Alpx Referral Response:

Area in general

The referral characterizes the Bridge River Valley as already having been degraded by historic logging,
roads, and mineral exploration, and implies that introducing commercial heli-biking is therefore an
appropriate additional land use that will “add value” to the already “destroyed” valley through
recreation. This framing is fundamentally flawed and does not justified increased pressure on wildlife,
specifically Mountain Goats, and its habitat. Given the already existing disturbance, this area requires a
focus on ecological recovery and careful stewardship, consistent with carrying-capacity principles and
provincial trail and wildlife guidelines, rather than justifying new high-impact development and
recreation (BC Recreation Manual, Trail Strategy, Wildlife Guidelines)

The landscape within the proposed tenure still contains important ecological, wildlife, and cultural
values that depend on periods of quiet, low-disturbance conditions to recover from cumulative impacts
(Mountain Bike Policy, Wildlife Guidelines, Lillooet LRMP). Introducing daily helicopter access, new
constructed trails, and increased use would extend and deepen the disturbance footprint, delaying or
preventing natural recovery of soils, vegetation, and wildlife movement patterns in an area that should
instead be given the opportunity to recover.

History

Alpx, also known under the Marketing name Tyax Adventures, offers float plane mountain biking trips
in the South Chilcotin Mountain Park. There is a persistent history of management challenges of
mountain bikers that exist in the park, including wildlife conflicts such as:

— Biking through mountain goat herds, chasing goats from prime habitat on ridges into valley
bottoms where they are vulnerable, splitting up nannies and kids (see link here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/121_bULaTyS8Hii3BNVRARHQ60XPT1hPE/view?

usp=sharing) (Species at Risk)

— Off-trail travel causing erosion

— Off-trail travel causing whitebark pine destruction (endangered species)
— Grizzly bear conflicts (Species at Risk)

Despite educational briefings and trail maintenance by AlpX/Tyax Adventures, and educational
attempts by BC Parks staff, these issues persist. This illustrate that managing recreational impacts,
especially unsupervised public misuse of maintained trails, remains difficult even with active
management attempts through overseeing and signage in a provincial park setting. The likelihood of
effective management and enforcement diminishes further on public Crown land, where regulatory and
stewardship capacities are even weaker, suggesting that environmental and wildlife risks from heli-
mountain biking would be significantly amplified. The negative effects of helicopter fly overs are well-
documented by local operators, who observe goats being driven out of key winter ranges in the
Bridge River Valley/Slim area as helicopters for heli-skiing activities pass frequently between
operational and fuel sites over the winter range.

Lack of Management and Enforcement

No Commitment and Accountability:
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The proposal lacks firm commitments to trail locations and configurations as required as part of trail
applications on crown land (BC Applicant Information Guide) . The lack of details is allowing the
proponent to design or reroute trails at their discretion without binding agreements, transparency and
no accountability for the trail construction. This absence of detail and accountability increases the risk
of unmanaged development through the operator and its negative impact on the environment. Reliance
on statements such as striving to stay on designated flight paths and promises to finalize routes later,
rather than providing explicit routes and operational plans now, means that stakeholders and regulators
cannot meaningfully review and manage project impacts and cannot hold the operator accountable.

Unmanaged Use

The proponents claim that developing trails will lead to managed recreation and associated benefits, yet
their plan fails to address the reality of unmanaged public use that typically follows new trail access.
Without robust management and enforcement measures, increased public access—especially to areas
like Mount Noel and routes into Bralorne—is inevitable and will compound ecological pressures. The
operator does not mention any mitigation measures on how public use will be manged e.g. Off-trail
use, motorzied vehicle use, though it considered an important practice (Recreational Manual, Trail
Strategy, Wildlife Guidelines). They only refer to their own clients. In addition, their proposed phased
use approach does not prevent long-term impacts, as any abandoned or underutilized trails become
open to unmanaged use through the general public, and there is no clear commitment or mechanism for
ongoing enforcement or stewardship by the proponent. With the removal of all natural limiters and the
absence of regulations, enforcement, and management plans, the trail use will increase to the highest
accessible use possible. In a region lacking formal enforcement agencies, effective management must
rely on natural barriers. Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual, the Trail Strategy and Wildlife
Guidlines outline the need for regulatory control, compliance and enforcement services for new trails.
None of these are in place, showing AlpX is not taking responsibility for its planned actions beyond its
operations.

