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About the Coalition 
 
Eleven organizations, representing over 120 000 British Columbians from across the 
province, collaborated to form the Coalition for the Licensing & Registration of Off-
Road Vehicles in British Columbia (the “Coalition”) in order to improve the management 
of off-road vehicles in BC.  The Coalition is a broad-based alliance of motorized and 
non-motorized recreation interests, conservation organizations, and the ranching sector.  
The Coalition’s goal is to provide government with a cost effective and sustainable 
solution for the licensing and registration of off-road vehicles (ORVs) in BC and to 
provide a framework for an effective management strategy.  ORVs include all-terrain 
vehicles (ATVs), snowmobiles, and off-road motorcycles (dirt bikes).   
 
The ORV Coalition is a stakeholder driven initiative, working closely with a government 
Inter-Agency Policy Committee representing eight agencies, so that effective legislative 
changes can be made to improve the sport and the environment.  An effective and 
balanced ORV strategy will help ensure the many positive aspects of ORV recreation and 
tourism are realized and secured, by overcoming existing legal barriers, while reducing or 
eliminating negative effects on the environment and others.  
 
Many British Columbians and visitors to the province enjoy ORV recreation and most are 
responsible individualswho want to minimize the impacts of their use on the environment 
and others.  Both guided and non-guided ORV activities contribute significantly to 
tourism in the province, particularly in rural communities.   
 
Unfortunately, the actions of a few irresponsible ORV riders often negatively impact 
sensitive ecosystems such as grasslands, wetlands and alpine areas; disturb wildlife or 
livestock; disrupt other public or commercial recreation users; and cause harm or injury 
to themselves as well as others.  
 
The Motor Vehicle (All Terrain) Act was introduced in the early 1970’s and since then 
has not been systematically reviewed and updated.  The Act applies only to snowmobiles 
as no regulations were ever introduced concerning other ORVs.  As a consequence there 
are no off-highway registration or licensing requirements for ORVs (other than a one-
time registration for snowmobiles).  Nearly all jurisdictions in North America have 
registration and licensing requirements for ORVs. British Columbia is one of the few, if 
not the only jurisdiction in North America, that does not require the registration or 
licensing of ATVs.    
 
Registration and licensing of ORVs is important for a variety of reasons including vehicle 
use, safety, theft prevention, improved management, communication and education, and 
as a means of facilitating enforcement of legal infractions.  It is difficult to identify 
irresponsible riders on unmarked ORVs who may disobey laws.  This can hurt the image 
of the sport for the majority of riders who are working hard to promote responsible ORV 
recreation and also impacts negatively on tourism revenues.   
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The Coalition was formed recognizing that the steady growth of recreational ORV use in 
the province has been accompanied by a number of social, economic and environmental 
issues. The Coalition believes that part of the solution for managing such challenges will 
involve making changes to the legislation of ORVs, and that vehicle registration and 
licensing lie at the core of any changes as a logical first step in developing a workable 
ORV management strategy for BC. 
 
In recognition of the need to improve land stewardship, and achieve the registration and 
licensing of ORVs for BC, the Coalition has developed a Common Goal Statement: 
 
• We agree to work together in an environment of trust and cooperation to achieve a 

common goal for the benefit of the general public and for the mutual benefit of our 
organizations. 

 
• We support legislation that would require licensing and registration of all motorized 

off-road vehicles in British Columbia, including the prominent display, on the vehicle, 
of a vehicle license and/or decal. 

 
• We agree that some of the general revenue collected by the government (or their 

representatives) as part of the licensing of off-road vehicles be dedicated to a Trust 
Fund managed by a government ministry or by a representative body, supported by 
an appointed advisory board.  This fund will be available for off-road vehicle 
recreation groups in proportion to their revenues generated to this fund.  The funds 
will be used for education and safety programs, trail development including 
maintenance and enhancement, enforcement, and conservation and stewardship.  
Trail development will involve consultation with all local stakeholders.   

 
The ORV Coalition wants to hear from you 

The Coalition welcomes expressions of support for this important initiative, as well as 
your ideas to help ensure that a balanced strategy is developed based on respect for all 
interests.  A Memorandum of Support from organizations and individuals who support 
the Coalition’s goal can be downloaded from the Coalition website 
(www.ORVCoalitionBC.org) and either mailed or faxed to the address or fax number on 
the letterhead.  Learn more about the Coalition by visiting the website.  We welcome any 
comments you may have about this important initiative by contacting us at 
input@orvcoalitionbc.org. 
 
 
 
 



 3

 

Acknowledgements 
 

This report was prepared in an effort to capture the many perspectives received on 
developing a registration and licensing program for off-road vehicles (ORVs) in British 
Columbia.  Any errors or omissions are those of the authors. Sincere appreciation is 
extended to the members of the ORV Coalition who kindly participated in conference 
calls, provided information by e-mail and for their general support.  ORV Coalition 
members include: 
• Ken Anderson, Independent 
• Les Auston, BC Snowmobile Federation 
• Joan Best, Federation of BC Naturalists 
• John Blinston, ATV/BC 
• Peter Bonter, BC Cattlemen’s Association 
• Dave Borth, BC Cattlemen’s Association 
• Terry Burke, Okanagan Trail Riders Association 
• Leanne Colombo, Grasslands Conservation Council 
• Marie Crawford, Union of BC Municipalities 
• Jim Dallin, Royal Canadian Mounted Police 
• Bruno Delesalle (co-chair), Grasslands Conservation Council 
• Jennifer Eastwood, Ministry of Forests 
• Bev Felske (co-chair), ATV/BC 
• Andrew Florence, Pacific North West Motorcycle Association 
• Bill Hinde, ATV/BC 
• Dianne Lawson, Kamloops Yamaha 
• Corrie Leung, Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 
• David Lock, Pacific North West Motorcycle Association 
• Ken McClelland, Greater Kamloops Motorcycle Association 
• Pat McHugh, ATV/BC 
• Bev Ramey, Federation of BC Naturalists 
• Eva Riccius, Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 
• Murphy Shewchuk, Trails BC 
• Norma Wilson, Outdoor Recreation Council of BC 
• Carl Withler, Ministry of Agriculture, Food & Fisheries 
• Taylor Zeeg (coordinator), Grasslands Conservation Council  
 
The ORV Coalition members or consultants also asked others with expertise in this area 
to participate in conference calls and to provide information; their assistance is also 
greatly appreciated: 
• Dave Butler, Canadian Mountain Holidays 
• Steve Flett, Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management 
• Brian Gunn, Wilderness Tourism Association 
• Clayton Prince, BC Snowmobile Federation 
• Ron Trickett, BC Cattlemen’s Association 



 4

• Pat Whiteway, BC Snowmobile Federation 
• Bob Zimmerman, BC Snowmobile Federation 

 
The project has greatly benefited from the guidance and comments provided by legal 
counsel:  
• Susan Rutherford, West Coast Environmental Law  
 
The Province of British Columbia’s ATV Inter-Agency Policy Committee (IAPC) also 
provided support and guidance.  An IAPC interview, and additional follow-up contacts, 
helped provide information in support of this report.  IAPC members are: 
• Garth Webber Atkins (chair), Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management 

(MSRM) 
• Cindy Haddow, Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection (MWLAP) 
• Kjerstine Holmes/Robert Kroeker, Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General 

(MPSSG) 
• Howard Joynt, Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries (MAFF) 
• Kathleen Geskiw, Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management 
• Holly Kincaid, Insurance Corporation of BC (ICBC) 
• Norman Lee, Ministry of Small Business and Economic Development (MSBED) 
• Bill Marshall/John Crooks, Ministry of Forests (MOF) 
• Tara Moorhouse (Coalition liaison), Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management 
• Kirk Rockerbie, Ministry of Transportation  (MOT) 
• Brian Springinotic, Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection 
 
The BC Government recently announced the re-organization and re-naming of several 
ministries.  The agencies and staff represented on IAPC will be updated when available.  
The Options Report will be updated to reflect new agency responsibilities once respective 
mandates related to ORVs are made clear.  Some key changes include: 
• Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM) functions have largely 

moved to Ministry of Agriculture and Lands with recreation functions, including off-
road vehicle legislation, moved to Ministry of Tourism, Sports and the Arts; 

• Ministry of Forests (MOF) is now Ministry of Forests and Range with recreation 
functions moved to Ministry of Tourism, Sports and the Arts; 

• Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection (MWLAP) is now Ministry of 
Environment; and the Ministry of Small Business and Economic Development 
(MSBED) tourism functions are with the new Ministry of Tourism, Sports and the 
Arts. 

 
 
 



 5

Table of Contents 
 

About the Coalition .................................................................................................... 1 

Acknowledgements..................................................................................................... 3 

Table of Contents ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.0 Introduction.......................................................................................................... 6 

2.0 Vehicle Registration & Licensing, and Trust Fund ............................................ 9 
2.1 Vehicle Registration............................................................................................ 9 
2.2 Vehicle Licensing ............................................................................................. 11 
2.3 Trust Fund ........................................................................................................ 16 

3.0 Management Issues ............................................................................................ 22 
3.1 Trail development ............................................................................................. 22 

3.1.1 Highway use...............................................................................................23 
3.1.2 Gas tax .......................................................................................................26 
3.1.3 Trail approval .............................................................................................27 
3.1.4 Trail pass and fees.......................................................................................28 
3.1.5 Forest Service roads ....................................................................................29 

3.2 Conservation and stewardship ........................................................................... 29 
3.2.1 Environment ...............................................................................................29 
3.2.2 Noise ..........................................................................................................31 

3.3 Enforcement ..................................................................................................... 31 
3.4 Safety ............................................................................................................... 32 

3.4.1 Liability insurance ......................................................................................32 
3.4.2 Helmet use..................................................................................................34 
3.4.3 Operator and age requirements ....................................................................35 

3.5 Education.......................................................................................................... 36 

4.0 Implementation .................................................................................................. 37 
4.1 Next steps ......................................................................................................... 37 
4.2 Implementation considerations.......................................................................... 37 

References................................................................................................................. 39 

Attachment 1:  Snowmobile Use of Highways in Canada in 2000.......................... 40 

Attachment 2: Snowmobile Age and Helmet Requirements in Canada in 2004.... 42 

Appendices (in separate companion document): ........................................................  
Appendix A: Case studies ...........................................................................................  
Appendix B: Summary of Stakeholder Input...............................................................  

 
 



 6

1.0 Introduction 
 
The Coalition’s goal is to provide government with a cost effective and sustainable 
solution for the licensing and registration of all off road vehicles (ORVs) in BC and to 
provide recommendations on an effective management strategy.  The Coalition is 
undertaking this task in four stages: 
• Stage 1: Develop process, review interests, background research including review of 

other jurisdictions. 
• Stage 2: Prepare rationale for a licensing, registration and management strategy. 
• Stage 3: Investigate solutions, develop options and review implications. 
• Stage 4: Recommend an ORV strategy including its effective implementation. 
 
The ORV Coalition completed Stages 1 and 2 in Solutions for a Sustainable Future: 
Interim Report prepared in August 2004 which is available from the Coalition website 
www.ORVCoalitionBC.org. 
 
