Proposed Turkey / Big Game Harvest Reporting Requirement Rule
Changes Public Hearing Comments / Questions
August 24th, 2020 Virtual Public Hearing – up to 5 members of the public joined
No Public Comment / Questions

August 25th, 2020 Virtual Public Hearing – up to 7 members of the public joined
Chris Gonyeau – Georgia, VT
Comment: I like the first two regulation changes (shot size / novice turkey hunting weekend) and I love
the third regulation change (big game harvest reporting). I like the online reporting option and find it to
be an advantage for quicker reporting, especially for the deer season early on when you don’t want a
deer hanging around too long.

Public Comment Voicemails Related to the Proposed Turkey / Big
Game Harvest Reporting Requirement Rule Changes
No voicemails received for the proposed rule changes

Public Comment Emails Related to the Proposed Turkey / Big Game
Harvest Reporting Requirement Rule Changes
Suggested comment (you can cut and paste): I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation
proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the
lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Betsy Cooke, Walden

Dear Department of Fish and Wildlife Stakeholders::
I am concerned about the proposed regulation on the reporting of big game. The proposed regulation
would allow the Commissioner of Vermont's Department of Fish and Wildlife to allow hunters to report
big game conquests in various ways, including electronic reporting. It would also allow the

Commissioner to loosen reporting requirements in the event of an emergency. Both elements bode ill
for the future of wildlife conservation and our state's democratic processes.
By taking away the Fish and Wildlife Board's authority to regulate how game is reported, this proposal
assigns far too much power to the Commissioner. In addition, it fails to define what would constitute an
"emergency." It would be too easy for the Commissioner to loosen regulations during a real or perceived
emergency and for hunters to unlawfully kill animals. The vague language and the consolidation of
authority are troubling to anyone concerned about the preservation of wildlife in our state or the
functioning of our Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Thank you for your time.
Best Wishes,
Dorothy A. Dahm
Hubbardton

Hi,
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Thank you for your time,
Lindzey Beal
Wolcott, VT

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Chris Kwolek
Wells,VT

Good Day! As a fourth-generation Vermonter whose great-grandpa started a very prominent business
in Winooski back in the 1920's which continues today, I am writing to provide public comment on the
regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the
Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities, something I am guessing my compassionate relatives
would also want. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what

constitutes an "emergency." This is a plea from my heart and that of all Vermonters who treasure our
wild sentient beings...May you stay purrfectly healthy during this time...Eternal gratitude for your
serious consideration....Gwen Donovan, South Burlington, Vermont...here's a few of my art pieces
celebrating the awesome environment we love...

To whom it may concern:
I am writing because I am opposed to the proposed regulation on big game reporting.
I believe that in order to best manage wild game hunters should be required to report their kills in
person. Doing so
allows collection of data which can only be obtained in-person such as the animal's weight, its physical
condition,
whether it has signs of any diseases, et..
Furthermore I believe this proposal would give the Commissioner too much power and is hence contrary
to the
purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
- Jay Hersh
Hyde Park, VT

I am writing to offer public commentary opposing proposed state regulations that would loosen
reporting requirements for big game kills in Vermont.
I strongly oppose these proposals as unnecessary and overbroad. They overstep the Board's authority to
delegate its responsibilities, and they fail to define what constitutes an "emergency." Failure to act
within your jurisdictional boundaries or to define your terms are fatal drafting errors.
Allowing online reporting would make it easier for unethical hunters to skew the vital data collected by
Vermont state biologists by submitting false information.
Killing big game in Vermont should,at the very least, impose a requirement that hunters report their kills
in person.
Thanks you for being responsible stewards of our state's precious willdlife.
Susan Sively
Brattleoboro VT 05301

