
Lick Creek Trail

With the Lick Creek Trail Referral, the BRVCA aims to get authorization to manage the currently 
unmanaged trail.

Obtaining authorization to manage a trail implies the following points under the FRPA:
• The trail will be actively managed according to section 56 FRPA
• An objective established under subsection (1) must be consistent with objectives set by the 

government that pertain to the area. Section 56 FRPA
• Authorization to construct, rehabilitate, or maintain a trail under section 57 FRPA

However, the application we received on March 5th, 2025, does not provide any information on the 
trail's planned management, how it will align with current protocols and management decisions or the 
impacts a managed trail will have on the environment. The BRVCA has a history of trying to 
circumvent the system, which is why a detailed management plan is more than necessary.

Not following protocol in the Trail Planning and Management Process:

Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual, which is referred to as an important reference in the S57 
Application Guide, sets out the management procedures for recreational trail management. It starts off 
by saying that in the initial trail planning phase, the question of the desired trail use in relation to the 
trail's carrying capacity needs to be evaluated so as not to have a detrimental impact on the 
environment. Action #19 in the Trail Strategy refers to undertaking a comprehensive survey of trail 
users to determine exactly those details. As we will outline through this referral, the lack of an 
identified carrying capacity number for trail users will have severe negative impacts on the 
environment, water bodies, user safety, and other stakeholders. The operational policy for recreational 
mountain bike trails on Crown land under section 5 (a) outlines that recreational mountain bike trail 
construction, maintenance and rehabilitation can only be recognized as legitimate activities if they do 
not result in unacceptable safety hazards, user conflicts, or negative environmental impacts. So, with 
the presented issues on the environment, water bodies, user safety and other stakeholders due to the 
lack of following guidelines, regulations and current management practices, the trail application cannot
be seen as legitimate. In addition, Action #13 of the Trail Strategy states that existing trail standards, 
guidelines and best practices need to be followed. As the BRVCA does not outline any specific work, 
their work will be totally unmanaged. However, according to Section 11 of the operational policy for 
recreational mountain bike trails on Crown land, trail management can only be approved if public 
safety, user conflicts, and environmental issues can be successfully managed, which is not the case for 
this application. Following best practices, protocol, and management directions have been totally 
neglected by the BRVCA as there is no management plan in place. This does not align with the 
operational policy for recreational mountain bike trails on Crown land Section 11 (c), which states that 
proposals to construct TTFs at existing established recreation trails will only be considered if the 
proponent agrees to enter into a long-term Trail Partnership Agreement.

The applicant anticipates use of the trail for hiking, mountain biking, horseback riding, and 
snowshoeing. The applicant is planning a trail width of 3 meters. As Chapter 10 of the Recreational 
Manual states, there are user-specific construction and maintenance guidelines. According to those, the 
max. Trail width is for horses with a width of 1.5 meters; the guidelines state this kind of Mountain 
biking trail requires only 0.7m width. In addition, the right-of-way clearing of vegetation should only 
extend far enough to provide safe and unimpaired movement along the trail. 3 meters is twice as much 



as stated in the guidelines and exceeds the right-of-way clearing rule. The guidelines state that an ATV 
trail should have a maximum width of 2.2 meters. By constructing this trail with a width of 3 meters, 
the trail will be opened up to motorbikes and ATV users. Though the application does not mention 
these uses, they are inevitable if no proper trail construction and maintenance guidelines are followed. 
This will lead to even more severe impacts on the environment and user safety. Further, the Lick Creek 
Trail is described as extremely difficult by the Trail Page Trailforks. There is no information provided 
on how user safety will guaranteed as this is a backcountry trail with limited access for help.