This Options Report represents Stage 3 in the Coalition’s efforts.  The report, by design, 
does not provide recommendations on key ORV management issues; rather it describes 
options and implications to encourage discussion, input and feedback.   The Coalition 
welcomes your review; please send your comments to input@orvcoalitionbc.org. 
 
Comments by or before September 7, 2005 will be considered by the Coalition when 
preparing its initial recommendations for effective change.  The Coalition expects to 
complete a Stage 4 Final Report with recommendations on October 31, 2005.  The Final 
Report will provide government with feasible and cost effective recommendations for 
improving legislation and management of ORVs including registration and licensing. 
 
Section 2.0 in this report describes options and implications associated with the 
registration and licensing of ORVs, and the establishment of a Trust Fund as endorsed by 
the Coalition through its Common Goal Statement.   
 
Section 3.0 discusses options and implications regarding some key management issues 
that may require legislative attention.  These are described in five program areas that 
have been identified by the Coalition: trail development including maintenance and 
enhancement; conservation and stewardship; enforcement; safety; and education. 
 
Section 4.0 addresses some implementation actions that may be needed when the 
Coalition completes its Final Report with recommendations. 
 
This report builds on the Coalition’s Interim Report; key information sources were: 
• Eight case study reviews related to ORVs or other types of registration, licensing and 

trust fund systems (see Appendix A) along with use of other inter-jurisdictional 
reviews of ORV legislation in Canada and North America including: 
• 2000 review by Clayton Prince related to snowmobiling;  
• 2001 review by Susan Rutherford related to ATVs and snowmobiles; and 
• 2004 review by the Canadian Paediatric Society related to safety issues. 
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• Nine conference calls or meetings with stakeholder interests on the Coalition (called 
“stakeholder feedback” in the report) and government (see Appendix B for 
stakeholder input) as well as several additional one-on-one calls and e-mails with 
stakeholders and government staff. 

 
Case studies include Ontario, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, all of which recently 
undertook comprehensive province-wide task force reviews of ORV use.  
 
An effective ORV management strategy, of which registration and licensing is a core 
component, seeks to maximize the positive effects of ORV recreation and tourism (e.g., 
in contributing to the provincial economy) while mitigating or minimizing adverse effects 
on the environment, rangelands, other resource users, and rider safety.  In the case of 
ORV use, the potential positive and negative effects can be considerable, thereby 
underscoring the need for long-overdue legislative and management attention. 
 

Economic value of off-road vehicle recreation 
The Province of Alberta (Alberta Economic Development) in partnership with the 
Alberta Snowmobile Federation and the Alberta Off-Highway Vehicle Association 
undertook an economic impact analysis of off-road vehicle activity in Alberta 
(www.altasnowmobile.ab.ca/news/economic_impact.php).  The economic analysis 
estimated that in 2002 the annual benefit to Alberta included: 
• $649 Million in direct expenditures associated with ORV recreation; 
• 12 242 persons years of employment were sustained by these expenditures; and 
• Over $268 Million in taxation revenues accrued to all three levels of government: 

• $ 27 Million to local government 
• $ 79 Million to the Alberta provincial government 
• $163 Million to the federal government 

 
British Columbia has a 30% larger population than Alberta (and therefore may have a 
larger number of ORV riders) and BC has a provincial sales tax; therefore the economic 
impact (including taxation revenues) of ORV recreation may be larger than that estimated 
for Alberta.  
 
This supports an estimate made in the Interim Report that assessed economic activity in 
BC and concluded that it is reasonable to expect that the actual economic impact of a 
managed ORV system would be in excess of $500 million annually. 
 

Impacts associated with off-road vehicle recreation 
The inadequate management attention given to ORV recreation in BC means that a 
substantial amount of recreational ORV use in BC is occurring off designated trail 
systems.  This off-trail use can cause substantial negative impacts on the environment, 
rangelands and other people if it occurs in inappropriate areas (e.g. sensitive ecosystems 
like grassland and wetlands) or is done by unaware or irresponsible riders with little 
knowledge or regard for their impacts.  Riding on designated and well-marked trails with 
appropriate rules is much safer for riders; proportionately far more ORV accidents occur 
off-trails than on-trails.  
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The Alberta government provides websites that promote ORV safety and low-impact 
practices on public lands so that potential adverse impacts can be reduced (e.g. see 
www.servicealberta.ca/pages/category.asp?EK=940&PK=13269).  The BC government 
does not yet have a comparable website for ORV recreation.  What little web-based 
information exists is fragmented in disparate locations. 
 
Although BC has invested very little in managing ORV recreation to help ensure it is 
undertaken in a safe and appropriate manner with proper enforcement; the province has 
reactively spent millions of dollars a year trying to address negative impacts associated 
with ORV use.  Examples of impacts that could be substantially reduced by provincially 
supported ORV safety, conservation, enforcement and education programs include: 
• Medical costs associated with ORV accidents; 
• Impacts on the environment and rangelands, including species and ecosystems at-risk; 

and 
• Countless time spent trying to address ORV-related conflicts after-the-fact rather than 

seeking proactive solutions. 
 
An effective ORV management strategy would go a long way in helping to promote safe, 
environmentally sound, and responsible ORV recreation in British Columbia, for those 
who enjoy these activities as well as for the general public. 
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2.0 Vehicle Registration & Licensing, and Trust Fund 
 
A fundamental component of any ORV management strategy is the registration and 
licensing of ORVs. The rationale for implementing licensing and registration of ORVs is 
detailed in section 2 of the Coalition’s Interim Report.  The ORV Coalition’s common 
goal statement includes: 
 
• We support legislation that would require licensing and registration of all motorized 

off-road vehicles in British Columbia, including the prominent display, on the vehicle, 
of a vehicle license and/or decal. 

 
2.1 Vehicle Registration 
 
Registration of ORVs helps ensure that: 
• Vehicle ownership is easily determined; 
• Vehicles are easily identified through prominent display of a unique registration code 

by means of a vehicle plate or decal on the vehicle (if not provided for in licensing); 
and, 

• Applicable provincial sales taxes are paid by BC residents who purchase ORVs out-
of-province (e.g., see www.rev.gov.bc.ca/ctb/notices/ATV-OOP.pdf) or used ORVs. 

 
Some of the benefits associated with registration (see the Interim Report for further 
details, available online at http://www.orvcoalitionbc.org/8428.html) include: 
• Theft prevention:  currently, without registration, true ownership of stolen vehicles 

can be difficult to determine, but with well-marked and registered ORVS, thieves are 
more likely to be caught and are less likely to steal in the first place;  

• Compliance and enforcement:  registered owners can be held accountable for 
unlawful ORV use – providing an incentive to ride responsibly; 

• Higher dealership sales in BC and increased provincial revenue:  vehicles purchased 
in other jurisdictions like Alberta, to avoid provincial sales taxes, affect both BC 
dealership sales particularly in “border” communities and also the provincial tax base; 
also used ORVs sold privately do not pay provincial sales tax; ORV registration helps 
ensure provincial sales taxes are paid and thereby helps ‘level the playing field’ for 
BC dealers (who in turn can then contribute further to provincial employment and to 
the business and income tax base); 

• Increased opportunities for ORV use:  BC residents will be able to use their ATVs 
and dirt bikes in areas and jurisdictions where registration is required;  

• Sale of used ORVs: the Motor Dealer Council of BC regulates and licenses ORV 
dealerships; without an ORV registration/licensing system, ORV dealers cannot 
comply with Motor Dealer Act since sales staff cannot confirm that that a used ORV 
wasn’t stolen and for what purpose it was used (rentals or leases, etc);; 

• Safety and education:  enhanced opportunity to communicate with riders to distribute 
important safety or education material including environmental impact information; 

• Increases access to insurance for riders:  insurers are more willing to insure vehicles 
where ownership is registered; and 
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• Funding:  provides a “window” for collecting funds and directing them to a Trust 
Fund. 

 
The potential costs of registration and licensing are addressed in section 2.2 below. 
 
Other jurisdictions: 
• Virtually all other jurisdictions in North America require registration or licensing of 

ORVs; and 
• No other jurisdiction in North America has a dual registration requirement for ORVs. 
 
Current situation in BC (status quo):  
• There is no requirement to register ATVs or motorized dirt bikes; and   
• There is a dual registration requirement for snowmobiles: snowmobiles must be 

registered under the Motor Vehicle (All Terrain) Act via the Snowmobile Regulation 
and snowmobiles must also be registered (and also licensed) under the Motor Vehicle 
Act for any incidental highway use such as crossings.     

 
The ORV Coalition’s recommended option (from its Common Goal Statement): 
• Mandatory registration of all ORVs in BC; and 
• Visible marking of all ORVs with a plate or decal through registration and/or 

licensing. 
 
ORV Coalition stakeholder feedback included support for the following: 
• A one-time registration requirement for all ORVs to record ownership – regardless of 

use (e.g. on both Crown land and on private land; for recreation and for work); 
• Registration should occur at the time of purchase (e.g. at the dealer);  
• Vehicles would need to be re-registered upon change of ownership through the sale of 

used vehicles;  
• Need for a single registration system (i.e. no duplicative dual system) that covers both 

on-and-off highway use; 
•  Vehicle identification requirements should also address the need for visibility from a 

distance; and 
• That riders ensure that plate/decal is clearly visible and openly displayed and not 

obscured by dirt or objects (this could be required in legislation) 
 
Provincial ORV riding organizations have sought local club and rider input on 
preferences regarding plates or decals for each particular type of vehicle: 
• BCSF believes a decal on either side of a snowmachine would work best, as a metal 

plate can be a safety hazard and readily deteriorate with use;   
• Dirt bikers favour a decal at the front of the machine as a metal plate would also be a 

safety hazard to riders; and   
• ATV BC currently feels a metal plate would work for quad riders. 
 
Some arguments have been presented from outside the ORV Coalition against the 
requirement for registration and licensing, including the view that irresponsible riders 
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will refuse to register and/or license their machines, thereby making the goal of 
identifying irresponsible riders who disobey the law almost impossible to achieve.  In 
response, it would be easier to identify potentially irresponsible riders who are not 
registered or licensed as they would have no visible plate or decal - making them in fact 
“stand out” more than at present.  The very fact that a machine is not visibly marked 
would provide the means for officials to take enforcement action; which could be done in 
key areas (like trailheads or parking area).   
 
2.2 Vehicle Licensing 
 
Registration keeps track of ownership whereas licensing allows the ORV to be used in 
specified areas.  The added value of vehicle licensing of ORVs is that it can be used to 
help ensure that: 
• Vehicles are re-registered as required (provides a periodic check to ensure changes in 

ownership are recorded); 
• Vehicles continue to be visibly marked with a plate or decal where this cannot be 

effectively provided through one-time registration (e.g., decals or plates can be 
damaged through ORV use and may need to be periodically replaced); 

• A vehicle owner’s address is updated and kept current; 
• Mandatory or optional liability insurance is purchased as required (see section 3.4.1); 

and, 
• Regular contributions are provided to the Trust Fund (see section 2.3). 
 
The associated benefits of vehicle licensing are similar to those described above for 
registration, except they are enhanced given the periodic nature of licensing (versus “one-
time” requirements for registration at time of ownership).  For example, there can be 
more regular communication with riders about safety information, and there can be more 
frequent contributions to a trust fund to support the five program areas (see section 2.3).   
The costs to administer vehicle registration and licensing are addressed in the discussions 
below, including options and implications. 
 