Trails:

As Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual and Section 5 (g) of the operational policy for recreational
mountain bike trails on Crown land outline, trail maintenance and construction need to take
environmental factors into consideration. Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual states that the alpine
area is one of the areas that will show the impacts of accumulated trail use on the habitat's carrying
capacity, therefore, use should be directed away from those areas. However, this is the exact area
chosen by AlpX and therefore they are doing exactly the opposite of this guideline and directing trail
users right into the sensitive alpine area. Key component and action #1 in the Trail Strategy is about
environmental stewardship. A fundamental aspect of a sustainable trail system is environmental
stewardship, where trails are constructed and maintained to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate adverse
impacts to sensitive ecosystems, species at risk, soils, water, wildlife and native vegetation. Especially
with the vague descriptions and no commitment approach taken in this referral, as outlined earlier,
there is no accountability measures for following standard recreational and trail development strategies.
In addition the forestry sector across the province, including the collaboration between First Nations
and logging companies in the Lillooet Timber Sales area, are implementing a no-net gain policy on
roads and trails as part of their sustainable forest management practices. Lower road and trail densities
minimize human-wildlife conflicts by limiting access and overuse in core habitats. Implementing this
standard adheres to evidence-based conservation targets for biodiversity. In comparison to these
initiatives, the AlpX application is regressive and in contradiction to all the initiatives that promote
more stewardship.



The proposed trails are described as having the most difficult rating, routed through rocky, steep, and
rugged terrain and precisely the habitat essential to mountain goats. The poor soil composition in the
alpine area heightens erosion risks (Recreation Management Manual, Mountain Bike Policy, Wildlife
Guidelines), and the challenging landscape contradicts the proponent's claims of building trails with
long visibility and adherence to safety standards, as such recognized features of safe and low impact
trails are physically unattainable in this environment. Additionally, the proposal is inconsistent: while
telling the Xwisten Band that trails can be built for a wide range of users, the actual terrain only suits
skilled bikers as the application outlines as follows “Given the steep and varied terrain in this region, it
is anticipated that the trails will trend toward Most Difficult (Black Diamond) difficulty rating”. The
kind of mountain bikers that choose a heli-bike trip tend to be very skilled looking especially for a
thrill-seeking experience and this is exactly how any heli-biking experience is promoted. There are
contradictions throughout the proposal between the reality of trail design possibilities within the
environmental features and the reality of the actual user description of heli-bikers vs what AlpX claims
as trails catering to a range of users and assets for public use.

The justification for trail routes rests on scenic value rather than robust environmental analysis, even
though it is the the number one action in the BC Trail Strategy. And the use of Whistler’s trail standards
- developed for a heavily altered, tourist-focused region - is misplaced in this true wilderness context,
where wildlife displacement and environmental stress have far more lasting impacts. The degree of use
is also unclear, with references to multiple daily drop-offs and missing information of Table 4 raising
concerns about intensity and transparency. The allowance of e-bikes could further increase traffic and
disturbance beyond the project’s estimates. As mentioned, there is no mitigation measures on how
public access will be managed on these newly created trails. It would open up trails for motorized
vehicle use through motorbikes and due to the openness of the alpine area off-trail users are regularly
observed. Going off trail has multiple consequences. More trails will be created, users will interfere
with and disturb more wildlife, and newly created trails will create new water run-offs and cause
erosion with severe consequences for the sensitive alpine habitat (Wildlife Guidelines).

Not following Best Practices and Guidelines

No Proper submission:

The submission is incomplete and lacks essential transparency. Key stakeholders, such as other First
Nation Bands such as the Tsal'alh and major tenure holder Chilcotin Holidays whose area entirely
overlaps with area defined in the proposal, were not notified or given an opportunity for input, violating
the principle of fair consultation (BC Applicant Information Guide, Lillooet Land Plan). Furthermore,
critical details regarding the expected number of clients, the forecasted use, and especially Table
4 are missing (which should outline helicopter flight frequency and associated impacts), undermining
the ability to properly assess environmental and social effects. It is also unclear which operator - Alpx
or Blackcomb Helicopter - is responsible for project implementation as Blackcomb Helicopter is listed
as entity who would receive the tenure licence but the proposal is written for AlpX, creating further
confusion about accountability and implementation.