If Lick Creek Trail is a managed trail, it implies all natural limiters for trail users would be removed as 
the BRVCA will have the authorization to construct, rehabilitate, or maintain the trail according to 
section 57 FRPA. Further, as a managed trail, the BRVCA can promote the trail. With removing all 
natural limiters and no regulations, enforcement, and management plan in place, the trail use will go to 
the highest accessible use possible and exceed the carrying capacity. Increased and unmanaged 
mountain bikers pose a safety risk to hikers and horseback riders (see user safety issues). The not 
planned and managed but inevitable use by motorbikes and ATVs on a 3-meter wide trail will take 
away from a safe and positive user experience for hikers, horseback riders and mountain bikers. 
Especially since there is a logging road running parallel and even overlapping parts with the trail, it 
does not appear there needs to be a separate maintained trail (see Road Density). Whether intended or 
not, the motorized vehicle trail use needs to be managed. As outlined in Trail Strategy Action #9, with 
the growing use of off-road vehicles comes the need for a management approach that includes 
mechanisms to minimize environmental impacts, ensure public safety, and reduce social conflict 
associated with irresponsible off-road vehicle use. There is no management plan provided by the BRVC
on how they want to tackle the issue of potential motorized vehicle use and user safety. Further, both 
Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual and the Trail Strategy outline the need for regulatory control, 
compliance and enforcement services. None of these are in place, showing the BRVCA is once again 
trying to shortcut the system and not taking responsibility for its planned actions.

Environmental Issues

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. Lick Creek Trail leads into the alpine and continues into the 
South Chilcotin Mountain Park, a wilderness Park established to protect the unique alpine system.  
Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual states that the alpine area is one of the areas that will show the 
impacts of accumulated use, and trail users, therefore, should be directed away from those areas. 
However, by maintaining the Lick Creek Trail, the BRVCA is doing exactly the opposite of this 
guideline and is directing a great variety of 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. As outlined before, no management plan has been provided 
to outline mitigation strategies for environmental issues. Maintaining, constructing and promoting Lick 
Creek Trail has the following negative impacts on the environment:

Soil and vegetation: Lick Creek Trail leads into the alpine, an environmentally sensitive area. Due to 
the openness of the 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. Especially with mountain bikes 
and motorized vehicles, which will take advantage of a 3 meter wide trail into the alpine, going off 



trail, the environmental impacts are severe in this sensitive area. As outlined in the wildlife guidelines, 
to address the concern of soil compaction and erosion in alpine area forests, trails should not be 
widened. However, that is exactly what the BRVCA is planning to do: widen the trail to 3 meters in 
opposition to the maximum of 1.5 meters outlined in Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual. In 
addition, the wildlife guidelines state that existing trails should be used rather than maintaining or 
constructing new trails. Parallel to Lick Creek Trail is a deactivated logging road, which is a wide 
enough trail for all the anticipated resource users. There is no need to manage Lick Creek and widen it, 
and there are negative consequences, such as soil, vegetation, and animal disturbance and displacement
(see more in Road Density). Another concern that is not addressed is bank erosion when crossing 
Pearson Creek and the consequences on the water quality. Trail users have to cross Pearson Creek if 
they are going back to the Tyaughton Neighbourhood, Tyax Lodge or the Tyaughton Lake Rec Site. 
Pearson Creek is the community watershed for Gun Creek Road, and it has over 20 licence holders. 
(see Stream and Water Protection for more details.)

Wildlife: The wildlife guidelines outline the concern that motorized vehicles in alpine areas cause 
physiological and behavioural disruption, displacement from preferred habitats, direct mortality, and 
habituation/sensitization in wildlife. The trail leads directly into the alpine which is considered 
significant Mountain Goat Range and Grizzly Bear Habitat (Lillooet Land Plan). To avoid the concerns
the wildlife guidelines state to stay at distances sufficient to prevent changes to the behaviour of 
animals (at least 500 m in open areas is the default for large mammals).

The Lillooet Land Plan outlines that for populations (mountain goats) 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. However,  a managed trail would be more incentive for trail users to 
enter the habitat and put increased pressure on mountain goats. British Columbia is the recognized 
home for approximately half of the world’s Mountain Goat population (BC Government). 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 construction for 
backcountry tourism. A 3-meter wide trail, as proposed by the BRVCA, is the equivalent of a road, 
opening access to the sensitive alpine area, and the negative effects on mountain goats would increase 
dramatically. As outlined, there are no regulatory control, compliance and enforcement services in 
place, so there is no management of off-trail users and them staying on the trail and more than 500 
meters away from the goats. It has been observed before that Mountain Bikers chased Mountain Goats 
around. 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. If Mountain Bikers do it, what 
will motorbikes and ATV drivers do if they have access to 3-meter wide trail to the alpine? The 
Wildlife Act clearly states that access management and restrictions play a crucial role in the protection 
of mountain goats. The BRVCA does not provide any information on how maintenance, promotion, and
trail use will be managed. So natural limiters, e.g., leaving the trail un-managed, is the only option to 
restrict and control access and protect mountain goats and their habitat.