What should the licensing requirements be? 
Other jurisdictions: All four provinces reviewed (i.e. Alberta, Ontario, New Brunswick 
and Nova Scotia) in the case studies (Appendix A) have annual licensing requirements 
(often called permits or registration permits).  Annual licensing (or permit) is the most 
common approach used based on inter-jurisdictional reviews in 2000 and 2001. 
 
Current situation in BC: There are no requirements to license ORVs (except for a 
snowmobile license requirement under the Motor Vehicle Act for incidental highway use 
such as crossings). 
 
Option 1: One-time registration with no vehicle licensing.   
 
Implications: 
• Least costly to riders relative to options 2 and 3, which have licensing requirements; 
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• Registration requirements are more difficult to enforce since there would be no 
periodic checks through licensing, and plates or decals would likely become less 
visible through ordinary wear;  

• No reminder to obtain liability insurance at the time of licensing, whether mandatory 
or optional; 

• No periodic contributions to the Trust Fund through licensing; only through one-time 
registration, thereby likely limiting the funds available for use; 

• Not consistent with the ORV Coalition’s common goal statement; 
• No regular opportunity through licensing to communicate important safety or 

environmental impact information; and 
• Not consistent with UBCM endorsed resolutions (three between 1993 and 2002) that 

have consistently advocated the licensing of ORVs (see Appendix B). 
 
Option 2: One-time registration with multi-year vehicle licensing (e.g. 2, 3 or 5-year 
license).  
 
Implications: 
• Relatively more costly to riders than option 1 (no licensing requirement); 
• Registration requirements are periodically enforced through licensing; providing an 

opportunity to replace worn plates or decals to help ensure visibility;  
• Establishes a disconnect with liability insurance coverage which is usually acquired 

annually; 
• Makes it easier for riders to forget when licensing is required; 
• Provides some opportunity to communicate important safety or environmental impact 

information at the time of licensing;   
• Provides some opportunity to carry out enforcement against owners with known legal 

infractions; and 
• More funds would likely be directed to the Trust Fund than with option 1 (no 

licensing requirement), but fewer funds than with option 3 (annual licensing).   
 
Options 3: One-time registration with annual vehicle licensing.   
 
Implications: 
• Likely more costly to riders than either option 1 or 2; 
• Registration requirements would be easiest to enforce since there would be annual 

checks through licensing, and worn plates or decals could be replaced annually to 
help ensure visible identification on machines; 

• Easiest option to coordinate with the purchase of liability insurance;  
• Annual contributions to the Trust Fund through licensing would help ensure regular 

funding, and would likely result in the greatest availability of funds to support 
programs; 

• Provides the best opportunity (relative to Options 1 and 2) to communicate important 
safety or environmental impact information at the time of licensing; and 

• This is generally the preferred option, based on stakeholder feedback. 
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Who should licensing requirements apply to? 
The requirement for licensing motor vehicles under the Motor Vehicle Act does not apply 
to autos or trucks used exclusively on private land.  Although very few ORVs are likely 
used exclusively on private land, stakeholder feedback acknowledged that similar 
exemption provisions might be needed. 
 
Although likely relatively few ORVs are used exclusively for work on Crown land 
tenures, where no recreational use is involved, this may be the case for some ranchers and 
other commercial or industrial users.  First Nations utilise ORVs for subsistence use in 
their asserted traditional territories.  As discussed, stakeholder feedback supported 
registration for all ORVs so that the owner of the vehicle can be recorded and the vehicle 
can be identified, but stakeholders also recognize there may need to be either exemptions 
or special licensing provisions for non-recreational uses of ORVs.   
 
A special license may be required to reduce license fees for non-recreational users (e.g., 
by not having to contribute to the Trust Fund).  A special license might also be useful to 
distinguish between recreational ORVs that currently are required to use regular gasoline 
(see section 3.1.2), and the many non-recreational ORV users who may use lower cost 
coloured (purple) gas that is exempt from highway gas taxes.   
 
 What are the key attributes of an effective registration and licensing system? 
The following key attributes were identified during the course of stakeholder interviews: 
• Affordable for riders:  the cost of licensing should be no more than about $40-50 per 

year per vehicle –which would be within the cost range of most other jurisdictions; 
• Efficient and cost/revenue neutral system to administer:  the system should be 

designed to cost about $15 to $25 to pay for administration (thereby leaving about 
$25 per year for the Trust Fund);  

• Simple for riders:  the best solution for obtaining registration and licensing would be 
at the dealership where the vehicle is purchased, or, in the case of a private sale, at 
readily available locations; 

• Compatible with enforcement:  consisting of a computer-based data system readily 
available to enforcement officials;  

• Appropriate for working ORV users:  to ensure that their interests are addressed; 
• Safe, secure and confidential data system: that protects privacy with no general 

public or private access yet allows limited access for legitimate purposes as 
determined by an appropriate body in charge of the registration and licensing system.  

 
 Who should administer such a registration and licensing system? 
Other jurisdictions: The registrar of motor vehicles is generally responsible for the 
registration and licensing of ORVs in most other jurisdictions. Alberta recently tendered 
the administration of the annual registration (licensing) of off-highway vehicles and the 
system is now being delivered by the private sector. 
 
Current situation in BC: There is no requirement for off-highway registration and 
licensing of ORVs (except for one-time registration of snowmobiles) and therefore 
essentially no administration is in place.  Any authorized on-highway use of 
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snowmobiles, such as crossing, requires registration, licensing and insurance through 
ICBC.  ICBC currently has no mandate for off-highway registration and licensing of 
recreational ORVs.  Under the Motor Vehicle Act there is restricted registration/licensing 
for industrial and agricultural ORV crossing of highway or use of highway rights-of-way. 
 
All of the options below require legislative and/or regulatory authorization, and would 
need legislation or regulation to establish accountability and responsibility. 
 
Option 1: Private model.  One scenario is to legally authorize and specify the attributes of 
an effective registration and licensing system (see above) and to tender the administrative 
component through competitive bid.  Private insurance providers, provincial motorized 
recreation organizations (such as BCSF and ATV BC), ORV dealers, and others may 
wish to individually or collectively submit a bid to administer the system.   
 
One example is the cattle identification system (Canadian Cattle Identification Agency 
(CCIA) www.canadaid.com); a ranching industry initiated and run system that has 
worked well for cattlemen.  Identification tags cost about $3.50 per piece and registration 
numbers are kept track of through a computerized data system.  This cost goes to tag 
manufacturers with a percentage going to administration; the cost however is not 
reflective of total administrative costs involved in setting up the system.  Government has 
fully accepted the system through the Canadian Federal Inspection Agency.  See 
Appendix A for further details. 
 
Implications: 
• An unproven new system would be created but could build on similar private models 

that have worked well in BC and in other jurisdictions; 
• Registration and licensing fees would go to a non-government entity and some ORV 

owners may resent that; particular care would be needed in designing the system for it 
to be supported by working (non-recreational) ORV users; 

• A competitively based approach could help reduce costs to riders; 
• If provincial motorized recreation organizations such as BCSF and ATV BC were 

involved there would be an incentive to keep administrative costs down in order to 
reduce costs to the riders they represent and to make more funds available to the Trust 
Fund.  Provincial organizations might also be more responsive to continually 
improving the system given regular contact with local clubs; 

• If provincial motorized recreation organizations were involved, there could be 
incentives or enhanced opportunities to have riders join clubs as part of the licensing 
package – thereby increasing membership and access to safety and education 
information;  

• If private insurance providers were involved, there could be an incentive to keep 
registration and licensing administration costs down given the opportunities to sell 
liability insurance; 

• Special efforts would be required to ensure security of the system and responsiveness 
to the needs of enforcement officials; 

• Government responsibility for any negative aspects of the system would likely be 
less, since the intent would be for a rider-based private system; and 
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• Stakeholder feedback suggests some support, and some potential concerns with this 
model, particularly around privacy issues. 

 
Option 2: Public/private model. Under this option, there may be greater government 
involvement in the design, implementation and oversight of the system.  For example, 
one scenario is to have a private entity manage the system (such as outlined in option 1) 
but using a public data system to help ensure security and ready access to enforcement 
officials.  This might involve a partnership between a private entity and an agency 
already involved in registration and licensing (such as ICBC, MOE with respect to 
hunting and fishing licenses, or use of Government Agents).  Government Agents deliver 
hunting and fishing licenses for MOE, and campground passes for forest recreation sites, 
by tendering this service with private sector partners (vendors); they are familiar with 
handling a variety of licensing systems tailored to the needs of the client. 
 
Another example of a public/private model is the new Motor Dealer Council with 
responsibilities for registering and licensing all motor dealers in BC including ORV 
dealers.  They could play an important role in helping to ensure ORV registration and 
licensing is delivered efficiently and effectively for the purchasers of new or used ORVs. 
 
Implications: 
• An new system would be created, but would build on an existing government 

registration and licensing data system approaches (such as those delivered by 
Government Agents); 

• Registration and licensing administrative fees would go to both the non-government 
entity and government to pay the costs of system borne by both parties, requiring 
some decision-making or tendering process to determine allocations;  

• Government agencies like ICBC may not want to be involved; 
• Government Agent’s may want to be involved and have a track record of delivery; 
• The system could be substantially more expensive to run if the public data system has 

security and access features that are costly to operate (see Option 3) thereby affecting 
both overall costs to riders and funds available to the Trust Fund; 

• The data system may be more secure and responsive to enforcement officials relative 
to option 1; and 

• Government could be considered responsible for negative aspects of the system that 
may or may not materialize given government involvement and oversight. 

 
Option 3: Public model.  Under this model an existing government agency such as ICBC 
would likely design and operate the system.  Such a program, however, is outside of 
ICBC’s existing mandate.  If ICBC’s mandate were to expand, they estimate the start-up 
costs of a registry alone to their standards would be between $2 to $5 million.  Based on 
an estimated 150 000 ORVs, that would mean rider costs of about $15 to $35 just to get 
the system in place.  ICBC estimates that its costs to administer the system would be 
roughly $50 to $100 annually per vehicle, as they are required to operate new systems on 
a cost recovery basis under the BC Utilities Commission.  
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The Ministry of Environment (MOE) is responsible for hunting and fishing licensing in 
the province, and is therefore familiar with administering a licensing system.  However, 
in the past, MOE has expressed no interest in being involved in the registration and 
licensing of ORVs.  Government moved their previous responsibility for the Motor 
Vehicle (All Terrain) Act to another agency and it now rests with the Ministry of 
Tourism, Sports and the Arts.   
 
The new Ministry of Tourism, Sports and the Arts has consolidated many public and 
commercial recreation and tourism functions that had previously resided in several 
different resource agencies.  The new ministry could be mandated by government to 
assume responsibility for administration of a new registration and licensing system for 
ORVs. 
 
