual Frames, Senses andt®est. Journal of Material Culture,
14(2), 147-167.

Rumpel, P., & Slach, O. (2010). A Bright FuturePhe >>Dark<< Hard Coal Region of Ostrava-
Karvina. Post-Mining Landscape Conference Docuntemta(pp. 99-103). Berlin: Jovis
Verlag GmbH.

Ryser, L., & Halseth, G. (2010). Rural Economic Blepment: A Review of the Literature from
Industrialized Economies. Geography Compass, 4/6:531.

Rzetala, M., & Jagus, A. (2010). New Lake Distriat Europe: Origin and Hydrochemical
Characteristics. Water and Environment Journal126;117.

Sancton, A. (2000). Amalgamations, Service Realgmmand Property Taxes: Did the Harris
Government Have a Plan for Ontario’'s Municipaliie€anadian Journal of Regional
Science, 23(1), 135-156.

Schiewenz, B. (2010). Regional Identity - A Prelisite for Sustainable Development? IBA Post-
Mining Landscape (pp. 156-159). Berlin: Jovis VgrambH.

182



Schmallegger, D., & Carson, D. (2012). Is TourisastJAnother Staple? A New Perspective on
Tourism in Remote Regions. Current Issues in Toyris3(3), 201-221.

Schmallegger, D., Carson, D., & Tremblay, P. (20I®)e Economic Geography of Remote Tourism:
The Problem of Connection Seeking. Tourism Analykis 127-139.

Scott, L. C. (1992). Surviving Closure: The Impatthe Potential Shutdown of a Dominant Sector
on the Community of Atikokan and Senior Governmefitapublished masters thesis).
Waterloo: University of Waterloo.

Shaw, R. (2002). The International Building Exhimit (IBA) Emscher Park, Germany: A Model for
Sustainable Restructuring? European Planning $tusigf1), 77-97.

Shuklana, R., & Mcintosh, J. R. (1972). Geologytlué Steep Rock Lake Area - District of Rainy
River; Ontario Geological Survey, Geological Re@8t Toronto: Queen's Printer.

Singh, S. (2007). Conceptualizing Leisure, Redtweatind Tourism from an Anthropological
Perspective. Tourism Recreation Research, 3272746

Smith, J. (2007, July 9). Promotional Signs for #son First Fruits of Economic Development.
Atikokan Progress, p. 5.

Smith, J. (2011, March 2). Facing the Steep Rodacg, 32 Years On. Retrieved December 2, 2013,
from Atikokan Progress: http://atikokanprogres04a//03/02/facing-the-steep-rock-legacy-
32-years-on/

Smith, P. (1986). Harvest from the Rock: A Histarfy Mining in Ontario. Toronto: Macmillan
Canada.

Soltanmohammadi, H., Osanloo, M., & Bazzazi, A. (R010). An Analytical Approach with a
Reliable Logic and a Ranking Policy for Post-Minihgnd-Use Determination. Land Use
Policy, 27, 364-372.

Sorbara, G. (2009). Discovering Ontario: A Repartlee Future of Tourism. Ottawa: Queen's Printer
for Ontario.

Statistics Canada. (n.d.). 1991 and 1996 censwsuialorce data of Sturgeon Falls, Cache Bay,
Cadwell, Field and Springer. CHASS. Retrieved Marct2014, from
http://dcl.chass.utoronto.ca.proxy.lib.uwaterlotweasus/index.htmi

Stedman, R., Parkins, J., & Beckley, T. (2004).drese Dependence and Community Well-Being in
Rural Canada. Rural Sociology, 69(2), 213-234.

Stern, P., & Hall, P. V. (2010). The Proposal EaogoCritiqgue of Anthropology, 30(3), 243-264.

The Griffiths Property. (2013). Retrieved Februaby 2013, from Northern Iron Corp.:
http://www.northernironcorp.com/project/griffith-gperty

Tollinsky, N. (2013, August 13). Goldcorp PGM Homed for Reclamation Effort: Timmins Clean-
Up Wins Tom Peters Memorial Award. Retrieved Februg 2014, from Sudbury Mining

183



Solutions Journal:  http://www.sudburyminingsolusarom/goldcorp-pgm-honoured-for-
reclamation-effort.html

Township of Atikokan. (2009). Atikokan Town Coundlommunity Action Priorities: Strategic
Thinking for the Town of Atikokan. Atikokan.

Udd, J. E. (2000). A Century of Achievement: ThevEBlepment of Canada's Minerals Industries.
Montreal: Canadian Institute of Mining, Metallurgpd Petroleum.

von Bismarck, F. (2010). Land in Motion -- Opencsstoration and Recultivation in Lusatia. Post-
Mining Landscape (pp. 37 - 41). Berlin: Jovis Vgrtambh.

Waggitt, P. (2011). Sustainability: the BalancedAgach to Modern Uranium Mining. In B. Merkel,
& M. Schipek, The New Uranium Mining Boom: Chall&sgand Lessons Learned (pp. 193-
199). New York: Springer Verlag Berlin Heidelberg.

Wallace, C. M. (1992). Communities in the North@ntario Frontier. In M. Bray, & A. Thomson,
At The End of the Shift: Mines and Single-Indusiigwns in Northern Ontario (pp. 5-18).
Toronto: Dundurn.

Walliman, N. (2011). Your Research Project: Designiand Planning Your Work (3rd ed.).
Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications.

Wanhill, S. (2000). Mines - A Tourist Attraction:o@l Mining in Industrial South Wales. Journal of
Travel Research, 39, 60-69.