The Lillooet Land Plan outlines similar issues with Grizzly Bear populations, stating that the South 
Chilcotin Range Grizzly Bear population is identified as threatened and to recover Grizzly Bears 
require large areas that are relatively undisturbed, with a low risk of mortality or displacement, and an 
assured supply of critical habitats. The same issues outlined for Mountain Goats apply to Grizzly 
Bears. Increased trail use, especially by motorized vehicles if it is a 3-meter wide trail, will cause 
displacement of Grizzly Bears from their prime habitat. In addition it is recommended that an 



application under S57 FRPA to have a biologist assess the impact of the proposed trail on the Grizzly 
Bear populations. Again, the BRVCA has not complied with this best practice, which seems crucial as 
Grizzly Bear and human encounters are safety risks to trail users. That is why Chapter 10 of the 
Recreational Manual mentioned the need for an assessment by a professional biologist in these areas.

Road Density: According to the Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) outlined by BC Timber Sales 
and the FLNRO Engineering Manual, it is important to deactivate forest service roads to decrease the 
impact of human use on wildlife and its habitat. Road deactivation should be prioritized to maintain a 
maximum road density of 0.5 km per 1 km² to balance ecological integrity, wildlife conservation, and 
sustainable resource management. This threshold is supported by research demonstrating that grizzly 
bear populations achieve optimal density and recovery rates when road densities remain ≤0.5 km/km², 
as higher densities increase mortality risks and habitat fragmentation. Additionally, lower road densities
minimize human-wildlife conflicts by limiting motorized access and overuse in core habitats. 
Implementing this standard adheres to evidence-based conservation targets for biodiversity. BC Timber 
Sales is actively promoting road deactivation. First Nations in the Bridge River watershed implemented
a no net-gain policy on forest service roads, and in Region 5, Tolko with the Tribal Council is currently 
deactivating many forest service roads. In comparison to these initiatives, the BRVCA application to 
maintain a trail at a width of 3 meters, which is basically a road, running parallel to an existing forest 
service road and an old mining road a bit further east seems regressive and in contradiction to all the 
other initiatives deactivating roads.

Stream and Water Body Protection: The application does not consider the closeness to Lick Creek 
and the crossing of Pearson Creek, a community watershed with over 20 licence holders. Trail users 
using Pearson Bench to get to the Tyaughton Neighbourhood, Tyax Lodge and the Tyaughton Lake Rec
Site have to cross Pearson Creek. Right now, there is no culvert or bridge, which is a natural limiter for 
motorized vehicles, including 4x4, to drive a circle route on Pearson Bench. With no bridge/culvert 
trail, users have to cross the creek, causing bank erosion and drinking water pollution for the whole 
Gun Creek neighbourhood. There are no procedures outlined to control the water quality as part of 
managing the trail. However, putting in a bridge/culvert would have drastic impacts on the living 
conditions of residents and wildlife as now every motorized vehicle, including 4x4, can drive a circle 
route. Also, Pearson Creek is a natural limiter, so the question arises: what management strategies are 
in place to prevent the creek from turning into a trailhead? Trail users can drive their car all the way to 
Pearson Creek and only bike from/to there, saving time. This is a crucial aspect which is not addressed 
in the application. 

Waste Disposal: Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual states that Disposal of all waste matter is an 
important consideration in trail design. Litter along the route, garbage associated with overnight 
camping, and horse and human excrement not only detract from the quality of the trail corridor, but 
are a health and safety concern. Broken glass, cans, bottle caps and plastic bags are also hazardous to 
wildlife. Bears that become habituated to human food become a problem. The application does not 
consider any factors of waste disposal on Lick Creek Trail, which is especially important as there is a 
creek running right next to the trail. The BRVCA did not address any of those issues and how they are 
going to manage waste disposal. Action #2 in the Trail Strategy Trail organizations should take 
responsibility for educating trail users and implementing low-impact practices. It is also an important 
factor outlined by the wildlife guidelines for recreation.

