
OHV Users Survey Guide
for the

Recreation Management Draft 
Plan for Livingstone and 

Porcupine Hills Areas

We highly recommend you to review the plans 
and provide your feedback to the Government of 
Alberta on this survey.  Your input is important !!

If you need assistance, please use this guide on 
how we  answered, and the green boxes will provide 
information as to the reasons why.

Survey at the following link:
HTTP://talkaep.alberta.ca/livingstone-porcupine-hills-footprint-and-

recreation-planning
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Proper consultation or collaboration with affected stakeholders and 
current users was not performed. Over 70% of the existing OHV 
trails (mitigated and maintained by volunteers) have been arbitrarily 
removed without consultation with those affected. This area was to 
provide for meaningful OHV recreation, as stated at the release of 
Castle Parks. If the government is not working with users now, how 
can they be trusted to do in the future? This plan is dramatically 
reducing existing recreation and public access, while misleading 
Albertans about the current use. (p51, last paragraph). The 
management intent is almost identical as Castle Parks, being applied 
to Public Lands.  
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This plan does not diversify recreation, it is discriminating 
against one type. Why is all non-motorized being supported 
everywhere, but OHV is continually removed from existing 
areas with no places to go? We do not need commercial tourism 
on public lands, these lands are for Albertan public to enjoy - 
responsibly. This plan extends Castle Parks on this land, and 
again removes and discriminates against those Albertans who 
have responsibly enjoyed it - for the exclusive enjoyment of 
others who already have many other places to go.

gschmidt
Rectangle



The 0.4/0.6km footprint is based on funded ENGO reports of 
DENSITY/SPEED/WIDTH of Highways and Major Roads, and 
is not applicable or proven relevant to OHV use in backcountry 
trails. Not only does this plan classify ALL motorized use the 
same impacts as On-Highway vehicles (which is false), You have 
reduced the OHV motorized trails by 70%, but they only 
represented 33% of the Linear Disturbance.  This plan is simply 
reducing and discriminating against Albertans responsible 
enjoyment over false and misleading science.

The 0.4/0.6km footprint is based on funded ENGO reports of DENSITY/SPEED/WIDTH of Highways 
and Major Roads, and is not applicable or proven relevant to OHV use in backcountry trails. Not only 
does this plan classify ALL motorized use the same impacts as On-Highway vehicles (which is false), 
You have reduced the OHV motorized trails by 70%, but they only represented 33% of the Linear 
Disturbance.  This plan is simply reducing and discriminating against Albertans responsible 
enjoyment over false and misleading science.

gschmidt
Rectangle



The proposed trail network does not provide connectivity, user experience, scenic points of interest, 
connection into BC trail network, and congests the users. Many trails have simply been completely 
removed from an area (Tent Mountain/West Castle). No involvement or recognition of the considerable 
amount of volunteer work and money already gone into mitigating and maintain these trails. Simply 
removing users and their recreation, is punishing them and preventing those with physical limitations to 
experience the beauty of Alberta that might otherwise be denied.

This plan did not collaborate with the Motorized users on 
developing this plan, why are we to believe they will when 
implementing it. This plan also completely marginalizes the 
amount of trail work and mitigation that has been done by the 
volunteer groups, while simply removing trails from areas that 
did not have any environmental concerns. This plan simply cuts 
out 70% of existing trails, and does not provide for the users 
experiences.
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Public Land Use areas are not to be developed into commercial Parks. This plan uses references to 
Linear disturbance to remove 70% of the OHV trails, but then states will develop and provide for 
more Linear Disturbance for Non-Motorized? There are numerous areas in Alberta, including the 
Castle parks where non-motorized are being given the trails developed, maintained and mitigated 
by OHV clubs. Now this is happening again directly across the Highway. This plan discriminates 
against one user, then provides for another at the current users expense.
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We fully agree that all Albertans should have the ability to enjoy responsible recreation on Public 
Lands, but it should not be done as such to justify removing and excluding others current enjoyment. 
The desire to provide for inclusiveness - is being done with at the expense and exclusion of others. 