Warhurst, A., & Noronha, L. (2000). Corporate Sipt and Viable Future Land Use: Planning for
Closure from the Outset of Mining. Natural ResoarEerum, 24, 153-164.

Waugh, E. (2011). Geraldton Tailings LandscapeEInNaugh, Recycling Space: Curating Urban
Evolution: The Landscape Design of Martha Schwd&taatners (pp. 151-169). London:
Thames & Hudson.

Weber, R. P. (1990). Basic Content Analysis. NewtRark: Sage Publications.

Wellstead, A. (2008). The (Post) Staples Economg #re (Post) Staples State in Historical
Perspective. In M. Howlett, & K. Brownsey, Canad@é&source Economy in Transition: The
Past, Present and Future of Canadian Staples ftugpp. 19-37). Toronto: Emond
Montgomery Publications Limited.

Where We Came From. (2012). Retrieved June 2018m frTownship Of Atikokan:
http://www.atikokan.ca/content/community-history

Wilson, S., Fresenmaier, D. R., Fresenmaier, Wa& Es, J. C. (2001). Factors for Success in Rural
Tourism Development. Journal of Travel Research13Q-138.

Worrall, R., Neil, D., Brereton, D., & Mulligan, D2009). Towards a Sustainability Criteria and
Indicators Framework for Legacy Mine Land. JouwfaCleaner Production, 17, 1426-1434.

184



World Tourism Organization. (2014). Glossary ofufiem Terms. Retrieved February 4, 2015,
from: https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/staticardvatistics/Glossary+of+terms.pdf

Wrede, V., & Migge-Bartolovi V. (2012). GeoRoute Ruhr - a Network of Geotrailghe Ruhr
Area National Geopark, Germany. Geoheritage, 41100

Xiao, W., Hu, Z., Li, J., Zhang, H., & Hu, J. (2012 Study of Land Reclamation and Ecological
Restoration in a Resource-Exhausted City - A CasdySof Huaibei in China. International
Journal of Mining, Reclamation and Environment, 25832-341.

Xie, K., Zhang, Y., Yi, Q., & Yan, J. (2013). Optain Resource Utilization and Ecological
Restoration of Aquatic Zones in the Coal Mining Sidence Areas of the Huaibei Plain in
Anhui Province, China. Desalination and Water Treatt, 51, 4019-4027.

Zhang, J., Fu, M., Hassani, F. P., Zeng, H., G&ng& Bai, Z. (2011). Land Use-Based Landscape
Planning and Restoration in Mine Closure Areas.itenwnental Management, 47, 739-750.

Zhang, Q., Wang, F., & Wang, R. (2011). Researdyfiess of Ecological Restoration for Wetlands
in Coal Mine Areas. 2011 3rd International Confeeeron Environmental Science and
Information Application Technology (ESIAT 2011). ,10pp. 1933-1938. Procedia
Environmental Sciences.

Note about case study source material: many sounege consulted in this study and some sources
which were consulted, but not referenced in thdystire included in the list in the interest of
transparency and thoroughness.

185



Appendix A

Supplemental Literature Information

A.1 Section 2.4.2 NRBTR Mine Site Use Supplemental

Table 49: NRBTR Sites Identified in Academic Literdure
Site

Source

Use

Former
Mine

Information

Location

National Park

Bell, 2001 Wetland Center mineral Capel, WA, Australia
sands
Box, 1999 East Shropshire Coal Telford, UK
Telford Town coal, iron Telford, UK
Park
Oxlow Rake hill walking Lead Derbyshire, UK
Burton et al, Langford Park lake and picnic Western Australia,
2012 area Australia
Carlson, Mesabi Iron wilderness play- Iron Minnesota, USA
Koepke & Range space
Hanson, 2011
Chang, Lu, Li, Pang-Zhuang Coal recreational Coal Juili, Xuzhou City, China
Wang, 2010 Mine park
(IBA book)
Cloke, English Midlands Coal Leicestershire/South
Milbourne & National Forest Derbyshire, UK
Thomas, 1996 Rother Valley Coal South Yorkshire, UK
Country Park
Hauxley Nature Coal Northumberland, UK
Reserve
Conesa, Cartagena-La geo-mining/ Spain
Schulin & Union Mining archeological
Nowack, 2008 District park with
walking paths
Davison, 1997 Watergate Colliery Country Park Gateshead, UK
Dewar & Fundy Trail geotourism New Brunswick, Canada
Miller, 2011 Parkway
(MH&T) Joggins Fossil geotourism Coal New Brunswick, Canada
Cliffs World
Heritage Site
Copper Mine Vernon copper Copper Canada
Trail, Fundy mines
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Source Site Use Former  Location
Mine
Frost, 2011 Castlemaine Gold Victoria, Australia
(MH&T) Diggings National
Heritage Park
Gardner & Squaw Creek Coal bird Coal Indiana, USA
Bell, 2007 Mine conservation
Arch of lllinois part of Pere Coal lllinois, USA
Marquette state
park
Hospers, 2002; Emscher Park IBA greenspace Lignite GroBraschery€aschen|
Kuhn, 2010 Germany
(IBA book);
Ling, Handley
& Rodwell,
2007, and
others
Ling, Handley Colliers Moss St. Helens, Merseyside, |
& Rodwell, Dearne Valley wetlands, Coal Dearne Valley, UK
2007 greenspaces
Lintz, Wirth &  Sentfenberg Lake  earlier lake Lignite Lausitz Lake District,
Harfst, 2012 creation Germany
Martins & Iberian Pyrite Belt Geological pyrite Portugal
Matos, 2010 tourism
(IBA book)
Otchere etal, Steep Rock Mines Informal Iron Ontario, Canada
2004 recreation
Digby, 2010; AMD&ART greenspace, Coal Vintondale, Pennsylvania,
Korostoff, trails, open-air USA
2010 (IBA art
book)
von Bismarck, Lausitz Lake waterscape lignite Lausitz Lake District,
2010; District (Lusatia) Germany
Lienhoop &
Messner, 2009;
Lintz, Wirth &
Harfst, 2012
Waggitt, 2011 Lichtenburg Park  park uranium  Ronneburg, Germany
Wrede & Ruhr Area geotrails Ruhr, Germany
Mugge- National Geopark
Bartolovic,