Implications: 
• Based on feedback received many (but not all) stakeholders would prefer a public 

model, particularly administered by ICBC, given that it is a secure, stable entity with 
a proven track record (i.e., the suggestion being that government should change 
ICBC’s mandate to require them to deal with the registration and licensing of ORVs); 
however, this feedback may have been provided without knowledge of ICBC cost 
estimates; 

• No government agency has expressed an interest in managing the system; in fact most 
are strongly opposed, like ICBC, to being involved; 

• Licensing costs based on current ICBC estimates would be cost-prohibitive with 
respect to rider acceptance (based on stakeholder feedback on what riders appear to 
be willing-to-pay);  

• Given the much higher projected administrative costs there would be little (if any) 
surplus funding available to support a Trust Fund – a key component of the 
Coalition’s Common Goal Statement; however, this shortfall could possibly be 
augmented through the highway gas tax paid by ORV riders (see section 3.1.2); 

• An alternative to ICBC is to have MOE take responsibility for registration and 
licensing (despite their unwillingness in the past) given their experience in licensing 
hunting and fishing, the enforcement role of Conservation Officers, and concerns 
about damage to the environment; 

• Another alternative is to have the new Ministry of Tourism, Sports and the Arts 
administer registration and licensing since they are now responsible for the off-road 
vehicle legislation and since the ministry was formed, in part, to consolidate public 
and commercial recreation and tourism functions; 

• Government would likely be held responsible for any negative aspects of the system, 
if any materialized, given its substantial involvement. 

 
2.3 Trust Fund 
 
The ORV Coalition’s common goal statement includes: 
 
• We agree that some of the general revenue collected by the government (or their 

representatives) as part of the licensing of off-road vehicles be dedicated to a Trust 
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Fund managed by a government ministry or by a representative body, supported by 
an appointed advisory board.  This fund will be available for off-road vehicle 
recreation groups in proportion to their revenues generated to this fund.  The funds 
will be used for education and safety programs, trail development including 
maintenance and enhancement, enforcement, and conservation and stewardship.  
Trail development will involve consultation with all local stakeholders.   

 
This statement advocates collecting some of the revenue from ORVs licenses and 
directing it to a dedicated Trust Fund.  For example, if the license fee were $50 per 
vehicle and it cost $25 per vehicle to administer the registration and licensing system, 
then the remaining $25 collected from ORV riders would go to the Trust Fund.  A 
“dedicated” Trust Fund implies that government cannot access the funds as a source of 
general revenue.  Ensuring that the Trust Fund is “dedicated” would likely require that it 
be established through legislation.  The Coalition’s Statement also refers to an advisory 
board, proportional disbursement of the funds, the purposes of the fund in five program 
areas, and the requirement that trail development involve consultation with all local 
stakeholders (also see 3.1.3 on trail approval).  A Trust Fund paid by the riders through 
licensing is consistent with a “user-pay” approach in that non-riders are not required to 
contribute though the use of general revenues.  The only sector required to pay into to the 
Trust Fund would be ORV riders. 
 
Other jurisdictions: New Brunswick recently completed a comprehensive review of ORV 
management and introduced a Trust Fund with advisory board when updating ORV 
legislation in 2003.  A Nova Scotia task force is also recommending a Trust Fund with 
executive committee (see Appendix A case studies).  The 2000 inter-jurisdictional 
snowmobile review noted that Quebec returns most of the funds collected due to annual 
licensing to support snowmobile management, and that nearly all surveyed US states use 
annual licensing as a key approach to generating revenues to support the development 
and management of snowmobile trails and use.   
 
Current situation in BC:  No Trust Fund or other special revenue stream exists to support 
ORV management in BC.  Agency Service Plans seldom refer to ORVs and very little 
program funding is directed at ORV management.   
 
Implications: 
• There is no legislated requirement for riders to contribute to a dedicated “user-pay” 

fund to help ensure at least some ability to manage ORV recreation; 
• This is less costly to riders, since license fees would likely only reflect the cost of 

administration; and 
• Unless an alternative funding source could be secured (e.g., gas tax – see 3.1.2), the 

ability to appropriately manage the benefits and impacts of ORV recreation use would 
continue to be severely constrained. 

 
 Who would administer the Trust Fund? 
There are many examples of successfully managed and widely supported Trust Funds in 
BC, including the Habitat Conservation Trust Fund.  Government has recently provided 
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some clear direction with respect to setting-up and administering trust funds, which will 
need to be taken into account; for example adherence to Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principles (GAAP). 
 
A Trustee (e.g. accountants in a banking institute) could administer the Trust Fund in 
accordance with the conditions of the Trust, which may include taking direction or advice 
from an appointed Trust Fund Board (i.e. the advisory board).  Use of the funds would 
need to be consistent with rules established for the trust (see further below regarding rules 
for trust).  
 
Option 1: ORV riders manage the Trust fund without involvement by non-riders.  One 
scenario under this option is for the board, or at least voting members, to consist either 
exclusively or dominantly of representatives of the three ORV riding interests, similar to 
the New Brunswick model (see Appendix A).  Funds would be disbursed to the three 
provincial riding organizations (i.e. BC Snowmobile Federation, ATV BC, and one for 
off-road motorcyclists) that would in turn disburse the funds to local clubs for projects 
under the five program areas. 
 
Implications: 
• ORV riders would be the sole mandatory source of funding for the Trust through a 

portion of their license fees; consequently feedback from ORV riding interests on the 
Coalition is that they should manage the funds; 

• Provincial riding associations such as BCSF and ATV BC have worked with local 
clubs to develop methods of disbursement of funds to local clubs in order to help 
ensure that the system is equitable and fair; and have assured other stakeholders that 
the programs set up by the Trust would be implemented (as agreed to in the Common 
Goal Statement); 

• ORV riders, however, can impact the interests of non-riders such as ranchers, 
conservationists and non-motorized recreation users and therefore there is concern by 
non-riding interests that addressing these effects would not be properly funded under 
this option.  There is also concern by some stakeholders that this option would not 
adequately address impacts to the environment. 

 
Option 2: The Trust fund is managed by both ORV riders and non-riders.  One scenario 
under this option is for the advisory board to consist of voting members from both ORV 
riders and non-riders, similar to recommendations made by a Nova Scotia task force (see 
Appendix A).  Most funds would be proportionally allocated by the advisory board to the 
three ORV provincial riding organizations for disbursement (as in Option 1) but under 
conditions that could be established by a more broadly based advisory board (i.e. that 
might augment the general rules for use of the trust fund). Some strategic funds for 
provincial projects (e.g. Invasive Plant Council, education projects, etc., where 
economies of scale dictate a broader approach is a more efficient use of funds) would be 
approved by the advisory board. 
 
Implications: 
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• This option would provide non-riding interests more involvement in the management 
of the Trust Fund; 

• ORV riding associations feel that riders would not support this option if funding 
decisions, based on funds contributed by riders, are made or substantially influenced 
by non-riding interests; this could jeopardize overall support for registration and 
licensing; 

• Substantial funds would likely still be made available to provincial riding associations 
such as BCSF and ATV BC but the trust board could place conditions on 
disbursements to local clubs to help ensure non-riding interests and concerns are 
addressed; these conditions would be in addition to the general rules of the trust (see 
below). 

 
Option 3: The trust fund is managed by riders with non-rider representation.  One 
scenario under this option is for the majority of funds (e.g. 90+%) to be allocated 
proportionately to the provincial ORV riding organizations, that would disburse the funds 
to local clubs consistent with the rules set out in the Trust (for example, see below) for 
local level projects.  Some funds (e.g. less than 10%) would be committed to strategic 
and provincial projects that would benefit all riders as well as non-riders as agreed to by 
the trust fund board. For example, in addition to enforcement needs in support of local 
level projects, there might be efficiencies in supporting enforcement programs at the 
strategic level.  The majority of voting members on the trust board would be riding 
interests, with representation by non-riding interests. To help ensure constructive (rather 
than obstructive) board deliberations, appointed board members would need to 
demonstrate an ability to work collaboratively with diverse interests. 
 
Implications: 
• ORV riding interests would control funding decisions but would be influenced by 

non-riders represented on the trust board; 
• Opportunities for cooperative projects would likely be enhanced given involvement 

by non-riding interests; 
• There would be less likelihood, relative to option 1, that non-riders would criticize the 

Trust Fund; and 
• ORV riding organizations would still be able to assure riders and local clubs that they 

are in control of all spending decisions; with less likelihood relative to option 2 that 
riders would criticize the fund (and licensing requirements that contribute to the 
fund). 

 
  What kind of rules should govern the Trust Fund? 
The following are some examples of rules or principles that could govern the trust and 
could be established in legislation or policy. 
• Dedicated funds: legislative protection of the funds would be needed to prevent 

government from using the funds for general revenue; this was achieved in New 
Brunswick for its ORV trust fund and there are precedents in BC, for example, with 
the Habitat Conservation Trust Fund (see Appendix A); 

• Use in five program areas: safety, enforcement, education, trail development, 
including maintenance and enhancement, and conservation and stewardship (as 
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agreed to in Common Goal Statement) could be used to establish the purposes of the 
Trust Fund.  This was done in New Brunswick and is set out in the Habitat 
Conservation Trust Fund.  There may be a rule that each program area receive some 
funding, or perhaps a minimum target amount could be established, to help ensure 
balanced delivery of all program areas.  There would need to be some flexibility to 
respond to priorities from year to year (e.g., enforcement may be key at the beginning 
to help ensure compliance with registration and licensing);  

• Trail development, including maintenance and enhancement:  to show consistency 
with Common Goal Statement (i.e. Trail development will involve consultation with 
all local stakeholders), a rule may be required that states that projects will only be 
funded if the local club (proponent) demonstrates they have conducted local 
consultations and have addressed any concerns that may have been raised.  This rule 
may need to also augment or replicate existing trail consultation and approval 
decision-making procedures in government (see section 3.1.3) to ensure potentially 
affected parties are contacted and involved; 

• Mitigation:  trail projects must include reasonable costs to mitigate impacts of ORV 
trails on other users; 

• Proportional distribution of funds to ORV rider groups (i.e. snowmobile, ATVs, dirt 
bikes) based on revenues generated – there may be a rule for the Trustee to ensure 
that funds (other than those retained for any provincial or strategic projects) are 
automatically and periodically disbursed to the three respective provincial riding 
organizations; 

• Partnership projects and in-kind contributions: to help ensure the Trust Fund in fact 
provides “seed” funding for projects, a rule may be needed that states that projects 
will only be approved where other funding sources are involved and/or there is in-
kind contributions (e.g. voluntary labour by club members, involvement by 
landowner or tenure holder).  For example, a local rancher who is willing to support a 
local club project related to noxious weed control.  A minimum percentage 
contribution from other sources could be established.  This could apply to both local 
and provincial or strategic projects.  This type of rule would not only help stretch 
Trust Fund dollars but would also encourage the formation of partnership projects; 

• Paying for completed projects: a “credit” may be given to some approved local 
projects where the actual disbursement of funds occurs after the project is completed.  
Some larger projects, however, may need some start-up funding prior to project 
completion; 

• Audits:  the Trustee could audit expenditures by the trust board and the three 
provincial riding organizations; the trust board could be given authority to audit 
spending decisions of provincial riding organizations; and provincial riding 
organizations may wish to audit expenditures by local clubs; 

• Penalties:  there should be consequences if audits determine that the funds are being 
improperly used; and, 

• Donations:  the Trust could be established to allow for donations, including charitable 
donations, to be made and directed at specific program areas (e.g., ORV safety to help 
prevent accidents).  For example, New Brunswick has very specific rules in its 
legislation stipulating how donated funds may be directed and that such direction 
must be adhered to.  One potentially huge source of donations is government; for 
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example, the provincial government recently made a $6.5 million donation to the 
Habitat Conservation Trust Fund which more than doubled it’s normal yearly budget 
of about $5.5 million (see Appendix A).  
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3.0 Management Issues 
 
Legislative change is needed to address the registration and licensing of ORVs and to 
establish a dedicated Trust Fund.  ORV legislation will invariably need to address 
management issues.  On the one hand, addressing management issues should not detract 
from the core task of the ORV Coalition regarding registration and licensing, and the 
Trust Fund.  On the other hand, to the extent that the ORV Coalition (considering the 
feedback from other interest groups, individuals and agency staff) can develop 
recommendations on management issues that may require legislative attention, this could 
assist government when drafting legislation.  Key management issues may also need to 
be addressed to help ensure that the 5 program areas supported by the Trust Fund are 
appropriately and effectively funded.  The management issues described below are 
therefore linked to the 5 program areas under the proposed Trust Fund. 
 