The footprint of an equestrian rider, a mountain biker or a hiker can be equal to or greater than that 
of a motorized user. It is important not to discriminate based upon perception. There are numerous 
areas for Non-motorized activities that are being publicly funded (tax dollars), supported and 
provided for, including the new Castle Parks. Motorized use has very limited areas to go, and almost 
no support other than from its associations/clubs, users and volunteers. 

This area was stated to provide and support motorized use upon the announcement of Castle Parks, 
and now it again is being pushed off the landscape for non-motorized use. Many other activities use 
motorized as as the means and access for their other recreation (Hunters, Fishing, Wood harvest, 
etc). 

Balance should be paramount to provide and support all Albertans Backcountry recreation, not 
simply divide groups into motorized and non-motorized - creating division in those Albertans who 
enjoy the same public lands. Many of the trails being used by multiple recreationalists, are jointly 
maintained by OHV groups and other stewardship groups, and these plans are working to divide 
Albertans instead of working to create muti-use areas for all to enjoy.
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Random Camping is the primary choice for those that recreate in the backcountry and on Public 
Lands. The reason many random camp, is for accessibility for their intended recreation and 
proximity to trails heads. Camping in Zones is a good management tool, but if the recreation and 
trails are not being supported or provided for many people will camp elsewhere. The goal is to 
provide for the recreational experience and managing use. I recommend this government to 
review the many surveys and work with the actual stakeholders/users of why people random camp 
and ensure they are working to support the experience vs only trying to regulate and manage it. 
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The majority of recreationalists of Public Lands do not use the PLRA's, as these areas traditionally 
and historically do not provide the experiences uses are looking for. Many similar areas across 
Alberta are seldom used in comparison to the amount of users, and they camp/stay outside of these 
areas. I highly recommend that you consult with the recreational groups using the land to ensure 
your plans for these areas do not result in more un-used PLRA's.

gschmidt
Rectangle



Day use areas in Backcountry typically brings tourist type day adventurers out into the 
backcountry, and typically brings more of the "leave your garbadge here" vs the "Pack it in Pack it 
out mentality". You are creating the very issues your intending to prevent. 

These opportunities have been already provided for in Castle Parks, Waterton, Jasper, Banff or any 
other of the other 400+ areas in Alberta for this experience. This type of recreation does not have 
to be provided for - everywhere. Keep it in the areas that are designed for this type of recreation.
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Eco-Tourism in Backcountry typically brings tourist type day adventurers out into the 
backcountry, and typically brings more of the "leave your garbadge here" vs the "Pack it in Pack it 
out mentality". You are creating the very issues your intending to prevent. 

As stated above, these opportunities have been already provided for in Castle Parks, Waterton, 
Jasper, Banff or any other of the other 400+ areas in Alberta for this experience. This type of 
recreation does not have to be provided for - everywhere. Keep it in the areas that are designed for 
this type of recreation - so that you can properly support the current users on Public Lands.
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The management plan of this Area is almost identical to Castle Parks, and thus does not appear 
to be supporting or providing for the users of Public Lands. Planning should seek to include the 
various "recreation" groups and representative organziations and rely on them to educate, 
monitor and enforce the use of these practices and the rules of the recreational area. Involved 
stakeholders will ensure success. Marginalizing the current users will only result in more issues, 
instead of working to resolve any existing ones.
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We agree that target shooting in camping zones should not be done for safety reasons, but we 
recommend working with the local and organized associations and groups representing this 
sport for their input and recommendations.
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This plan does not provide for what definition of group is. This could also be 5 family camping 
units enjoying a family event, and management intent seems to be a moving target.

Additionally, it is simply limiting the event as to imply that the activity is bad. Activities should 
not be limited in amount, they should be provided conditions on having them and the 
expectation/requirements for doing so.

If the activity/organizer provides a social/economic benefit from those that attend, and respects 
and comply with all conditions - why would we want to prevent them from doing more?
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While fully support, we hope you have asked and consulted with First Nations for their input. Highly 
recommended you take their input on this, not the input of others - as done with motorized.