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation change to the Fish and Wildlife Board on
reporting of big game. The legislature created a process for managing hunting and reporting of big
game. The process includes decision making by the Fish and Wildlife Board.
The Commissioner should play an administrative function and work with the board to develop and
execute its policy. I oppose both proposals because they ask to extend beyond the Board's authority to
delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of a
definition for what constitutes an "emergency."
Thank you,
Lise Anderson
Cornwall

I am against both of the currently proposed changes in reporting.
Responsibilities of the board should not be moved to the commissioner. We are a democracy and the
board is the appropriate place for decision-making. Furthermore, the lack of a definition for
"emergency" is very troubling.
The current reporting rules are based on scientific practices which ensure that we have the data needed
to effectively manage wildlife. It is unlikely that all hunters reporting online will recognize the
importance of accurate reporting in service of this management.
Janis Hall Brattleboro, VT

We are writing to oppose the Department's regulation proposals on the reporting of big game.
The proposed regulation would give the Commissioner unfettered discretion to determine the manner
in which big game, other than moose and bear, are reported to the Department after the animals are
killed. The proposal would also also give the Commissioner unilateral authority to weaken the strict
reporting requirements for moose and bear in the case of an undefined "emergency.” The
Board already has the authority to promulgate emergency rules and, in fact, just did that in April due to
COVID-19 with regard to turkey hunting. There is no need for the Commissioner to usurp the Board's
role.
As drafted, the proposal would give the Commissioner authority to decide what is an emergency and
what measures the Department should take in response. “Emergency” is not defined in the proposed
amendments and the scope of the Commissioner’s response is not limited in any way, giving the
Commissioner complete and unilateral authority to act.
The legislature gives the Board the authority to regulate the fish and wildlife of Vermont, including but
not limited to promulgating rules pertaining to big game hunting. Conversely, the role of the
Commissioner is largely administrative. The proposed amendments would take the Board’s authority to
regulate the manner in which big game kills are reported to the Department and delegate that authority
to the Commissioner, contrary to the regulatory regime established by the legislature!
The proposed amendments, as drafted, reach far beyond the Board’s stated goal of “modernizing”
Vermont’s reporting requirements to allow electronic reporting of animals killed by hunters. On the
8/24 Zoom webinar, Chris Bernier, turkey biologist for VTFWD, stated that the new online reporting is
based on hunter convenience and allows greater hunting opportunity – how about what's best for the
wildlife? We are concerned that electronic reporting may increase the opportunity for some hunters to
evade compliance with the statutes and regulations. We are also concerned that the proposed
amendments are overly broad and allow the Commissioner to “authorize a person taking big game to
report in any manner including but not limited to; electronic reporting, in-person reporting, and
waiving exhibition of the carcass unless requested by a warden” {emphasis added.}
Protect Our Wildlife
802.253.1592 www.ProtectOurWildlifeVT.org

August 25, 2020. I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on the reporting
of big game. I am opposed to both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to
delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and do not provide a clear understanding
of an emergency. Online reporting could easily allow for inaccurate information. In person reporting of
a kill should be required for all big game that our killed in Vermont.
Thank you, Wendy Lamphere

Vermont Fish & Wildlife Department:
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Sincerely yours,
George H. Helmer
1202 South Perry Road
Woodstock, VT 05091
(802) 457-1728
As you walk upon our sacred Mother Earth, treat each step as a prayer. ~ NICHOLAS BLACK ELK

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Thank you for listening.
Bonnie Haselton
50 S Henry Ct
S Burlington VT 05403
behaselton@comcast.net
802.343.2581

Protect OUR WILDLIFE VT has suggested the following comments - and I totally agree I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game.
I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its
responsibilities.
Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an
"emergency."
I BELIEVE FISH & WILDLIFE SHOULD BE WORKING WITH MAJOR INPUT FROM PROTECT OUR WILDLIFE
VT.
Someone needs to represent the "big game" ... !!!
Thanks Evelyn Wermer Frey
POB 584
Stowe, VT 05672-0584