Several management issues are described and discussed where no options are provided.  
The reason for this is to avoid providing too many options for too many issues that could 
dilute and divert the core focus of the ORV Coalition regarding the registration and 
licensing of ORVs.  However, both riders and non-riders may consider some 
management issues, such as highway use and conservation, as so integral to a successful 
ORV strategy, that it is likely imperative that they be addressed by the Coalition.  
Options are provided for these issues. 
 
One key management issue that has been deliberately omitted from this report is access 
management. The MSRM was undertaking a project that reviewed the issue concurrent 
with the ORV Coalition’s work, and this file has likely migrated to the new Ministry of 
Tourism, Sports and the Arts.  The project intends to develop recommendations about 
access management at the same time that the ORV Coalition’s recommendations are 
presented to government for decision.  This approach should help ensure coordinated 
decision making by government on important and inter-linked management issues.   
 
3.1 Trail development 
 
ORV trails include snowmobile trails, ATV trails, trails for dirt bikers and other ORV 
users.  The trails may be designed for one type of ORV only (e.g., snowmobile use in 
winter only) or may be designed for more than one type of ORV (e.g. signed trails used 
both summer and winter).  ORV trails are generally developed using existing resource 
roads (including wilderness roads or deactivated roads where there is minimal conflict 
with industrial users) or other linear disturbances (such as authorized use of hydro rights-
of-way).  In many locations, relatively short lengths of new trail may suffice to link 
existing roads or disturbances so that a trail network could be created.   
 
The vision of the BC Snowmobile Federation (BCSF) and ATV BC is to develop a 
network of long-distance snowmobile and ATV trails that link communities thereby 
providing a marketable tourism product.  In that way, riders can undertake multi-day trail 
rides and yet still travel relatively lightly by using overnight accommodations and dining 
facilities at communities that are linked by trail networks.  Similar trail systems exist in 
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most jurisdictions in North America.  Although most dirt bikers prefer short trails, some 
riders also want the opportunity to go on long-distance rides. 
 
The BCSF and ATV BC believe that many of the current problems associated with off-
trail ORV use in BC are related to the lack of developed trail networks to address the 
demand for riding.  They see the Trust Fund, along with a trail pass for snowmobile 
trails, as key sources of funds contributed by the riders themselves to help enhance, 
maintain, and develop year-round, multi-use trail systems wherever possible. 
 
At the same time, non-riders, including non-motorized recreationists and 
conservationists, have concerns that increased funds to develop ORV trails could affect 
their interests.  For example, the construction of a key bridge could completely change 
historic user expectations and increase environmental impacts by opening up large new 
areas of backcountry for motorized use that were traditionally available only to non-
motorized users or featured sensitive natural values.   
 
To address this concern, the ORV Coalition has agreed (in its Common Goal Statement) 
to a requirement that trail construction involve consultation with all local stakeholders. 
Rules in the Trust Fund (see 2.3 above) can be established to ensure appropriate 
consultation takes place and that impacts are mitigated.  Consultation can include direct 
communication with affected parties such as landowners, tenure holders and First 
Nations, and a record of how concerns were addressed. 
 

3.1.1 Highway use 
Long-distance ORV trails invariably cross public roads (or highways).  Public roads can 
range from single lane gravel or paved roads with very little traffic in remote rural areas 
to multi-lane highways.  If there is no realistic ability to cross or use public roads, they 
in-effect represent barriers to an ORV trail system.  Virtually all jurisdictions in North 
America allow for some highway use such as crossings as part of designated ORV trail 
systems.  The ability of BCSF, ATV BC and local clubs to access portions of the Trust 
Fund for long-distance trails is of paramount interest to many riders.  Existing legislative 
barriers to crossing or using small portions of public roads (highways) in BC need to be 
overcome for the trail development portion of the Trust Fund to be effectively used for 
long-distance trails. 
 
Agricultural ORV vehicles for non-recreational use are not addressed in this section.  
Farmers and ranchers already have legal limited use of public roads and right of ways 
specific to their operations.  Reference to ORVs in the discussion below is restricted to 
recreational ORV use only. 
 
“Highways” under provincial legislation refer to the entire public road right-of-way, 
including the developed road surface, shoulder, ditch and the relatively undeveloped area 
parallel to the road (e.g. from the ditch to fence line) as well as any parking areas.  
Therefore incidental use by ORVs may include one or more of the following: 
• Crossings: where the roadway is crossed at right angles when it is safe to do so; 
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• Parallel use off roadway: on the right-of-way but off the roadway (e.g., along the 
ditch or undeveloped area along the fence line, or on the shoulder, if necessary, to 
access offset trail heads where the ditch or undeveloped area is inaccessible); 

• Roadway or bridge use:  where this is a pinch–point in the trail system (e.g. to cross a 
river or stream); 

• Use of parking areas:  to load or unload ORVs at key access points such as trail 
heads; and 

• Use of unploughed (unused) public roads: in the case of snowmobiles for some public 
roads that are not maintained in the winter. 

 
Other jurisdictions:  Other provinces reviewed in the case studies (Appendix A) allow for 
the crossing of roads by ORVs under specified conditions (e.g. coming to complete stop, 
ensuring any passengers disembark, ensuring a clear and adequate line of sight in both 
directions, yielding to on-coming traffic, and crossing in the shortest distance possible 
such as at right angles to the roadway).  Most provinces also allow for some ROW use 
such as ditches and shoulders under specified conditions and/or as part of a designated 
trail system.  As part of a Red Tape Reduction Act, Ontario has significantly increased 
ORV use of highways in 2003 in order to provide for trails and their associated economic 
benefits.  The 2000 inter-jurisdictional review of snowmobiles provides an in-depth 
analysis of snowmobile use of highways in Canada and in the United States (see 
attachment 1 for a summary of this review in Canada). 
 
Current situation in BC: BC has by far the most restrictive rules related to ORV use of 
highways compared to any other jurisdiction reviewed in North America.  For example:  
• Any incidental recreational use of any portion of a public road right-of-way by ATVs 

or dirt bikes is illegal in BC; 
• Incidental recreational use of any portion of a public road right-of-way by 

snowmobiles requires registration and licensing under the Motor Vehicle Act, 
insurance from ICBC, and an RCMP operating permit for each portion of the road 
right-of-way to be used for each individual rider from every applicable local RCMP 
detachment office; and 

• BC is only Canadian jurisdiction where each individual snowmobile operator must 
obtain a permit for use.  For all other provinces, the activity of ORV use of highways 
is permitted under specified use conditions (rules) – rather than to individual riders. 

 
In BC (as in many other jurisdictions), municipalities can authorize snowmobile use of 
local highways within their municipal boundary; municipalities of 100 Mile House and 
Wells, for example allow snowmobiles to use local highways to access community 
services (such as accommodation, food and gas).  Rural communities that are not 
municipalities however do not have that authority. 
 
Implications: 
• Incidental recreational use of highways, such as crossings, as part of a trail system is 

not possible under existing legislation; 
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• All other Canadian jurisdictions have provisions for highway use by snowmobiles, 
and this is likely the case also for ATVs and dirt bikes based on the case study 
reviews; 

• Virtually all riders, and likely thousands everyday, cross or use public roads illegally 
throughout the province as an incidental part of their recreation (e.g., to access trails); 
it may be safer to manage this use rather than continue to ignore it;  

• Riders do not have access to even optional liability insurance in the absence of legal 
provisions for highway use; and 

• Existing legislative barriers to highway use will likely result in continued and 
growing off-trail impacts by resident and non-resident ORV riders who are not able to 
access and use well-marked long-distance trails. 

 
Option 1: Highway use when safe to do so.  Allow riders with a driver’s license to cross 
roadways, or use portions of the right-of-way that are off the roadway, where the rider 
feels it is safe to do so – except where specifically restricted (e.g. major highways).  Road 
crossings would require, in law, rules that govern use (e.g. that riders come to a complete 
stop prior to crossing the road at a right angle and yield to traffic).  Use of bridge or 
roadway would only be allowed where it is designated safe for that use as part of a trail 
system. 
 
Implications: 
• Would result in BC providing standards for the use of public roads similar to several 

Canadian jurisdictions such as Ontario and New Brunswick;  
• Would treat ORV riders like other highway right-of-way users such as bicyclists, 

horse back riders and hikers/walkers (e.g. who cross highways as part of the Trans-
Canada Trail system); 

• Reduces the need for government authorization which can drain limited agency 
resources (e.g. RCMP having to issue operating permits to snowmobile riders) and 
can be cumbersome for riders; 

• Places the responsibility on the part of the rider to determine when it is safe to cross 
the public road, rather than on a particular level of government;  

• Provides the most conducive option in support of a network of long-distance trails; 
• Legalizes the thousands of highway crossings that likely occur each day in BC; and, 
• Allows for the purchase of liability insurance. 
 
Option 2: Highway use only at designated areas.  Allow riders to cross or use highways 
where it is part of a designated trail system (without having to obtain an RCMP operating 
permit).  This would still require authorization from municipalities, as is presently the 
case, within municipal boundaries.  Consider giving the authorization in rural 
communities that are not municipalities to local government such as regional districts – to 
better enable access to community services (such as accommodation, food and gas) and 
to help partner in a regional trail network system.  Ministry of Transportation would 
authorize use in other locations.  Any other highway use would require a RCMP 
operating permit, as is currently the case for snowmobiles. 
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Implications: 
• Would still provide for more restrictive use of highways than allowed in most other 

Canadian jurisdictions (see attachment 1); 
• Restricts ORV riders use of highway right-of-ways, such as for crossings, to areas 

where authorizations has been provided; 
• Helps ensure local landowners or tenure holders have input into highway use adjacent 

to their operations as this would part of the consultation process associated with trails; 
• Shifts government responsibility from a reactive approach of issuing operating 

permits, to a proactive approach of determining areas that are reasonably safe to use 
as part of a trail system; 

• Provides a viable opportunity for a long-distance trail network that links communities 
with associated economic benefits to rural areas and reductions in off-trail impacts; 

• Directs highway crossings to areas deemed to be safe which should reduce the 
number of illegal crossings that may occur in less safe locations; this should improve 
highway safety; and 

• Allows for liability insurance coverage to be purchased for use in the event of an 
accident.  