User Safety Issues
Another aspect mentioned in Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual states that as part of the trail 
management, user safety needs to be considered. There are various issues with regard to user safety that



have not been addressed in the application. The main issue is that according to Trailfork's description, 
the “trail is an epic downhill” for mountain bikers, encouraging a fast downhill. Considering it is 
already promoted by the general public as such, what will be the consequences of a maintained trail? 
Natural speed limiters will be removed, allowing faster speeds. Promotion of the trail will lead to 
increased use. Faster and increased use will cause a high safety issue for trail users, wildlife, and other 
stakeholders. One issue is the trail going through prime Grizzly Bear Habitat. In addition, with no 
waste disposal, it is likely to habituation of Grizzly Bears, which presents a critical safety issue for all 
trail users.  Chapter 10 of the Recreational Manual explicitly states that trails should avoid known areas
of bear habitat. The bear encounters that end deadly or with severe injuries in these areas are usually 
mountain bikers speeding downhill, spooking the bears. The other concern is the multi-use of the trail. 
The identified trail end at the bottom is within less than two kilometres of the Chilcotin Guest Ranch. 
The reality is the rest of the trail, which is left out of the application, leads right into the private 
property of Chilcotin Holidays, where horseback rides originate. Chilcotin Holidays holds a 
commercial recreation licence to offer day rides (usually within 5km around the ranch) and uses Lick 
Creek Trail as the main access to the Park for overnight horseback trips as the main camps are located 
in the park. This means this trail is frequently used by horseback riders. A fast and increased use by 
mountain bikers and potentially motorbikes and ATV drivers, this user risk is high. Though there is trail
etiquette about who has the right of trail, the reality looks very different. The speed mountain bikers, 
motorbikes and ATV drivers would come down the trail does not give horseback riders enough time to 
get the attention and warning. A spooked horse is not only a risk for the rider but also for the mountain 
bikers,  motorbikes and ATV drivers who spook it. There have been three horse-mountain bike 
accidents, with one being near fatal when the mountain biker got kicked in the head by the horse. This 
a safety concern that needs to be taken seriously. The variety in the different user groups requires 
different designs and management. If the trail is managed in a way that natural limiters are removed 
and the trail gets widened to 3 meters, Mountain bikers, ATVs and motorbikes can just race on this 
trail, putting other trail users at high risk. Again, the BRVCA does not have the safety risks outlined in 
a management plan. In addition, Trail Strategy Action 5 states that all stakeholders should be included 
in collaborative trail planning. However, this is not the case and the different user needs are not 
addressed properly. 

History of circumventing the system by proponent
The proponent’s history of circumventing established protocols and management frameworks raises 
significant concerns about their commitment to responsible trail development and the need for 
heightened scrutiny of their new application. Past actions demonstrate a pattern of procedural non-
compliance, including bypassing public review processes, ignoring First Nations engagement 
requirements, and making unauthorized modifications to existing trails. These actions directly 
contravene the operational policies outlined in the Recreation Sites and Trails BC guidelines and the 
Trails Strategy for British Columbia, which emphasize collaborative planning, environmental 
stewardship, and stakeholder engagement. This history requires an extra level of assessment for their 
current application to ensure compliance with Section 57 of the Forest and Range Practices Act (FRPA)
and adherence to best practices such as those outlined in the Recreation Manual, Trail Strategy, wildlife
guidelines for recreation and Land Plan. Detailed management practices must be explicitly outlined in 
their proposal, including long-term maintenance plans, user conflict mitigation strategies, and 
environmental protections. These measures are essential to hold the proponent accountable and prevent 
further unauthorized actions that could lead to environmental degradation, user safety risks, and 
conflicts with other land users.