2012; Hospers,
2002
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Source

Perelli et al,

Site

Use

Geomining UNESCO park

Former
Mine
lead,

Location

Sardinia, Italy

2011 (MH&T)  Historic and zinc,
Environmental limestone
Park
Reeves etal, Payette National gold Idaho, USA
2011 (MH&T Forest
book) Otago Goldfields gold South Island, New Zealan
Park
Macrae's Flat Area wetland trails, gold South Island, New Zealan
art installations
Gold Trall gold Victoria, Australia
Ruiz- Cabo de Gata- gold Andalusia, Spain
Ballesteros et  Nijar National
al, 2009 Park
Rumpel & Darkov Sea, Darkov - rec Coal Karvina, Czech Republic
Slach, 2010 Ostrava-Karvina lake
(IBA book)
Rzetala & Upper Silesian many Poland
Jagus, 2011 Lake District
Waggitt, 2011 Puy de L'Age Sports Angling  uranium  France
Xiao et al, Huaibei Wetland Park Huaibei, China
2011; Xie et al,
2013
Zhang, Wang Tangshan Nanhu wetland and Coal Hebei, China
& Wang, 2011 Wetland Park eco-park
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Appendix B

Inventory Data

B.1 Mine Town List and Source

Table 50: Communities Identified with >30% Mining
Portion of labour force employed in mining sector

Community 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011

Abitibi 70 33.3 reserve
Duberville 37.5

Elliot Lake 34.2

Gauthier 375

McGarry 40.9 31.4 Virginiatown
Golden 46.5 45.1 Red Lake
Larder Lake 37.3

Manitouwadge 41.0 40.5 34.8

Onaping Falls  32.5

Pic Mobert 66.7 reserve
North

Red Lake 30.5 31.0

Marathon 29.0 28.2

Table 51: North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 2007

11 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting
21 Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extracti
22 Utilities

23 Construction

31-33 Manufacturing

41 Wholesale trade

44-45 Retail trade

48-49 Transportation and warehousing

51 Information and cultural industries

52 Finance and insurance

53 Real estate and rental and leasing

065 Management of companies and enterprise

54 Professional, scientific and technical servig

56 Administrative and support, waste
management and remediation services

61 Educational services

62 Health care and social assistance

71 Arts, entertainment and recreation

72 Accommodation and food services

81 Other services (except public administratio
91 Public administration
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Table 52: Northern Ontario Minetowns ldentified in Literature
Source RbtlotLG, TFoM, Marsh, Robinson, Randall &
1953 1982%° 1970 1962%° Ironside,

1996 Notes

Atikokan (Don

Park Colony)

Balmertown Red Lake
Bruce Lake Ear Falls
Capreol Sudbury
Central Patricia

Cobalt

Cocheneur Red Lake
Coniston Sudbury
Copper CIiff Sudbury
Creighton Mine Sudbury
Ear Falls

Elliot Lake

Espanola

Falconbridge Sudbury
Frood Mines

Geraldton

Haley

Ignace

Jamestown

(Wawa)

Kirkland Lake

Leitch Mines

Levack Sudbury
Lively

Madsen

Manitouwadge

Matachewan

Matheson

McKenzie Island

Onaping Falls

199 Sourced from (in source’s order): Government ohata, Department of Regional Economic Expansion.
(1979). Single-Sector Communities: Occasional Pap®epartment of Energy, Mines and Resources.
(1982). Principal Mining Areas of Canada: Map 9Q0Atatistics Canada. 1981 Census of Canada:
Catalogue No. E 485: Census Subdivisions on Deiorga®opulation Order.; Statistics Canada. 1976
Census of Canada: Catalogue No. 92-806: Popul&ewgraphical Distribution.

19 gourced from (in source’s order): Institute of thecal Government. (1953). Single Enterprise
Communities in Canada. Ottawa: Central Mortgagd &ousing Corporation.; Lash, S.D. (1985).
Planning of Recent New Towns in Canada. The Emging Journal. XLI:45; Bank of Nova Scotia
Monthly Review. (June 1957). Canada’s Big Reseirmjects.; Census of Canada 1956.

11 50urced from Canadian Association of Single Ingusbwns
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Source RbtlotLG, TFoM, Marsh, Robinson, Randall &
1953 1982%° 1970 1962'° Ironside,
1996
Pamour
Pickle Crow Pickle Lake
Pickle Lake
Red Lake
Renabie Abandoned
Schumacher Timmins
South Porcupine Timmins
Starratt Olsen
Steep Rock Lake Atikokan
Sturgeon Falls W. Nipissing
Sudbury
Temagami
Timmins
Virginiatown McGarry
Wawa Michipicoten

Notes:RbtlotLG - Report by the Institute of the Local &mment

TFoM — Task Force on Mining

Only communities listed as mining communities &ecked. Only the source which identifies
the community as mining dependent is marked. $omeiunities are identified in the

literature as reliant on other sectors.