First Nation Communication:

The proponent’s First Nation communication is inadequate and does not reflect meaningful
engagement. The proposal claims to cater to the types of trails desired by a wide range of users, yet the
proposal mentions most trails are classified as “most difficult” Black Diamond trails, which contradicts
what is outlined in the communications with Xwisten. Additionally, key ecological concerns - such as
the presence of mountain goats and their habitats - were not discussed with First Nations as they
are not listed in table 6: Summary of Key Communications with Xwisten, omitting critical wildlife
issues from the assessment. There is further cause for concern as it appears that the only First Nation



Band who got notified about the proposal is conducting the referral review and is being compensated
for it, which can introduce bias and undermine impartial feedback, and some bands, like Tsal'alh, were
not even aware of the proposal process. This lack of transparent, comprehensive engagement fails to
meet ethical and procedural standards for First Nation consultation.

Environmental Issues

The wildlife guidelines outline the concern that recreation activities and helicopter use in alpine areas
cause physiological and behavioural disruption, displacement from preferred habitats, direct mortality,
and habituation/sensitization in wildlife. The complete area identified in the application for the
helicopter flights and trails is considered significant Mountain Goat Range and Grizzly Bear Habitat
(Lillooet Land Plan).

Helicopter use:

The proposal provides insufficient detail regarding the extent and logistics of helicopter use as the
number of flights per day, frequency of group drop-offs, and actual routes taken are not provided.
Statements about groups having two or three drop-offs per outing raise substantial concerns about
repetitive helicopter activity, with ambiguous scheduling and flight paths. This lack of clarity
indicates the possibility that helicopters will be flying between multiple mountain-top drop-off
sites, traversing even more sensitive mountain goat winter and summer range repeatedly, yet
these travel routes are neither mapped nor assessed for their impact. The cumulative effect of this
unmanaged helicopter use poses a significant threat to wildlife disturbance and ecosystem integrity.

Mountain Goats:

Mountain goats are a blue-listed species currently not endangered, but their status demands robust
protection to ensure populations do not decline further (Management Plan for Mountain Goats). British
Columbia is the recognized home for approximately half of the world's Mountain Goat population (BC
Government, 2025). Therefore, a unique Management Plan for Mountain Goats has been developed by
the BC Government. This specifically states that Mountain goats appear to react to human disturbance
to a higher degree than most ungulates, and direct mountain goat habitat loss occurs due to increased
road and trail construction for backcountry tourism (Management Plan for Mountain Goats).
Especially, the added stress from repeated aircraft disturbances is known to negatively affect body
condition, reproductive success, and lead to herd displacement or population decline as outlined by the
Best Management Practices for Aircraft Operations and Wildlife (Churchill and Holland 2003). With a
world mountain goat population estimated at fewer than 110,000 animals and over 50% residing in BC,
diligent protection and stewardship are paramount for long-term species survival. Therefore, Mountain
Goats remain as priority 1, the highest priority rank, for Goal 2 “Prevent species and ecosystems from
becoming at risk” by the British Columbia Conservation Framework, a tool to assess and rank species
and ecosystems for conservation action (B.C. Ministry of Environment 2009). However instead of
contributing to provincial conservation goals, this application is in contradiction to stewardship
Initiatives.