Land Conflicts
Proximity to and potential impacts on Provincial parks and protected areas



The Lick Creek trail leads directly into the South Chilcotin Mountain Park, a provincial wilderness 
park, which raises significant concerns about the potential impacts. Provincial parks are designated as 
managed and protected areas dedicated to preserving natural environments, wildlife habitats, and 
ecological integrity. By improving and promoting the Lick Creek Trail, the application would likely 
increase park usage, leading to heightened human activity in these sensitive areas. The proposal fails to 
outline who will manage these impacts or enforce critical regulations within the park boundaries. 
Motorized vehicles are prohibited in the park, yet with a 3-meter wide trail, access into the alpine and 
park will be open for motorized vehicle users. Without clear enforcement mechanisms or barriers in 
place, there is a significant risk of unauthorized vehicle entry. An unmanaged access to the park will be 
established in the middle of prime mountain goat and grizzly bear habitat. The provincial system of 
parks is explicitly designed to protect natural environments from excessive human impact. Allowing 
this trail to funnel more users into the park without robust management practices undermines this 
existing management practice. A detailed management plan must be developed to address these 
concerns and to uphold the principles of conservation that underpin the provincial park system.

Private Property and community watershed
The Lick Creek Trail application raises significant concerns about its impact on the Gun Creek Road 
Neighbourhood, specifically regarding increased trail in close proximity to private properties and the 
crossing of Pearson Creek, the community watershed with over 20 licence holders.

To access/ leave the trail, users must either drive/ride all along Gun Creek Road or Pearson Bench to 
Tyaughten Lake. Increased traffic on Gun Creek Road will disrupt the living conditions of local 
homeowners, who are already experiencing strain from the 2023 wildfire, by introducing noise, 
congestion, and safety risks. These disruptions not only infringe upon the residents' quality of life but 
also create potential conflicts between homeowners and trail users. Trail users using Pearson Bench to 
get to the Tyaughton Neighbourhood, Tyax Lodge and the Tyaughton Lake Rec Site have to cross 
Pearson Creek, the community watershed with over 20 licence holders. Right now, there is no culvert 
or bridge, which is a natural limiter for motorized vehicles, including 4x4, to drive a circle route on 
Pearson Bench. With no bridge/culvert trail, users have to cross the creek, causing bank erosion and 
drinking water pollution for the whole Gun Creek neighbourhood. However, putting in a bridge/covert 
would have drastic impacts on the living conditions of residents and wildlife as now every motorized 
vehicle, including 4x4, can drive a circle route. Also, as Pearson Creek is a natural limiter, the question 
arises: what management strategies are in place to prevent the creek from turning into a trailhead? Trail
users can drive their car all the way to Pearson Creek and only bike from/to there, saving time. This 
will happen and soon after people will use that spot as a campsite which bring even more problems. 
People will dispose of their waste and sewage right by the creek, from which more than 20 resident 
licence holders get their water. This is a crucial aspect which needs to be addressed.

The proposal fails to address these concerns adequately or provide solutions to mitigate the impacts on 
the neighbourhood and community watershed. Without a comprehensive management plan, these 
issues will likely worsen with increased trail promotion and use. The application also lacks clarity on 
who will manage these conflicts or enforce regulations to prevent the misuse of private property and 
ensure safe access routes. This oversight highlights a broader problem with the application: its failure 
to consider the carrying capacity of both the trail and its surrounding infrastructure. Trail Strategy 
Actions #5 and #6 emphasize the importance of minimizing conflicts between recreational users and 
local communities through collaborative planning and stakeholder engagement. However, no evidence 
suggests that such engagement has occurred with Gun Creek Road residents and water licence holders.