Communities with operations ending before the isiolu period for the study are not included
(see section 3.4.2 for information about commum@guirements).

Fly-in/Fly-out operations and mines without comntieisi were not included in the list.
Dubreuilville, Gauthier, Larder Lake and Marathoreke added to the inventory on the basis
of current mining operations and the high leveéofployment in the mining sector in both

communities.
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Appendix C

Supplementary Data

C.1 Pre-Amalgamation Community Data

Table 53: Greenstone Population and Labour Force Qaulation

1991 1996

Population Labour Force Population Labour Force
Community Total Sector21 | % Total Sector 21 %
Beardmore 454 255 0 0 418 335 0 0
Geraldton 2633 1405 00 2627 2005 00
Longlac 2073 1160 00 2074 1605 00
Nakina 635 325 0 0 566 395 0 0
Total 5795 3145 0 0 5685 4340 0 (

Source: Statistics Canada census data

Table 54: Sudbury Population and Labour Force Calclation
1991 1996

Population Labour Force Population Labour Force

Sector Sector
Community Total 21 Total 21
Capreol 3809 1680 75 45 3817 1665 80 4.8
Nickel Centre 12332 6425 760 11.8 13017 6625 620 9.4
Onaping Falls 5402 2505 815 325 5277 2460 660 26.8
Rayside- 15039 7680 1080 14.1 16050 7825 1295 16.5
Balfour
Sudbury 92884 48055 3365 7.0 92059 45405 2670 5.9
Valley East 21939 11290 1280 11.3 23537 12025 1245 104
Walden 9805 5170 825 16.0 10292 5305 650 12.3
Total 161210 82805 8200 9/9 164049 81310 7220 89

Source: Greater Sudbury, n.d.

Table 55: West Nipissing Population and Labour Fore Calculation

1991 1996

Population Labour Force Population Labour Force
Community Sector Sector

Total 21 Total 21

Cache Bay 712 265 0 0 648 220 15 6.8
Caldwell 1359 640 40 6.3 1625 735 10 14
Field 679 290 0 0 636 220 0 0
Springer 2336 1175 45 3.8 2433 1165 10 0.9
Sturgeon Falls 5837 2520 20 0.8 6162 2365 40 1.7
Total 10923 4890 105 0 11504 4705 75 1.6

Source: Statistics Canada census data
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C.2 Northern Ontario District and Community Compari son

Table 56: Communities Classified by District

D ento O e

Algoma Dubreuilville Elliot Lake Wawa
Cochrane Back River-Matheson  Timmins

Greater Sudbury* Sudbury*

Kenora Ear Fall Ignace Pickle Lake Red Lake
Manitoulin NA

Nipissing Temagami West Nipissing

Parry Sound NA

Rainy River Atikokan

Sudbury Espanola

Thunder Bay Greenstone Marathon Manitouwadge
Timiskaming Cobalt Kirkland Lake =~ Matachewan

Gauthier Larder Lake McGarry

Population

The population data for communities within the sattigtrict were averaged to compare to
the district trends in Table 57. Average commumitpulation changes tend to be much greater
(either increasing or decreasing) than the disfoct2001 to 2011 and for 1991 to 2011. This is
expected because of the smaller population sizénefcombined communities and, therefore, the
proportional effects of in- or out-migration. Fro2®01 to 2011, only Nipissing District had a
different trend from the communities (Temagami anNeést Nipissing). During this period the
districts of Algoma, Rainy River, Thunder Bay, afidhiskaming had much lower district changes
then the communities (all had population loss@4)e communities in these districts are well known
minetowns, many of which continue to have activeneni From 1991 to 2011, the community
average and the district population changes foltbthe same trends, generally declining. Only three
districts (Manitoulin, Parry Sound and Nipissingdhpopulation growth during the 1991 to 2011
period. Timiskaming had the largest average raggopulation decline from 1991 to 2011 (42.9%)
and 2001 to 2011 (30.1%). Many of the communifiem the inventory in the Temiskaming district
may be in a prolonged lag time, which is charazgetiby a steady decline in population leading to
community abandonment (this is discussed in deptthe following section). Only Sudbury had a

larger decline in the district than the communigr@age during the 1991 to 2011 period. Sudbury’s
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large decline in the district compared to the comityuaverage is likely due to out-migration from
the unorganized areas. All other districts witmoaunities in the inventory had proportionally large

changes in the communities than in the districts.

Table 57: District Categorization of Minetown Communities: Population Change

2001-2011 1991-2011

District Community Average District Community Average  District
Algoma -26.9 -2.3 -32.2 -9.0
Cochrane -8.6 -4.8 -19.4 -13.6
Greater 1.6 3.3 2.1 -0.5
Sudbury*

Kenora -8.3 -6.8 -23.1 -1.9
Manitoulin NA 2.9 NA 16.6
Nipissing -2.0 2.2 6.4 0.02
Parry Sound NA 6.3 NA 9.7
Rainy River -24.2 -7.9 -31.9 -11.4
Sudbury -3.2 -7.4 -4.6 -19.0
Thunder Bay -23.4 -3.2 -33.4 -8.0
Timiskaming -30.1 -5.3 -42.9 -16.3

Source: calculated from Statistics Canada censtis da
Communities in each district are listed in Table 56
*district and municipal area the same, but distdetsus data includes unorganized sections

Labour

The regional trends and context for mining laboanrcé are compared to the community
trends in Table 58. There has been an overaleaser of 34.5 percent of mining employment as a
portion of the labour for¢& in northern Ontario from 2001 to 2011. The comitjaverages are
higher than the regional levels; this is expectedrythe historic ties to the mining industry ahe t
active mining in many of the communities in thedntory. The only exceptions are Nipissing and
Sudbury. Of the two communities in Nipissing Distrthe mining labour force has been reduced to
zero in Temagami, and has remained below two peiméNest Nipissing since 1996. The Sudbury
district has only one community in the inventongpBnola, which has had an increase in mining

sector employment since 2001, but is still belome¢hpercent of the total labour force.