Marginalizing the users and work already done by the volunteers by user clubs for the mitigation 
already done on the trails, is not be the best way to build trust nor get others to invest in time and 
partnerships. It should be noted that the actions of many ENGO's only work to close access, and once 
succeeded they move on to the next project without ever actually contributing to the landscape.
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OHV groups have been very active in developing, managing, and stewarding riparian areas 
and old trails. They have delivered education and messaging supporting the responsible and 
sustainable use of public lands, and it turn, are having access (and 70% of their trails) on these 
lands revoked. These groups seek the very same objectives to ensure environmentally, 
sustainable responsible use - but are being marginalized by this plan.

They have proven their commitment to the landscape, by countless hours and infastructure 
for use by all Albertans. I believe that working with these and other actual recreational groups 
on the landscape would be highly beneficial, and work to unite those on the landscape vs 
dividing them.
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The entire trail network in Tent Mountian/West Castle has be removed from this draft. This area 
provided for not only local business opportunities (eg Inn on the Border) but connectivity to BC's 
extensive trail networks. This plan has run Castle parks to the border, without classifying it as a 
park.
Other areas have had the existing OHV trails reduced to single, not connecting routes, with dead 
ends. As an area that was stated to be supportive of the existing OHV recreation, this draft simply 
removed 70% of the trails and does not provide in supporting the recreation.
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Again, this plan removed over 70% of the existing OHV trails without consideration of those 
currently enjoying and using these areas. Many existing trails and routes in the Livingstone Range 
area have been removed, as well as the current users recreation. Many of these trails had 
infrastructure and volunteer hours invested, and removed regardless for others to use.

We do not support the exclusion of recreationalists as a means of management, and believe the plans 
are discriminatory and disrepectfull of the current users on the landscape.
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While we are concerned of sensitive areas remaining intact, there are many means of mitigation to 
ensure inclusive use on the landscape.

Simply investing and supporting the existing trails, would have provided for multi use - instead of 
just removing trails.
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We support the intent of providing for continued Motorized recreation, we are very concerned 
that the actual users, groups and associations representing the recreation are not being part of the 
planning process. Additionally, not once in the history of this Government has a "proposed" future 
trails has ever actually happened. We are concerned that this is being said only to gain support for 
this draft plan, then the recreation will not be supported or provided for. This would be very much 
in part with the statements and actions regarding OHV use in Castle, then banning/phasing them 
out after the process.
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We support the intent of providing for continued Motorized recreation, we are very concerned that 
the actual users, groups and associations representing the recreation are not being part of the 
planning process. Additionally, not once in the history of this Government has a "proposed" future 
trail ever actually happened. We are concerned that this is being said only to gain support for this 
draft plan, then the recreation will not be provided for. This would be very much in part with the 
statements and actions regarding OHV use in Castle, then banning/phasing them out after the 
process.
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This plan does little to provide for or respect the current recreational users and stakeholders, and 
the reasons those recreate on Public Land vs Parks. I am also discouraged with only 30 days 
public input into such a sweeping plan that removes over 70% of the existing trail network, and 
takes Albertans Public Lands and delivers a Park Management plan to them. 

You have not provided any contributions in supporting the current users experiences, and have 
pandered to the pressures of ENGO’s not even contributing on the landscape or economics. No 
collaboration with the majority of current users on the landscape is clearly evident.

While fully supportive of an inclusive management plan that respects those on the landscape, by 
balancing enviromental, social and economics - this plan unfortunately does not offer this 
outcome. This plan as presented marginalizes and discriminates against current users, masked as 
promoting diversity for other users. I do not support this plan as presented.

While supportive of including the recreational uses as listed, if not providing the experiences the 
users seek - this will create more issues instead of solving them. This area was stated to be 
supportive for OHV recreation due to the removal of all the OHV trails and access in Castle Parks. 
This area has had the existing trail network removed by over 70%, and does so without have 
having consulted or collaborated in planning with the current users and stakeholders providing 
volunteer stewardship and mitigation of these trails.
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