Consultation with tenured resource users 
Trail Strategy Action #5 and the application guidelines for the S57 FRPA application state to engage 
with tenured resource users and stakeholders in collaborative trail planning. Like before, the BRVCA 
did not comply with this practice. Chilcotin Holidays is an approved tenure holder over the Bridge 
River Watershed and resource user with a Woodlot Licence #366, Range Licence #RAN077648, Park 
Use Permit #102071 and a Commercial Recreation Licence #3408461 including horseback riding, 
snowmobiling, hiking, mountain biking, grizzly viewing, etc. We have 25 exclusive basecamps, a 
private lodge and property, all of which are being impacted by the promotion of the 3 trails that are part
of this application. The lower end of the trail leads right into our woodlot and main range for our 
horses. Trail users either continue on Pearson Bench towards Tyaughton Neighbourhood, Tyax Lodge 
and the Tyaughton Lake Rec Site, crossing our community watershed, or they continue down to Gun 
Creek Road. Going down to Gun Creek Road, they are driving through our woodlot and main horse 
range. Increased and fast speed use will spook our horses and disturb them in their range, especially 
since we have recorded many cases where bikers chased our horses around, putting them under 
enormous stress. This area was intentionally designated as our main range as we are at the end of Gun 
Creek Road, and our horses are kept away from other neighbourhoods and trails. Trail users who are 
lost frequently end up on our private property. In addition, we use the Lick Creek trail on a regular 
basis. A managed and maintained trail will increase user use, especially for motorized vehicles, which 
is an increased safety issue for our guests riding horses and our horses grazing according to our 
grassing lease. We offer day rides (usually within 5km around the ranch) and use Lick Creek Trail as 
the main access to the Park for overnight horseback trips as our main camps are located in the Park. 
This means this trail is frequently used by horseback riders. A fast and increased use by mountain 
bikers and potentially motorbikes and ATV drivers, this user risk is high. Though there is trail etiquette 
about who has the right of trail, the reality looks very different. The speed mountain bikers, motorbikes 
and ATV drivers would come down the trail does not give horseback riders enough time to get the 
attention and give a warning. A spooked horse is not only a risk for the rider but also for the mountain 
bikers,  motorbikes and ATV drivers who spooked it. There have been three horse-mountain bike 
accidents, with one being near fatal when the mountain biker got kicked in the head by the horse. This 
a safety concern that needs to be taken seriously.  The BRVCA did not inform us about the proposal, 
and we had no opportunity to voice our concerns.

Conflict Management
According to Section 5 (e) of the operational policy for recreational mountain bike trails on Crown 
land, safety hazards and risks associated with recreational mountain bike activity on Crown land, as 
well as associated legal liability for the Crown and other stakeholders, need to be managed. And 
Section 5 (f) outlines to minimize potential conflicts on Crown land between recreational mountain 
bike riders and: (1) other recreational users, (2) other approved resource users, and (3) private property 
owners. There was no contact from the BRVCA about this application and no initiative on their end to 
discuss the safety issues outlined before (e.g. motorized vehicles spook horses). In addition, Trail 
Strategy Action #5 and the application guidelines for the S57 FRPA application state to engage with 
tenured resource users and stakeholders in collaborative trail planning. However, despite all of our 
different licences and tenures, we were unaware of the application until we received the application 
from front counter BC on March 5th. There was no contact from the BRVCA about trying to 
collaborate with us, and we had no consultation or information about engaging in potential conflict 
management. Since we are one of the main licence holders in the area, the non-existent stakeholder 
consultation with us makes us assume that there has not been any other stakeholder consultation or 
First Nation consultation.

Conclusion



The Lick Creek Trail proposal raises significant concerns regarding adherence to best practices, 
regulatory compliance, and alignment with existing management directions for proper trail 
development and management. The application's failure to consider established guidelines and 
regulations poses substantial risks to public safety, environmental integrity, and stakeholder relations.

To move forward responsibly, the proponent must:
• Revise the application to fully comply with Section 57 requirements of the Forest and Range 

Practices Act
• Incorporate best practices from recognized trail standards into the design
• Undertake comprehensive stakeholder engagement, including First Nations consultation
• Develop clear environmental mitigation strategies and long-term management plans
• Address safety concerns and potential user conflicts through appropriate trail design and 

management strategies

Without these critical adjustments, approving the current proposal would set a dangerous precedent for 
unsustainable trail development on Crown Land. It is imperative that relevant authorities carefully 
consider these issues and require a thorough revision of the proposal before any further action is taken. 
If these issues are no carefully considered and addressed, the relevant authorities will be responsible 
and liable for the possible outcomes. Only by adhering to established protocols and best practices can 
we ensure the development of safe, sustainable, and environmentally responsible recreational trails that
benefit all stakeholders.

Sources:
• Application Information and Guidelines for Proposal for Construction or Maintenance of Trails 

or Recreation Facilities on Crown Land 
• Forest and Range Practices Act
• British Columbia Ministry of Forests - RECREATION MANUAL
• Trail forks
• Authorizing Recreational Mountain Bike Trails on provincial crown land operational policy
• Trails Strategy for British Columbia
• Wildlife Guidelines for Backcountry Tourism/Commercial Recreation in British Columbia
• Lillooet Land and Resource Management Plan
• Management Plan for the Mountain Goat (Oreamnos americanus) in British Columbia