12| contrast, employment in all resource sectorsliined has declined by 41.1 percent.
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Table 58: District Categorization of Minetown Communities: Labour Force

District S21 labour force (% of total) S21 Labour Force Change ‘01-'11
Community Average District  Community Average District
Algoma 23.52 1.48 257.3 67.0
Cochrane 16.68 10.19 50.3 45.8
Greater Sudbury 8.41 5.79 34.8 -7.2
Kenora 16.24 4.41 216.8 72.2
Manitoulin NA 1.16 NA -48.7
Nipissing 0.96 2.01 -34.4 137.8
Parry Sound NA 0.61 NA 22.3
Rainy River 7.75 1.71 830.2 133.2
Sudbury 2.81 4.2 642.2 43.4
Thunder Bay 5.15 2.73 953.3 18.9
Timiskaming 12.97 2.24 64.0 -34.9

Source: calculated from Statistics Canada censtis da
Communities in each district are listed in Table 56

C.3 Tourism Source Material

Table 59: Mining Communities, Tourism and NRBTR

Community Tourism Businesses  NRBTR Activities NRBTR Businesses
Atikokan - Atikokan Centennial - Charleson Recreation - Beaten Path Nrodic
(Atikokan Museum and Historic Area Cross Country Ski Clul
Economic Park - Mount Fairweather - Branch’s Seine River
Development - Atikokan Hotel - Nordic Trails Lodge Ouitfitters
Corporation) - Atikokan MotoCross - Sno-Ho Trails - Browns Clearwater

Club

- Atikokan Ski Club

- Atikokan Sno-Ho
Club

- Atikokan Tourism
Bureau

- Finlayson Resort

- Indiaonta Resort

- Marr’'s Perch Lake
Lodge

- Niobe Lake Lodge

- Parkview Motel

- Powell Lake Resort

- Quetico Inn

- Little Falls Golf Club

- Quetico Park
- Bass Classic Festival

- Crystal Beach Resort

West Lodge

- Bunnell Municipal

Park & Campground

- Camp Quetico
- Canadian Quetico

Outiftters

- Charleson Recreation

Area Association

- Eva Lake Resort &

Wilderness Outposts

- Factor Lake Rentals
- Fletcher Canoes
- Quetico Discovery

Tours

- Quetico North Tourist

o

Services
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Community

Tourism Businesses
- Tip Top Lodge
- White Otter Inn

NRBTR Activities

- Voyageur Wilderness

- White Otter Wildernesy

NRBTR Businesses
- QuetiQuest Outfitters
- Voyageur Bait and

Tackle
Programme Ltd.

Adventures

Cobalt
(Town of Cobalt)

- Mining Museum

- “The Bunker”
(Military museum)

- Northern Ontario
Firefighters Museum

- Colonial Adit
Underground Tour

- Silver Moccasin

- Cobalt Lake
- Heritage Silver Trail*
- Keevil Walking Trail

none**

Dubreuilville
(Dubreuilville
.ca)

- Chez Gaston

- Relais-Magpie-Relay
Resort

- Obordelo B&B

- Chapleau Game
Reserve

- Fishing lakes

- ATV Trails

- Tracks to Trails

- Wabatong Lodge
- Camp 88 lodge

- Tatnall Camp

- Museum - Esnagi Lodge
Ear Fall - Hotel 105 - Fishing, hunting, - Four Season’s Sport
(Ear-falls.com) - Kahooter’s Kabins parks, trails Shop
and RV Park - Pakwash Provincial - Rob’s Ear Falls Marine
- Pine Ridge Park Services
Campground - Butch’s Point Outpost

- Trillium Motel

- Ear Falls Golf &
Country Club

- Trout Forest Music
Festival

- White Wing Resort
& Floating Lodges

- Cat Island Lodge

- Cherob Resort

- Lac Seul Golden
Eagle

- Little Canada Camp

- Pakwash Lake Lodge

- Timberland Camp

- Wenasaga Lodge

- Excellent Adventures
- Gawley's Little Beaver
- Gold Pines Camp — Lak

- Goose Bay Camp
- Showalter’sFly-In

Outpost
Lodge & Outpost

Seul

Outposts

Elliot Lake

(City of Elliot
Lake,
tourismelliotlake

- Golf Stone Ridge

- Mount Dufour Ski
Area

- Hampton Inn

- Beaches
- Parks
- Trails

- Sherriff Creek

- All Seasons Sports

- Mississagi Provincial

Center (retail)

Park Camping
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Community Tourism Businesses

NRBTR Activities

NRBTR Businesses

.com) - Dunlop Lake Lodge Sanctuary - South Bay Park
- Pam’s B&B - Mississagi Provincial ~ (camping)
- Red Rose B&B Park - Ten Mile Lake Lodge
- Westview - ATV/snowmobiling
Campground trails
- Frontier Lodge
- Wilderness Lodge
- Laurentian Lodge
- Salient Physics Day
Spa
Espanola - Espanola Golf & - Al Secord Trall - Bear Lake Wilderness
(espanola.ca) Country Club - Boogie Mountain Ski  Camp
- Alta Vista Hotel Hill (Volunteer run) - Bearskin Lodge &
- Goodman’s Motel - Chutes Provincial Ouitiftters

- Pinewood Motor Inn

- Clear Lake in

- Marshall’'s Hotel

- Queensway Motel

- Quiet Waters B&B

- Mill House B&B

- Agnew Lake Lodge

- Bay Villa Lodge

- Charleton Lake
Camp

- Forbes Holiday
Resort

- La Cloche Lake
Camp

- Lang Lake Resort

- Lake Apsey Resort

- Widgawa Lodge

- Heritage Park

Park

- Clear Lake Beach

- Espanola Game and
Fish Shooting Range

- Snowmobile trails

- Boating and fishing
launches and sites

- Black Bear Camp

- Chutes Provincial Park
Campground

- Hilly Acres Camp &
Trailer Park

- Trailside Sports Ltd.