 
3.1.2 Gas tax 

Identifying, designating, clearly marking, and maintaining safe highway crossings and 
rights-of-way use represents a potential cost that may exceed the capability of the Trust 
Fund.  Yet funds are needed if the vision to provide for long-distance trails that link 
communities, and associated economic benefits to rural communities (and reductions in 
off-trail impacts) are to be realized.  One potential source of funding that could augment 
the Trust Fund is the provincial highway gas tax paid by ORV riders. 
 
As previously mentioned, based on an Alberta economic analysis, ORV recreation in BC 
likely contributes over $270 million in taxation revenues per year in support of all three 
levels of government (local, provincial and federal).  Of this about $14 million per year is 
estimated to be attributable to provincial gas taxes paid by ORV riders based on their use 
of their ORVs alone (i.e. not the use of their motor vehicles and trailers that may be used 
to transport ORVs for trips).  The $14 million is based on the following estimates: 
 

ORVs Snowmobiles ATVs Dirt bikes Total 
# machines 70 000* 40 000* 50 000 160 000 
#trip-days/year 25 days 30 days** 30 days 25-30 days 
Fuel use/trip-day 33 litres 25 litres 8 litres 8 – 33 litres 
Total Fuel/year 58 Million litres 30 Million litres 10 Million litres 98 Million litres 
Gas tax (14.5 
cents/litre)/year 

$8.4 Million $4.4 Million  $1.5 Million $14 Million  
per year 

Ave per rider/yr $120 $110 $30 $90 
*Note: Environment Canada estimates 733 000 snowmobiles and 433 000 ATVs in 2000; the BC estimate in the table may be 
conservative as it represents less than 10% of machines yet BC has 13% of Canada’s population. 
** based on a survey conducted by ATV BC 
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Other jurisdictions:  Rutherford (2001) found that gas tax revenues fund both the 
California and Oregon ORV programs and suspects these revenues fund off-road 
programs in other states as well. 
 
Current situation in BC: Recreational ORV riders currently pay an estimated $14 million 
in highway gas taxes per year.  Unlike most non-recreational ORV riders, recreational 
riders do not have access to coloured (purple) gas that is exempt of this tax.  Yet despite 
paying an average of about $90 per year per ORV in highway gas taxes, virtually none of 
this goes back to the sport or the rider.  
 
Option 1: Allow riders to use coloured gas.  Allow recreational ORV riders who are 
currently prohibited from using highways to access coloured gas, since their contribution 
to the highway gas tax currently provides no direct benefits to the rider or the sport.   
 
Implications: 
• Recreational ORV riders would then be treated the same as most non-recreational 

ORV riders, boaters and other users who can use coloured gas; 
• Would represent the loss of an estimated $14 million in taxes to government; and 
• Savings that accrued to ORV riders would help offset the additional costs in 

registration, licensing (including the Trust Fund), and any requirements for liability 
insurance.  Riders would likely be supportive of the entire “legislative” package.  

 
Option 2: Use a portion of gas taxes for ORV programs.  Use some or all of the highway 
gas tax paid by ORV riders for ORV programs. They could be highway-related; for 
example, to help develop and maintain safe highway crossings and right-of-way use areas 
that are part of a designated trail system. 
 
Implications: 
• ORV riders would more likely accept continued payment of the highway gas tax 

knowing that it will provide for ORV programs and at least some limited highway use 
as part of a trail system; and 

• The gas tax funds used for ORV programs (such as highway crossings) would relieve 
the Trust Fund of a major funding pressure thereby enabling the Trust Fund to be 
used for other program areas. 

 
3.1.3 Trail approval 

The main legislative tools used to approve ORV trails in BC are provided in the Forest 
and Range Practices Act (FRPA) and supporting regulations; these provisions having 
been carried forward from the Forest Practices Code.  Trail approval involves referral to 
local stakeholders and consultation with First Nations.   
 
Some stakeholders expressed concern that the approval process can be slow (in part due 
to limited resources in MOF for recreation managemetn), and some concerns were 
expressed that potential effects of ORV trails on local stakeholders are not always 
adequately addressed.  Notwithstanding these concerns, the stakeholder feedback for the 
most part was that the trail approval process is appropriate and that the 
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authorization/designation tools are in place so there is no need to change them.  What is 
missing, from the perspective of most stakeholders, is a strategic approach to planning 
and developing new trails in a coordinated fashion with input from all parties affected. 
 

3.1.4 Trail pass and fees 
The BCSF and local snowmobile clubs require a secure source of funding to maintain 
snowmobile trails because of the need to periodically groom trails.  Consequently, BCSF 
has developed a provincial trail pass.  BCSF has worked with local clubs and MOF to 
apply the trail pass, and trail user fees, to individual trails. Most local clubs recognize the 
provincial trail pass for their locally maintained trails, but not all do. The BCSF would 
prefer legislative recognition of the trail pass as established in several other jurisdictions.  
Trail passes and trail user fees help pay for trail maintenance including trail grooming.  
To the extent that these fees can be collected, there would be less funding pressure on the 
Trust Fund for these types of activities, and proportionally more of the Fund would be 
available for other program areas.   
 
ATV BC and dirt bikers have not yet developed and maintained trails to the same extent 
as the BCSF. As a consequence, there are relatively few ATV and dirt bike trails that may 
require trail user fees, and at the present time, there may not be a need for a provincial 
trail pass system (particularly if some funding is provided for trail development, 
maintenance, and enhancement from the trust fund).  Trail pass fees may, however, be 
needed to help pay for the construction and maintenance of these trails in the future.   
 
Other jurisdictions:  In 2000, an inter-jurisdictional review noted that all provinces have a 
snowmobile trail pass system with 4 provinces being mandatory (see New Brunswick and 
Ontario case studies in Appendix A) and 6 being voluntary (e.g. Alberta and BC).  
Review of legislation in the case studies did not reveal any mandatory provincial ATV 
trail pass system.  Although Ontario’s ATV trail pass system is not recognized in 
legislation, it is mandatory component of trail use on private land (via agreements with 
landowners) that is a frequent component of trails in southern Ontario.  For more 
information on how trail pass systems work in other provinces, see the case studies in 
Appendix A. 
 
Current situation in BC:  Under the Forest and Range Practices Act (Forest Recreation 
Regulation), trail fees (including use of the snowmobile trail pass offered by BCSF) can 
be, and have been, locally determined by an MOF district manager for designated trails.    
 
Implications: 
• This flexibility may be sufficient to respond to the existing and evolving needs of 

provincial and local riding organizations; for example, any ATV BC or dirt bike trail 
permit or pass system can also be locally recognized without legislative change on a 
trail by trail basis;   

• However MOF district managers need to determine use of snowmobile trail passes on 
a case by case basis; this can result in inconsistent decisions with respect to use of the 
trail pass for designated trails. 
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Alternative option 2:  Legislative recognition to trail pass.  This could be enabled in 
legislation and provided in regulation – with the BCSF trail pass recognized initially and 
other trail permits or pass systems recognized later, as needed (by ATV BC or a 
provincial dirt bike organization).   
 
Implications: 

• This would ensure all prescribed trails managed by BCSF and affiliated local 
clubs are subject to the trail pass without the MOF district manager having to 
assess each trail individually; 

• This would give heightened recognition to the trail pass and likely result in 
increased purchases, thereby helping to pay for the management and grooming of 
trails; 

• This approach would be similar to that of many other Canadian and US 
jurisdictions such as New Brunswick and Ontario, as reviewed in the case studies 
(Appendix A); and  

• Some local clubs or associations might prefer not to be part of BCSF trail pass 
system; their concerns could be addressed by not identifying them as a prescribed 
trail; as trail pass system matured they might wish to join later. 

 
3.1.5 Forest Service roads 

ATVs have access to Forest Service roads (FSRs) provided riders have a driver’s license 
and liability insurance coverage.  Snowmobiles, however, only have access to 
unploughed FSRs unless they have a permit issued by the District Manager to use or 
cross a ploughed FSR.  This becomes an obstacle for snowmobile use of designated trails 
similar to the issue of highway use.  The BCSF position in Appendix 4 of the Interim 
Report is to allow snowmobile use of ploughed FSRs in designated areas that are deemed 
acceptable.  These issues can hopefully be addressed along with resolution of the 
highway use issues (e.g., need for RCMP operating permit) raised above in 3.1.1. 
 
 
3.2 Conservation and stewardship 
 

3.2.1 Environment 
Stakeholder feedback from riders and non-riders expressed concern that existing 
legislation is inadequate with respect to protecting environmental or rangeland values 
from ORV impacts, or preventing irresponsible impacts on other users.  Stakeholders 
cited examples where irresponsible riders had caused considerable damage, and even in 
spite of detailed information and evidence being provided to enforcement officials (in 
some cases enforcement officials were eye-witnesses), enforcement officials said there 
were no laws available for charging the irresponsible riders. One of the greatest 
frustrations for all of the stakeholders on the Coalition concerns the lack of enforceable 
laws so that irresponsible riders can be charged and held responsible for the damage and 
impacts they cause. 
 
Other jurisdictions: Ontario and Nova Scotia have some basic conservation and 
stewardship requirements specified in their respective ORV Acts augmented by 
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conservation features in other pieces of legislation.  New Brunswick and Alberta appear 
to address conservation and stewardship in other pieces of legislation – often area 
specific – rather than in ORV Acts.    
 
Current situation in BC: Existing legislation that might apply to ORV impacts is 
fragmented in several pieces of legislation (e.g. Forest and Range Practices Act, Land 
Act, Wildlife Act); however this legislation was not designed to address current levels and 
impacts associated with irresponsible ORV use.  Although the Motor Vehicle (All 
Terrain) Act does provide some basic conservation and stewardship requirements, the Act 
currently applies only to snowmobiles and not to ATVs or dirt bikes. 
 
Implications: 
• Current laws, fragmented in various pieces of legislation, are not being used to 

effectively protect the environment, rangelands, or other users from the impacts of 
irresponsible riders;  

• There is considerable confusion about the applicability of current laws with respect to 
ORV recreation by both the public and agency staff; and 

• The basic requirements in legislation need to apply to all ORVs.  
 
Option 1: Provide clearly stated infractions in one Act that governs ORV use (e.g. an Off-
Road Vehicle Act for BC).  Ensure that violations are tied to the Offences Act so that 
violation tickets can be issued - as opposed to the more cumbersome approach of taking 
violators to court.  For example, there could be a legal requirement that ATVs and dirt 
bikes stay on hardened surfaces (e.g. existing roads or linear disturbances) in sensitive 
ecosystems (e.g. grasslands, wetlands and alpine areas) unless authorization is provided 
to leave hardened surfaces (e.g. in designated play areas). 
 
Implications: 
• If offences related to damage to the environment and rangelands, and impacts on 

other users, are largely provided in one Act governing ORV use, they would be easier 
for riders, enforcement officials, and others (who may observe, record or report 
damage) to use and enforce; 

• This would in turn increase understanding through improved awareness and education 
on what the law requires and what constitutes unlawful actions; and 

• This would likely address current large gaps in provisions that protect the 
environment and rangelands, given existing fragmented legislation. 

 
Option 2: Revise existing legislation in several Acts to cover gaps in provisions that 
protect the environment or rangelands, or impacts on other users.  The current fragmented 
pieces of legislation would be upgraded. 
 