The Lillooet Land Plan outlines that for mountain goat populations to remain viable, they need
undisturbed birthing and rearing areas, undisturbed forage areas near escape terrain, and thermal and
security cover. It specifically states that recreational activities in these areas should be limited between
December 30th and June 30th. The Lillooet Land Plan identifies the mountain ranges the application is



for, but also the surrounding mountain ranges that would be crossed by helicopters as significant
mountain goat ranges. The Wildlife Guidelines for Recreation (2006) clearly state that there should be
no landings in sensitive sites, no increase in rate of alarm response (which mountain goats are very
sensible too ( Best Management Practices for Aircraft Operations and Wildlife (Churchill and Holland
2003)), no harassment and no abandonment of habitat caused by aircraft. Goats are particularly
vulnerable because they often travel in very small groups and are difficult to spot, meaning pilots may
not even detect the goats when they are disturbing them. The negative effects of helicopter
overflights are well-documented by local operators, who observe goats being driven out of key
winter ranges in the Bridge River Valley/Slim area as helicopters for heli-skiing activities frequently
fly between operational and fuel sites over the winter range, with similar disturbances also seen from
recreational activities like mountain biking - even within provincial Park boundaries. It has been
observed before that Mountain Bikers chased Mountain Goats around in the Bridge River Valley
watershed. From the top of the mountain, mountain bikers would race intentionally downhill through
mountain goat herds, hooting and hollering at them to chase them off (see link here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/121 bULaTyS8Hii3BNVRARHQ60XPT1hPE/view?usp=sharing) . The
Wildlife Act clearly states that access management and restrictions play a crucial role in the protection
of mountain goats. However, the new trails and helicopter use in significant Mountain Goat Range
(Lillooet Land Plan) would be more incentive for trail users to enter the habitat and put increased
pressure on mountain goats.

In addition, many studies prove that helicopter-related disturbance displaces mountain goats from their
habitat and causes population declines (Wilson and Shackelton 2002, Cote (1996), Frid (1997), Foster
and Rahs (1983), Churchill and Holland 2003, Wildlife Guidelines, Management Plan for Mountain
Goats). Increased disturbance by helicopters causes stress responses in mountain goats including short
fleeing reactions likely to cause muscle damage or accidents which leads to immediate death. These
reactions are because mountain goats are more susceptible to noise-induced stress than other ungulates,
impacts that could have adverse demographic implications. Mountain goats are particularly affected by
helicopter disturbance because helicopter activity is increasing rapidly over much of their range,
especially in BC, where the majority of the species exists. In order for the province to fulfill its
stewardship Goal 2 “Prevent species and ecosystems from becoming at risk” with priority of the
Mountain Goat, set by the British Columbia Conservation Framework (B.C. Ministry of Environment
2009), it is crucial that the wilderness areas that have no helicopter use stay undisturbed considering the
huge impacts helicopters have on the especially sensitive mountain goats. The few wilderness areas that
are left, including the Bridge River watershed, need to remain a refuge for mountain goats.

As a form of disturbance helicopters are of specific concern because they are able to cover large areas
and encounter many animals per unit time. Helicopter flight regulations were developed for this reason
and stipulate 2,000 metre distance no fly zone from mountain goat habitat to prevent displacement and
population declines. Infrastructure such as fuel tanks must be 2,000 metres from wildlife habitat.

See the following from Best Management Practices for Aircraft Operations and Wildlife (Churchill and
Holland 2003):

— “Of all the ungulate species, mountain goats appear the most sensitive to disturbance,
especially by helicopters (Wilson and Shackelton 2002). [...] In northern British
Columbia, Foster and Rahs (1983) reported that goats required a buffer area of 2 km
to completely avoid harassment. Cote (1996) and Frid (1997) recommended that
helicopters should remain a minimum of 2 km horizontal distance to avoid disturbance
to mountain goats.” (Churchill and Holland 2003)

— “The objective of Best Management Practices for Aircraft Operations and Wildlife” is to
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maintain the current distribution and abundance of provincial populations. The
following aircraft operations guidelines apply to all populations mountain goat:

A. Prior to project initiation, use existing Wildlife Capability, Terrestrial Ecosystem
or Predictive Ecosystem mapping (scale usually 1:50,000 or larger), and local
information from biologists, First Nations, guide outfitters and others to identify and
map mountain goat habitat and populations.

B. Prior to project initiation, identify and map sensitive sites including escape
terrain, lambing habitats, mineral licks and winter ranges.
C. Generally avoid mountain goat habitats by limiting helicopter and fixed-wing

overflights to a minimum of 400 m above ground level (AGL), and a minimum 2000 m
horizontal distance from mountain goat habitats. Circling or direct approach to animals
is to be avoided.