Gauthier None None — Crystal Beach none
kirklandlakebusiness
directory.com/#29
Greenstone - Discover Geraldton - MacLeod Provincial - Cordingley Lake
(Greenstone.ca, Interpretive Center Park Campground
investin - Pennock’s Tourist - Sedgman Lake - Riverview
greenstone.ca) Service & Shores Provincial Park Campground
Motel - Little Current River - Poplar Lodge Park
- Wild Country Sports  Provincial Park - Arctic Watershed
- Flemings Outfitters - Nakina Morraine Outpost

Inc.
- Kenogamisis Gold

Provincial Park

- Bauer's Onaman Lake
Cabin & Outposts
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Community

Tourism Businesses
Club

NRBTR Activities

NRBTR Businesses

- Esnagami Lodge

- Leuenberger Fly-In
Lodge

- Meta Lake Lodge

- Northland Outfitters

- Ogoki Lake Oultfitters

- O'Sullivan Lake
Outfitters

- Twin Lake Ouitfitters
and Wilderness Camps

- Lower Twin Lake
Lodge

- O'Sullivan Rainbow

(many fly-in and

outfitters)

Ignace
(town.ignhace
.on.ca)

- White Otter Castle

- Ignace Golf Course
& Club

- Ignace White Otter
Inn

- Lone Pine Motel

- Northwoods Motor
Inn

- Sunset Resort

- Westwood Motel

- Trading Post Motel

- Agimak Beach

- West Beach

- Lily Pad Lake Trails
- Sandbar Provincial

Park

- Turtle River White

Otter Lake Provincial
Park

- Agimak Lake Resort

- Harris Bay Resort

- Cozy Camp Resort

- Cobb Bay Lodge

- Young Lake Lodge

- Raleigh Lake Resort

- Ignace Outpost

- Breezy Point Camp

- Dreamcatcher Tours

- Davy Lake
Campground

- Press Lake Camp

- Agimac River
Outfitters

- Rouseau’s Landing

Kirkland Lake
(discoverkl.ca,
Discover Kirkland
Lake Visitor
Guide)

- Museum of Northern
History

- Hockey Heritage
North

- Toburn Mine

- Miners Memorial
Monument

- Larder Lake Ski Club -

- Kirkland Lake Golf
Club

- Comfort Inn

- Kirkland Lake Inn

- Wilderness Calling
Cottages

- Culver Park
- Fireman’s Park
- Wright-Hargreaves

Park

- Esker Lake Provincial

Park

- Mount Cheminis

Arctic/Atlantic
Watershed

- Fishing, hunting, trails

(water and land)

- Nordic Skiing under

Skiing

- Raven Beach Camping

- Joe Rent All
(snowmobiles)

- Speedy Snowmobile
Rentals
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Community

Tourism Businesses

- Cheminis Lodge

- Reed’s Cottages

- Hilltop Inn

- Kerr Manor B&B

- Main Street B&B

- Black Bear Inn

- Spoon Bay Spa

- Team Rosko Power

and Sport

NRBTR Activities

NRBTR Businesses

Larder Lake
(Discover
Kirkland Lake
Visitor Guide,
Larderlake.ca)

- Black Bear Inn

- Dublin Bay Lodge

- Fork Lake Resort

- Larder Lake Ski Hill
- Larder Sport &

Marine

- Fishing Derbies
(winter and summer)
- Public Beach

- Larder Lake Marina
and Boat Launch

- River Beach
Campground

- Wild North Experience

Manitouwadge
(manitouwadge.ca) .

- Select Inn Motel

Northern Comfort
B&B

- Manitouwadge

Municipal Golf
Course

- Manitouwadge

Aquatic Driving
Range

- Hiking, canoeing,
hunting, etc

- Canoe routes with
waterfalls and rapids

- Kiwissa Ski Centre

- The Mad Fisherman

- Urners Northwood
Adventures

- Foch River Adventure
Tours

- Northern Trails Ski
Club Inc.

Marathon
(marathon.ca)

- Lake View Manor
- Marathon Inn

- Airport Motor Inn
- Zero-100 Motor Inn
- Peninsula Golf Corse

- Neys Provincial Park

- Pukaskwa National
Park

- White Lake Provincial
Park

- Usual NRBTR

- Mink Creek Falls

- Penn Lake

- Xcountry and
snowmobile trails

- Public beaches

- Penn Lake Park
Camping

- Superior Slopes Ski
Hill

- Castto You Inc.

- Pic River Repair and
Marine

- Thomson Custom Rod
and Tackle
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Matachewan
(matachewan.com) .