Implications: 
• Offences would be less clear given that they are tied to several pieces of existing 

legislation; 
• Current large gaps could be filled, but some gaps might still remain; and 
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• Considerable effort would be required to clearly communicate to riders, enforcement 
officials, and others how the many pieces of legislation apply to ORV use. 

 
3.2.2 Noise 

One of the more common complaints about ORV use is noise; this can disrupt not only 
other users such as non-motorized recreationists, but also may disturb wildlife and 
livestock.  To address the concern, manufacturers have generally improved the muffler 
system on ORVs to reduce noise.  These systems, however, may not be in good working 
order or may have been modified by some riders thereby increasing noise levels.  
 
Other jurisdictions: Based on case study review, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick require 
that ORV exhaust and muffler systems not be defective or modified in a manner that 
creates excessive noise.  The 2001 inter-jurisdictional review by Rutherford noted all 
provinces reviewed had some noise requirements in law except BC, Ontario and 
Saskatchewan.  Some states have decibel limits prescribed in law. 
 
Current situation in BC: There are no noise attenuation requirements for ORVs in 
legislation.  Unless a local requirement is in place, there is no ability to enforce against 
excessive noise. 
 
Option 1: Local authorities determine requirements.  Clearly delegate authority to control 
noise from ORVs to local government (i.e. municipalities and regional districts) or to an 
ORV trail manager (e.g., via trail rules) or both. 
 
Implications: 
• Local governments can decide where and what the standards should be; 
• However, there would be no general ability to enforce against excessive noise in 

absence of a local government decisions or trail rules.  
 
Option 2: Local authorities determine requirements with default provincial standard.  
Clearly delegate authority to control noise to local government or to an ORV trail 
manager but augment this with general requirement (where local standard is not in effect) 
that muffler and exhaust systems must be in good working order and not modified to 
create excessive noise and possibly also with a decibel limit specified.   
 
Implications:  
• Each local government could still decide for themselves where and what the standards 

should be (and they could specify areas where modified systems may be appropriate);  
• However, in the absence of a local determination, there would be a general ability to 

enforce against excessive noise. 
 
3.3 Enforcement 
 
Stakeholders expressed concerns related to lack of clearly defined laws that address the 
impacts caused by irresponsible riders (see 3.2 above), making enforcement ineffective, 
and the lack of capacity to undertake enforcement activities.  To address the latter 
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concern, provincial ORV organizations envision some of the Trust Fund (for both 
strategic and local level projects) being used to increase the capacity of enforcement 
officials including the training of volunteers.  Local club volunteer patrol wardens or 
officers would learn the required skill-sets from enforcement officials, to provide needed 
“eyes and ears” on trails and in the backcountry, to observe, record, and report 
infractions.  Volunteer patrol wardens can assist and educate fellow riders on legal 
requirements (like registration and licensing), and exert appropriate peer pressure on 
fellow riders to comply with the law (e.g. issuing a courtesy ‘warning’ ticket if that 
approach was considered useful by enforcement officials and riders).   
 
In Ontario, volunteer snowmobile trail wardens can actually issue violation tickets.  This 
is not the case in other jurisdictions in Canada, and there are no apparent similar 
examples of this kind of approach in BC to address other related management issues.  
Fully utilizing the existing “observe, record and report” opportunities in BC by volunteer 
wardens and fully exploring other mechanisms like rural crime watch may help provide 
the assistance enforcement officials need to address ORV infractions.  Some of the 
highway gas tax funds paid by ORV riders could also be directed at enforcement (see 
section 3.1.2).  In Michigan, ORV Law Enforcement grants are made available for patrol 
of the State designated ORV trail system (http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,1607,7-153-
10366_14349-40333--,00.html). 
 
There is also the need to be clear about the roles and responsibilities of various federal 
and provincial enforcement officials with respect to ORV use, and how they will 
coordinate their efforts.  Otherwise, there is a risk that legal requirements governing ORV 
use may not be a priority concern for any enforcement office.  
 
Many of the stakeholders interviewed expressed concern that legal requirements need to 
be backed by enforcement provisions with “teeth.”  For example, it was reported in one 
situation that a rider deliberately rode in a restricted area because the fine was sufficiently 
low and it was considered an acceptable amount to pay – like a price of admission.  The 
level of fines under the Offences Act need to be such that they deter this kind of attitude 
and behaviour.  Another situation arises where there are repeat offenders.  The New 
Brunswick Task Force recommended the ability to impound ORVs in some instances.  
This may be also needed in those cases where out-of-province riders behave irresponsibly 
and disregard the law.  Agency staff pointed out that BC may not have reciprocity 
agreements with other provinces that would apply to ORV infractions to ensure that 
violation tickets issued to out-of-province riders in fact get paid.  In the absence of such 
agreements, there needs to be the ability to impound the vehicle of repeat offenders until 
they have paid outstanding violation tickets. 
 
 
3.4 Safety 
 

3.4.1 Liability insurance 
Provincial ORV riding organizations such as the BCSF and ATV BC favour mandatory 
third-party liability insurance for recreational riders that would apply to both off-highway 
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and incidental highway use, such as crossings.  This would help protect all riders in case 
of accident.  Non-recreational ORV users generally have liability coverage through 
general business liability insurance and do not need additional provisions in law.  The 
discussion and options below therefore only apply to recreational use of ORVs. 
 
Other jurisdictions: All provinces reviewed in case studies require third party liability 
insurance (generally $200 000) for ORV use of Crown land, except BC.  In 2000, a 
snowmobile review found that 7 provinces required liability insurance on Crown land 
while only 3 did not (BC, PEI and NFLD).  
 
Current situation in BC: There are no general requirements for liability insurance for 
ORV riders in BC.  ATVs require $200 000 liability insurance before using Forest 
Service Roads, however this requirement is seldom enforced and does not apply to the 
many other resource roads in BC such as permit roads managed by forest licensees. There 
are no off-highway requirements for dirt bikes or snowmobiles.  As previously discussed, 
there are no legal provisions for recreational ATV or dirt bike use of highways such as 
crossings; and the very limited provisions for incidental highway use by snowmobiles 
requires full ICBC on-highway insurance coverage. 
 
Implications: 
• Very few riders carry liability insurance since it is generally not a requirement, and 

the few situations where it is required are seldom enforced; 
• In the case of accident, in the absence of liability coverage, the burden and cost of 

long-term care rests with the provincial health system; 
• Very limited legal opportunities for incidental highway use by snowmobiles triggers 

the requirement for relatively expensive full ICBC on-highway liability insurance; the 
vast majority of snowmobile riders see very little benefit given the cumbersome 
requirements and very limited opportunities for highway use; 

• ICBC has no interest in offering insurance for ORVs yet existing laws prevent private 
insurance providers who are willing to offer basic on-highway insurance to ORV 
riders from doing so; and 

• The current system is cumbersome and likely expensive for snowmobile riders who 
want full coverage, as they would normally require two separate policies; one from a 
private insurance provider for off-highway use, and another from ICBC for on-
highway use. 

 
Option 1: Require $200 000 third party liability insurance for all recreational riders that 
covers both off-highway and incidental on-highway use, and amend the law to allow 
private insurance providers to offer on-highway ORV coverage.  The insurance would be 
provided at the time of licensing to ensure compliance. 
 
Implications: 
• This would help ensure that all riders are protected in case of accident as well as any 

non-riders who may be harmed by an ORV rider; 
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• Would allow riders to obtain required insurance at the time of licensing from one 
agent rather than obtaining insurance from two agents as currently exists for 
snowmobile riders; 

• Private insurance providers would likely offer discounted rates for safe riders and 
successful graduates of a recognized certified ATV or snowmobile  Safe Rider 
Course, and higher rates for unsafe riders; likely resulting in more riders taking 
appropriate courses that promote safe use, and discouraging irresponsible riding; 

• The provision of insurance, and the promotion of safe riding, will help reduce health 
care costs under BC’s Medical Services Plan due to ORV accidents; 

• There would be an increased cost to riders in having to obtain insurance; and 
• Private insurance providers may not cover young riders which would result in a 

defacto age restriction (which some riders might support but others would strongly 
object to); to offset this concern, there could either be exceptions for young riders 
under specified conditions (e.g. under direct parent or guardian supervision) or a legal 
requirement for insurance providers to offer affordable coverage to families with 
young riders (also see section 3.4.3). 

 
Option 2: Do not require third party liability insurance except in specified situations (e.g. 
ATVs on Forest Service roads), but enable riders to obtain optional on- and off-highway 
coverage from a private insurance provider.  The optional coverage can be offered at time 
of licensing to help facilitate “one-stop” shopping. 
 
Implications:   
• Many riders would likely choose not to obtain liability coverage, so many riders 

would remain uninsured; 
• Riders unwilling to pay for insurance would not object to this option; 
• There would likely be little relief on costs to the Medical Services Plan; and, 
• The issue of insurance requirements for young riders might not need to be addressed. 
 

3.4.2 Helmet use 
Other jurisdictions: A recent 2004 review by the Canadian Paediatric Society (see 
Attachment 2) found that all provinces and territories required helmet use when riding a 
snowmobile except BC, Alberta and Newfoundland. 
 
Current situation in BC: There are no helmet requirements for ORV riders, either on- or 
off-highway, even though helmet use is mandatory for bicyclists and motorcyclists.    
 
Implications: 
• Although most responsible riders in BC use helmets for personal protection, some 

riders do not and are therefore at greater risk of injury; and  
• Injuries due to lack of helmet use increase insurance premiums and medical health 

care costs, and  
• This establishes a poor example for young riders. 
 
Alternative option: Make helmet use mandatory for all recreational riders.   
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Implications: 
• Provincial riding organizations favour this option and believe few riders would object 

to the requirement as this is seen as a fundamental personal safety issue; and 
• This should reduce severe head injuries, thereby putting a needed downward pressure 

on insurance premiums and health care costs. 
 

3.4.3 Operator and age requirements 
Other jurisdictions: Although requirements vary by jurisdiction (see attachment 2), for 
snowmobiling most provinces and territories require the following: 
• On-Highway use – driver’s license required (no safety training course required) 
• Crown land use – young riders (generally under 16 or 14 years of age) need to be 

under adult supervision; in some jurisdictions (Quebec, New Brunswick, and 
Saskatchewan) young riders need to complete a safety training course; no safety 
training course required for adult (16+) riders (except Saskatchewan) 

• Private land – no operator or age requirements provided young riders have the 
permission of the property owner and their parent or guardian. 

 
Review of case studies outside of BC for ATVs found similar requirements as those 
noted above for snowmobiles, since most ATV and snowmobile legislation is generally 
under one umbrella ORV Act. 
 
Current situation in BC: There are no age restrictions or safety course requirements for 
operators of an ORV for off-highway use including young riders.  For on-highway use, a 
driver’s license is required (which only applies to snowmobile use under very restricted 
condition as discussed in section 3.1).  To access Forest Service Roads, as discussed in 
3.1.5, riders must have a driver's license and liability insurance coverage. 
 
Implications: 
• Many young riders do not take the safety courses needed to ensure safe riding; many 

serious accidents involving young riders could have been avoided if a safety course 
were required. 