D. Totally avoid mountain goat kidding (birthing/rearing) areas (May 15 through
July 15), cliff escape areas (year round), and winter ranges (December 1 through May
15th) by limiting helicopter and fixed-wing overflights to a minimum of 400 m above
ground level (AGL) and a minimum 2000 m horizontal distance. Circling or direct
approach to animals is to be avoided.

E. Necessary inventory activities need to be planned to minimize impacts and avoid
sensitive times and sites. Where possible, overflights for inventory purposes should
generally be a minimum of 100m above ground level, circling or direct approach to
animals is to be avoided. Coordination of inventory activities is required to prevent
duplication of inventory disturbance by independent parties.

G. To be generally consistent with Alberta guidelines, geophysical exploration
(seismic) activity and helicopter supported recreation should be permitted within
mountain goat habitat only under the following conditions:

a. No more than one (1) program within a particular mountain goat
population area in any given year; and
b. No more than one third of a particular mountain goat population

habitat area, comprised of a contiguous block, is to be

available for activities during a given year.
H. Where helicopter support is required for an approved activity adjacent or within
a portion of a mountain goat habitat area, flight paths to and from the approved activity
area must avoid all steep cliff faces that may be used as escape terrain, as well as other
known high use areas, such as mineral licks. A qualified biologist, who is
knowledgeable and experienced with mountain goat in field situations, should be hired
by the proponent company to monitor the location and activity of mountain goat within
the mountain goat habitat in the general project area. The monitoring activity is to be
used to redirect or temporarily curtail activities in the interest of minimizing disturbance
to the animals, as well as to provide them with an opportunity to move into portions of
their range that are not being actively explored.
L. Site-specific helicopter supported construction activities, such as well drilling
and pipeline construction may be required in or near mountain goat habitat areas. This
intensive activity will displace mountain goat and result in the loss of use of those areas
during the activity period. To be generally consistent with standard H above and to deal
with potential cumulative impacts the following conditions apply:
a. No more than one (1) intensive activity within a particular

mountain goat population area in any given year, and the following

year; and



b. No more than one third of a particular mountain goat population

habitat area, comprised of a contiguous block, is to be disturbed by

the intensive activities or helicopter overflights below 400 m (AGL)

during a given year.
J. The cumulative impacts of disturbance on adjacent mountain goat habitat are to
be monitored and assessed; so authorizing authorities have adequate information to
ensure that the total amount of activity (cumulative impact) does not exceed thresholds
that threaten wildlife populations and abundance. K. A program of orientation and
responsible behavior to wildlife mitigation measures and their importance, along with
the specific program for the project is to be provided to all employees, clients and
contractors transported or involved in aircraft operations.” (Churchill and Holland 2003)

From the Wildlife Guidelines for Backcountry Tourism/Commercial Recreation in British Columbia
May 2006, section 5. Special Management; Concern: Mountain Goats/Wild Sheep:

“Do not land in identified Mountain Goat winter ranges.”

“Stay at distances sufficient to prevent changes to the behaviour of animals (more than 1500 m line of-
sight is the default)”.

To conclude, this proposal for the use of aircraft operations did not even consider the best management
practices for aircraft operations and wildlife for mountain goats that have been developed and are
outlined above. This shows a regressive approach towards stewardship goals of the province and even
leads to the assumption the applicant is trying to avoid being held accountable for managing its impact
on mountain goats. Moreover, summer ranges and cliff escape areas for goats are not fully mapped, yet
the Lilloet Land Plan designates these mountains as critical mountain goat habitat and even Alpx
acknowledges goats reside near these winter ranges - directly in the path of both trails and helicopter
flight lines. In addition the terrain that will be used is described as the escape terrain for goats. As
mentioned, scientific recommendations call for aircraft buffer zones of at least 1.5-2 km horizontally
and 500 m vertically, yet current flight plans do not maintain this separation for all goat habitat,
increasing the impact of aircraft on mountain goats. Further there are no plans on how populations will
be assessed and monitored.