- Argyle Lake Lodge

Christie’s Camp

- Timiskaming Abitibi
Trails

- NRBTR

- HighFalls

- Matachewan Beach

- AG Guiding Services
- Horseshoe Island Camj
- Elk Lake Trail Blazers
- Pioneer Park

Matheson
(blackriver-
matheson.com)

- HWY 11 Country Inn
- Vi-Mar Motel
- Little Fox Lodge

- Rolly’s Restaurant &

- NRBTR trails fishing
- Public beaches

- Ontario Wilderness
Vacations
- Watabeag Lake

Camping
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Community

Tourism Businesses

NRBTR Activities

NRBTR Businesses

\"2

Motel - Munro Lake Camping
- Black River Golf and
Country Club
McGarry - McGarry Tourist - nature trails none
(Discover Information &
Kirkland Lake Heritage Home
Visitor Guide, - Hilltop Inn
mcgarry.ca) . Cheminis Lodge
Pickle Lake - Joan’s B&B - Lakes - Badesdawa Lake (Mud
- Lakeview Manor - NRBTR Lake), Menako Lake,
B&B Mawley Lake and the
- Pickett's Lodging Pipestone River
- Winston Motor Hotel municipal
campgrounds
- Fly-in Outposts (7)
- K&K Tackle and
Sports
- Wasaya Wilderness
Adventures
Red Lake - Balmer Motor Hotel - Woodland Caribou - Goldseekers Canoe
(redlake.ca, . Lakeview Suite Provincial Park Outfitting &
tourismredlake.ca) . Nature’s Inn - NRBTR Wilderness Expedition
- Norseman Inn - Atikaki Canoe
. Red Lake B&B Ouitfitters
. Super 8 - Loon Haunt Outfitters
. Howey Bay Motel - Red Lake Outfitters
. Red Lake Travel - Woodland Caribou
Park Ouitfitters
- Camps and Outposts
(41)
Sudbury (greater - Science North - Public Parks - Municipal
sudbury.ca, - Dynamic Earth - Rainbow Routes trails Campgrounds
www.sudbury - Heritage Museums - Ski Hills (3)
tourism.ca) - North to Adventure
Temagami - Temagami Tower - Hiking trails - Caribou Mountain

(temagami.ca)

- Hugh McKenzie

Gallery

- Histroric Train

Station

- Tourist Information

Center

- Forest Fire Fighters

Museum

- Dream Keepers

Experience

- Finlayson Point
Provincial Park

- Marten River
Provincial Park

- Public beach

- Kayaking and
watersports

Adventures
- Dog Sledding
- Happy Holiday
Campground
- Argyle Lake Lodge
- Garden Island Canoe
- Blue Haven Lodge
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Community Tourism Businesses NRBTR Activities NRBTR Businesses

- Leisure Island

Houseboat Rentals

Timmins - B&Bs (4) - Trails - Bogwater Campground
(timmins.ca, - Hotels (11) - Gillies Lake - The Cache
tourism - Cedar Meadows Conservation Area Campground
timmins.com, Resort and Spa . Lakes - Wawaitin Holiday Park
Visitors Guide 10 . Connaught & District - Grassy - Cedar Meadows
Timmins) Pioneer Museum River/HighFalls Wilderness Park

- Hollinger Park Mini-

Putt

- Industrial Tours
- Procupine Miners

Memorial

- Riverside Fun Park

and Rapid Fire
Paintball

- The Ojibway and

Cree Cultural Center

- Timmins Museum
- Golf Courses (3)

- Kettles Lake
Provincial Park

- lvanhoe Lake
Provincial Park

- Dana-Jowsey Lake
Provincial Park

- Public beaches

- Canoeing

- Kamiskotia Mountain
Ski Area

- Dog Sledding

- Wild Exodus Ouffitter
and Glamping

- Kamiskotia Wilderness
Outfitter

- Ultimate Guiding
Service

- Project Wilderness

- Black Bear Camp

Wawa (wawa.cc,
edcwawa.ca)

- The Goose
- Hotels/Motels (12)

- B&B (2)

- Buck’'s Marina

- Jones Power Sport
- Tourism Information

Center

- Waterfront Parks

- Waterfalls

- Recreational trails

- Michipicoten Post
Provincial Park

- Driftwood Beach

- Lake Superior
Provincial Park

- Wawa RV Resort &
Campground

- Naturally Superior
Adventures

- Soul of Superior Tours

- Beachfront Trading
Post & Oultfitters

- Bristol Off-Roading
Ouitfitters

- Air-Dale Flying
Service & Ontario
Wilderness Vacations

- Botham’s Bear Guiding

- Dickson’s Bear Hunt
Ltd.

- Don Charbonneau Art,
Music & Fishing

- Go with Shirley

- Fly-in lodges (25)

- Road access lodges
(13)

West Nipissing
(westnippising.ca) -

- Golf Club (2)

B&B (2)

- Hotel/Motel (8)
- Minnehaha Bay

- Mashkinonje
Provincial Park

- West Sandy Island
Provincial Park

- Lodges and
campground (37)
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Community Tourism Businesses  NRBTR Activities NRBTR Businesses
Municipal Marina - Public Beaches (3)
- Sturgeon River - trails
House Museum

- Expressions! Art
Gallery

Note: The listing is representative and not exhaasior communities with listings in each category
in the interest of space. Exhaustive searches wergee for communities without identified
attractions or businesses in any category.

* - attraction is centered around heritage or miningt s in a NRBTR setting

** . the Silver Heritage Trails could be considered NRBBut the main focus is heritage and so
guided tours were not included as an NRBTR busin€sbalt also is nearly indistinguishable
from the surrounding communities of Coleman and ldyaury which do have NRBTR
businesses
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Appendix D

Interview Questions, Correspondence Letters and Con  sent Forms

All material was approved by a Waterloo Ethics Catten before use. This includes interview
guestions and protocols, recruitment and followfapm letters that were mailed or emailed to
potential participants, and consent forms. Alémtewees remain anonymous, and all transcripts and
written notes from the interviews are stored sdguoeensure the interviewees confidentiality.

Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct faedearch Involving Humans Course on Research
Ethics (TCPS 2: CORE) completed June 8, 2013.

Office of Research Ethics # 19046

Ethic clearance received June 27, 2013.
Ethic clearance extended May 2014.

Interview Questions (18 total)

1. What was your role in the project and what wener affiliations?

2. Why was tourism selected as a new industry foctmmunity? Was tourism (including recrea
and leisure activities) the first choice for thdeeelopment of this site?

3. When did the transition planning begin? When d@ldesign and implementation begin?
4. What steps were involved in the transition? Whaillenges were faced? How did these unfold?

5. Who was involved in the community transition? Atieh steps were various people involved? Of
those involved, who were the most important adtothe transition?

6. What have been the positive and negative impadiseofransition? Were these the same as the
expected outcomes?

7. Why was the decision made? What were the key sifeibe process?

8. When was the decision to transition the site madkvehen was the site designed and development
implemented?

9. What was the process for the transition of [mire] snto [site]? How did it unfold?

10.What sort of issues or stumbling blocks has thgepte@ncountered, during development as well as
after? How were these handled?

11.Who was involved in the [site] planning and devebt@nt project? Of those who were involved,
who were the most important actors and are théyratolved?
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12 What are the project’s fixed and variable costs@&Has the project(s) been funded over time?

13.What have been the positive and negative impadtseafransition? Were these the same as the
expected outcome?

14 How has risk perceptions of the site (ex: contateis)aby users of the site been dealt with?
15.Do you have any suggestions for communities intedes pursuing a similar project?

16.Beyond the focus of the use of mine land to supieartism, has mining infrastructure, such as
roads and power lines, been used to support to@rism

17 What direction does long-term environmental reli@ibn and post-closure use of sites seem to
going? Is there a specific focus or priority?futire land use of sites being included in planfiing

18.Is there anything else you would like to add?

Note: data from questions 3 to 7 were not assessddpth for inclusion in the case study sites due
to the study focus shifting to being on the siteses

Table 60: Interview Participants
Reference ID Date Communication

All October 25, 2013 Phone

Al2 August 15, 2013 In-person
Al3 August 15, 2013 In-person
Al4 November 4, 2013 Phone

Al5 August 16, 2013 In-person
EL1 October 31, 2013 Phone

EL2 October 31, 2013 Phone

EL3 August 2013 In-person
EL4 October 2013 Phone/Email
EL5 August 2013 Email

Note: not all interviews were relevant to the fisaldy; those which were not are not sourced it tex
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CONSENT FORM

By signing this consent form, you are not waiving your legal rights or releasing the investigator(s) or
involved institution(s) from their legal and professional responsibilities.

| have read the information presented in the information letter about a study being conducted by
Kendra O’Neill of the Department of Geography at the University of Waterloo. | have had the
opportunity to ask any questions related to this study, to receive satisfactory answers to my
guestions, and any additional details | wanted.

| am aware that | have the option of allowing my interview to be audio recorded to ensure an accurate
recording of my responses.

| am also aware that excerpts from the interview may be included in the thesis and/or publications to
come from this research, with the understanding that the quotations will be anonymous.

| was informed that | may withdraw my consent at any time without penalty by advising the
researcher.

This project has been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance through a University of Waterloo
Research Ethics Committee. | was informed that if | have any comments or concerns resulting from
my participation in this study, | may contact the Director, Office of Research Ethics at 519-888-4567
ext. 36005.

With full knowledge of all foregoing, | agree, of my own free will, to participate in this study.
Yes No

| agree to have my interview audio recorded.

Yes No

| agree to the use of anonymous quotations in any thesis or publication that comes of this research.

Yes No

| agree to the use of direct quotations attributed to me only with my review and approval.
Yes No

Participant Name: (Please print)
Participant Signature:
Witness Name: (Please print)
Witness Signature:
Date:
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CONSENT FORM (Verbal, read verbatim by the interviewer)

By signing this consent form, you are not waiving your legal rights or releasing the investigator(s) or
involved institution(s) from their legal and professional responsibilities.

You have read the information presented in the information letter about a study being conducted by
Kendra O’Neill of the Department of Geography at the University of Waterloo. You have had the
opportunity to ask any questions related to this study, to receive satisfactory answers to your
guestions, and any additional details you wanted.

You are aware that you have the option of allowing your interview to be audio recorded to ensure an
accurate recording of your responses.

You are also aware that excerpts from the interview may be included in the thesis and/or publications
to come from this research, with the understanding that the quotations will be anonymous.

You were informed that you may withdraw your consent at any time without penalty by advising the
researcher.

This project has been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance through a University of Waterloo
Research Ethics Committee. You were informed that if you have any comments or concerns
resulting from you participation in this study, you may contact the Director, Office of Research Ethics
at 519-888-4567 ext. 36005.

With full knowledge of all foregoing, do you agree, of your own free will, to participate in this study?

Yes No

Do you agree to have your interview audio recorded?

Yes No
Do you agree to the use of anonymous quotations in any thesis or publication that comes of this
research?

Yes No
Do you agree to the use of direct quotations attributed to you only with your review and approval?

Yes No

Participant Name: (Please print)
Participant Signature:
Witness Name: (Please print)
Witness Signature:
Date:
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