 
Option 1: The BCSF and ATV BC position is that an adult rider must have a driver’s 
license or have passed a safety course, and a young rider 12-15 must have passed a safety 
course and be under adult supervision, before they are allowed to cross a highway or use 
a portion of the right-of-way (such as a ditch).  ATV BC also supports the requirement 
for a safety course for all young riders 15 and under. 
 
Implications: 
• All young riders would be required to take a safety course, which should reduce the 

number of serious accidents involving young riders; and 
• There will be concerns about young riders crossing or using highways, including the 

ability to obtain insurance – even with completion of a training course. 
 
Option 2:  Requirements similar to those found in inter-jurisdictional review.  Driver’s 
license required for highway use (as is currently situation in BC).  For off-highway 
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Crown land use, young riders under 16 would need to take a safety course and be under 
adult supervision.  There would not be any safety course requirement for adult riders with 
a driver’s license; although adults without a driver’s license would require a safety 
course. 
 
Implications: 
• All young riders would be required to take a safety course, which should reduce the 

number of serious accidents involving young riders; and 
• Although all riders (young and old) would benefit from a safety-training course, 

requiring adult riders to take a course by law is seldom done in Canada and would 
likely be met with considerable opposition by current adult riders. 

 
3.5 Education 
 
ORV educational programs can provide a number of important services to riders and non-
riders about all aspects of ORV use, including safety, the environment (conservation and 
stewardship), enforcement, and trail use.  Many programs have been developed by ORV 
organizations that promote safe riding, low impact practices (e.g. Tread Lightly!), and 
other topics that help promote safe and responsible riding including compliance with 
legal requirements such as registration and licensing.  The BCSF and ATV BC work with 
other provincial, national and international riding associations to develop and provide 
accredited courses.  Additional funds provided by the Trust Fund would help deliver 
education programs to more riders. 
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4.0 Implementation  
 
4.1 Next steps 
 
The timeline to complete final recommendations is as follows: 
 
Completed: 
• August 2004 – Interim Report (Stage 1 and 2)  
• July 2005 – Options Report (Stage 3) 
 
Next steps: 
• September 7th – comments on Options Report due 
• September 9th and 10th  – ORV Coalition stakeholder workshop 
• September 16th – ORV Coalition stakeholder workshop summary 
• September 30th – Draft Recommendations Report 
• October – review and comment on draft report 
• October 31st – Final Recommendations Report (Stage 4 complete) 
• November 2005 – delivery to government for decision 
 
4.2 Implementation considerations 
 
The ORV Coalition includes representation from thousands of riders throughout the 
province, but many more are not involved in local clubs or provincial organizations.  
Similarly, some non-riding organizations that have an interest in ORVs are not 
represented on the Coalition.  To address this, the Coalition has, and continues to, provide 
numerous opportunities for comment and feedback through its transparent and dedicated 
website, proactive distribution of documents, and open dialogue. Looking ahead after the 
Final Report is delivered to government, the ORV Coalition should consider continuing 
its efforts to outreach to riders, individuals and stakeholders.   
 
Here are some ideas for consideration in this regard: 
 
Discuss the Final Report with planning tables across the province and solicit their 
support.  MSRM has planning forums in place for most of the province through Land and 
Resource Management Planning (LRMPs) and Sustainable Resource Management 
Planning (SRMPs).  Many recent SRMPs, particularly those in the southern interior, have 
been tackling recreation issues including ORV use and will be knowledgeable about the 
issues the Coalition has been actively deliberating over.  To reduce costs to ORV 
Coalition members, key member of existing planning tables who are knowledgeable and 
supportive of the recommendations could be contacted to determine if they could speak 
to the recommendations in the final report.  The key point here is to encourage feedback 
– ideas may emerge to help refine the Coalition’s recommendations. 
 
When discussing the Final Report with elected officials, perhaps suggest that an MLA 
Panel be formed that would travel to various centres across the province to garner public 
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and stakeholder feedback.  This would allow elected officials to hear first hand about the 
concerns and how best to address them.  Ideally this would validate the Coalition’s final 
report, but it could result in the MLA Panel re-visiting or refining some 
recommendations.  Elected officials ultimately will need to support long overdue ORV 
legislative change so their direct involvement may be needed to help ensure required 
change is carried out in a timely fashion.   
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Attachment 1:  
Snowmobile Use of Highways in Canada in 2000 
 

Province** Crossings 
Parallel Use 

(in ROW but off roadway) 

Roadway Use 

BC Need RCMP permit to 
each operator from each 
detachment 

Need RCMP permit to 
each operator from each 
detachment 

Need RCMP permit to each 
operator from each 
detachment 

Alberta Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed (e.g., coming to 
complete stop) 

Need order to allow 
snowmobile use from 
road authority 

Need order to allow 
snowmobile use from road 
authority 

Saskatchewan Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed 

Blanket permission 
except where prohibited  

Need Hwy Traffic Board 
authorization to allow 
snowmobile use 

Ontario*** Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed 

Need regulation allowing 
use (e.g. s.4 of reg. 803 
lists parts of hwy where 
snowmobile use ok) 

Need regulation allowing 
use (e.g., s.4 of reg. 803 
lists parts of hwy where 
snowmobile use ok) 

Quebec Designated crossings 
only 

Blanket permission (but 
not on ditch) provided use 
rules obeyed; ditch use 
<500 m to reach, e.g. trail, 
service station 

Not on "highway" but can 
operate on public or private 
"road". Road authority can 
post restrictions. 

New Brunswick Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed 

Blanket permission if >7.5 
metres from roadway; use 
< 7.5 metres for unloading 
and leaving roadway area 

No, except impassable 
highway 

Nova Scotia Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed 

Blanket permission for 
ditch use in either 
direction except after dark 
then only with direction of 
traffic 

No, except impassable 
highway 

Prince Edward 
Island 

Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed 

To be determined. No, except where allowed 
by OIC 

Newfoundland Blanket permission 
provided road use rules 
obeyed 

To be determined. No, except impassable 
highway  

Yukon Blanket permission Blanket permission Blanket permission 
Northwest 
Territories 

Blanket permission Blanket permission Blanket permission except 
Whitehorse city core 

Excerpt from Inter-jurisdictional Review of Snowmobile Related Legislation, Regulations & Policy. 2000. 
Prepared by Clayton Prince. Prepared for Land Use Coordination Office.  
 
** Municipalities or local government can also permit or regulate snowmobile use via bylaws. 
*** Ontario has subsequently increased highway use access in 2003 based on the Red Tape Deduction Act 
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References (from 2000 study): 
• British Columbia's Motor Vehicle Act Regulation 24.04  
• Alberta's Off-Highway Vehicles Act s. 18: http://www.gov.ab.ca/qp/ 
• Saskatchewan's Snowmobile Act s. 21 
• Manitoba's Off-Road Vehicles Act s. 33-42: 

http://www.gov.mb.ca/chc/statpub/free/pdf/o031.pdf 
• Ontario's Motorized Snow Vehicles Act s. 5-9, regulation 803 s.4: http://www.e-

laws.gov.on.ca/tocStatutes_E.asp?lang=en&selLetter=M#M 
• Quebec's Off-Highway Vehicle Act s. 9-11: 

http://www.fcmq.qc.ca/public/htmen/4_3.htm 
• New Brunswick's All-Terrain Vehicle Act s. 16-19: http://www.gov.nb.ca/acts/acts/a-

07-11.htm 
• Nova Scotia's Off-Highway Vehicles Act s. 3-5: http://www.gov.ns.ca/legi/legc/ 
• Newfoundland's Motorized Snow Vehicles and All-Terrain Vehicles Act s.10 

http://www.gov.nf.ca/hoa/statutes/m20.htm and Regulation 1163/96 s. 6 
• Prince Edward Island's Off Highway Vehicle Act  s. 12: 

http://www.gov.pe.ca/law/statutes/pdf/o-03.pdf 
• Yukon's Motor Vehicle Act 
• Northwest Territories All Terrain Vehicle Act 
 
General observations: 
• BC is only jurisdiction where each individual operator must obtain a permit for use 

(and from each local RCMP detachment).  For all other provinces, if permission is 
granted -- it is for activity of snowmobiling under specified use conditions (rules) -- 
not to individual. 

• Road use rules in other jurisdictions are generally not restricted to a trail system  
• Crossings:  all jurisdictions allow crossings of at least some 'types' of highways under 

specified conditions of safe use (e.g. coming to complete stop), or in one case - 
Quebec, at designated crossings only 

• Parallel use:  conditional blanket permission or special order/regulation allows some 
level of restricted snowmobile use in all jurisdiction except BC 

• Roadway use:  generally need special order or regulation to permit restricted use 
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Attachment 2: 
Snowmobile Age and Helmet Requirements in Canada in 2004 

Jurisdiction  
Minimum 
driver age Age-related driver restrictions 

Mandatory 
helmet use 

 
British Columbia None Highways: require driver’s license for operating on or across  

a highway 
No 

Alberta None Highways: must be 14 years of age or older 
Public property: drivers younger than 14 years must be 
supervised by an adult  

No 

Saskatchewan 12 years Drivers 12 to 15 years of age must have passed an approved 
safety training course and be supervised by someone with 
a valid driver’s license 
Drivers over 16 years of age require completion of a safety 
course 

Yes 

Manitoba None Drivers younger than 14 years of age must be supervised by 
an adult (residents in remote areas exempt) 

Yes 

Ontario None Private property: no restrictions 
Public property: drivers younger than 12 years of age must  
be closely supervised by an adult 
Highways: require a valid driver’s license  

Yes 

Quebec 14 years Drivers younger than 16 years of age must carry a certificate 
of competence 
Drivers younger than 14 years of age may operate off-road 
vehicles during competitions under certain conditions 

Yes 

New Brunswick None Highways: must be 16 years of age or older to drive on a 
highway and must be 14 years of age or older and meet 
certain conditions to drive across a highway 
Drivers younger than 14 years of age must be supervised by 
an adult over 19 years 
Drivers under the age of 16 are required to take an approved 
safety training course 

Yes 

Nova Scotia None Private property: drivers under 10 years of age must be 
supervised by an adult  
Public property: must be 10 years of age; adult supervision 
required for those under 14 years of age 

Yes 

Prince Edward  
Island  

None Drivers 10 to 14 years of age must be supervised by an adult  
Highways: have a valid driver’s license to drive across a 
highway 

Yes 

Newfoundland  
and Labrador 

None Drivers younger than 16 years must be accompanied by 
someone at least 16 years of age 

No 

Yukon None Highways: must be 16 years of age or older Yes 
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Northwest 
Territories  

None May not cross a roadway/shoulder or operate on ice or 
snow-packed surface if under 16 years of age  
Fort Resolution Settlement Area: Minimum age of 16 years 
for snowmobile operators 

No 

Nunavut  Adopting the Northwest Territories’ All-Terrain Vehicles Act  

 

Excerpt from Summary of provincial and territorial snowmobile vehicle legislation: Age restrictions and helmet 
requirements (prepared in 2004 by Canadian Paediatric Society 
 http://www.cps.ca/english/statements/IP/IP04-02.htm#Table1) 
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Appendices (in separate companion document): 
Appendix A: Case studies 
Appendix B: Summary of Stakeholder Input 

 