Grizzly Bears:

The risks associated with grizzly bear encounters in this region are severely understated by the
proposal, despite recent tragic incidents—such as the recent death of a hunter hiking and an attack on a
mountain biker who barely survived in the Bridge River Valley watershed. While the proponents claim
that their trail design will reduce speed and increase sight lines to minimize surprise bear encounters,
the reality is that steep, rugged terrain favors fast, thrill-seeking trails and inherently limits visibility,
making such safety features largely impossible. Moreover, recommendations like “hoot and holler” to
alert bears are only encouraged, not mandatory, and there is no requirement for bear spray—further
indicating that the actual risk management measures are inconsistent and inadequate in light of the
documented hazards in the area.

White bark Pine:

The proposal overlooks the broader ecological zone critical for whitebark pine. As outlined in the
factsheet “Whitebark Pine in British Columbia” developed by Don Pigott for the province, the
Whitebark Pine is an uncommon and endangered 5 needle pine growing near or above tree line in
western North America. Across North America a loss of essential white bark pine trees can be seen due
to mountain pine beetle infestation, white pine blister rust, wildfires and climate change. This results in



a loss of the ecosystem services it provides, with severe consequences for a diversity of other plants
and wildlife. The proposal argues that protection is within the 2km of the Clark's nutcrackers
distribution which is a incorrect statistic. In the “Best Management practices for Whitebark Pine” by
Randy Moody, Don Pigott in collaboration the Species at Risk Recovery Branch of the BC
Government, it clearly states that Clark's nutcrackers distribute Whitebark Pine up to 32 Km and this
process plays a vital role in the tree’s seed dispersal and regeneration. So the 2km radius mentioned in
the application is inaccurate information that does not provide the required protection radius required.
Field observations from nearby parks in the Bridge River Watershed have documented mountain bikers
leaving designated routes, resulting in the destruction of newly regenerating whitebark pine, an already
a threatened species. Increased recreational pressure, especially from heli-access users, presents a
significant threat to recovery and persistence of these rare trees if off-trail travel and habitat trampling
are not strictly prevented. In addition un-managed public use on these trails would increase the
pressure on this unique species even more.

Conclusion

The cumulative evidence and policy analysis overwhelmingly demonstrate that the Alpx referral for
heli-mountain biking in the Bridge River Valley fails to meet the standards necessary for environmental
stewardship, wildlife protection, and responsible recreation on Crown land. Rather than facilitating
ecological recovery and honoring the wildlife and ecological values of this internationally significant
landscape, the proposal would substantially increase pressure on already stressed habitats and species,
particularly mountain goats, grizzly bears and white bark pine, whose populations require diligent
protection and undisturbed habitats to remain viable. It can even be argued this proposal is in direct
contradiction to provincial stewardship goals of prioritizing Mountain Goats by neglecting
environmental and wildlife values and instead solely prioritizing on scenery and thrill-seeking trails for
their client's experience.

Systemic issues persist throughout the referral, including a lack of firm commitment, transparency, and
accountability in trail and flight planning; inadequate public use management and enforcement
provisions; inconsistency with provincial guidelines and best practices for trail construction and
wildlife conservation; and insufficient engagement with First Nations and affected stakeholders. The
operator’s history in similar environments shows poor outcomes despite intensive monitoring, further
reinforcing that expanding this high-impact model into less regulated areas will amplify negative
effects.

The environmental consequences and risks stemming from unmanaged recreation, excessive helicopter
traffic, displacement of wildlife and erosion of rare alpine habitats are clear and grave. Therefore, any
new tenure or recreation development should be denied. The Bridge River Valley’s ecological integrity
and cultural legacy must remain a priority; further industrial-style recreation is incompatible with these
goals and the public interest. As the proponent outlines, they already have licences for these activities
in the Whistler and Pemberton area. If they want to expand they should focus on their licences in the
urbanized areas instead of disturbing the few places where there is still true wilderness and refuge areas
for many wildlife and species at risk.
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https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/sports-recreation-arts-and-culture/outdoor-recreation/camping-and-hiking/recreation-sites-and-trails/mountain-bike-policy.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/sports-recreation-arts-and-culture/outdoor-recreation/camping-and-hiking/recreation-sites-and-trails/mountain-bike-policy.pdf