Dear F&WThis is Michael Kolsun from Island Pond. I attended last evenings Zoom meeting and wanted to
comment on the Turkey shot size regulation changes. Chris Bernier’s presentation really did a fine job of
the history and current status of Vermont’s turkeys.
Those of us who have hunted Turkeys from the very beginning of the season, knew and understood the
shot size regulations & restrictions at that time. Ethical hunters always want a quick and effective
harvest. Shot size, patterns and self discipline were critical.
Ammunition technology in 2020, compared to the 70’s, has made huge advances. We’d never think of
using #9 lead shot back in the beginning, but now with TSS shot development, patterns and energy, even
out of a .410 shotgun, are equally if not more effective than a 12 gauge. It’s not unusual to have over
100 pellets in a three inch circle with a tight turkey choke.
I just wanted to clarify this point to any hunters who are not aware of the new advances in ammunition.
As we continue to reach out to adult hunters who didn’t grow up in the shooting sports, smaller gauges
like a .410, in a semi-auto are now a very effective choice, especially for anyone who is recoil shy.
I want to thank the entire F&W Department staff for your dedication and hard work. A job well done.
Sincerely,
Michael Kolsun
Island Pond, Vermont

This is my public comment regarding the proposed big game reporting rule changes:
As regarding big game reporting rule changes, I stand in opposition to both proposals. From my reading
of the proposals, the proposals go further than the Board has the authority to delegate its
responsibilities. The proposals don't define what an "emergency" might be, a necessary consideration
when it comes to killing wildlife.
The lack of definition contributes to making the proposals overly broad, and hence, unnecessary.
Thank you for considering my request,
Bonnie Duncan
851 Cricket Hill Road
Hyde Park, VT 05655

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Peggy W Larson, DVM MS JD
Williston, VT. 05495

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data.In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
snow24@aol.com

I attended the online event last night but wanted to send in my comment. I oppose both proposals
because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are
unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." I also believe that
it is irresponsible to not require hunters to bring their big game to check in stations. If they are going to
kill big game they should be required to authenticate their reporting otherwise it could lead to instances
of folks NOT reporting, exaggerating their reporting or just being inaccurate AND it prevents the
biologists from retrieving what they described last night as critical information on the health of the
species.
Holly Tippett Panton, VT

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Kim Dreslin kadreslin@verizon.net
Sent from my iPhone

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Lewis Clark
532 James Rd.
Putney VT 05346
802-722-4546

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." The
commissioner and the fish and wildlife board does not need more power. They need more restraint and
accountability. They have made poor choices that goes against the majority and tax paying
Vermonters. Thank you for your
time.
Jeff Beaupre Essex Vermont

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Marilyn Donovan DVM
124 Parker Lane
Weston VT 05161

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."

-Jeremy Frederick
Fletcher, VT

This is my comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of "big game". What and where is the
boards authority to delegate it's responsibility? What constitutes an "emergency"? Where is the
"Boards" authority written to delegate it's responsibility?
Ann Broekhuizen Jericho, VT

Dear F&W Board:
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
With concerned urgency,
Dr. Catherine Bodnar

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Bonnie Bean

Hello, my name is Kelly Wicker. I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to
delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency."
When it comes Vermont’s wildlife population, I feel it is best to have oversight by numerous
knowledgeable individuals because that provides checks and balances and provides room for questions
and answers.
Thanks for listening!
Kelly in Windham

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Julie
Julie Dragon, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor, Microbiology & Molecular Genetics
Director, Vermont Integrative Genomics Resource (pronouns she/her)
95 Carrigan Dr., 201 Stafford Hall (postal), 306 HSRF (physical)
University of Vermont
Burlington, VT 05405
802-656-7777, julie.dragon@med.uvm.edu
http://www.uvm.edu/medicine/bsr/

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Brenda Altman
brenalt@gmail.com

Dear Sir/Madame;
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."

Andrea Chiesa
Lyndonville resident
Sent from my iPhone

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
More Info
The legislature gives the Board the authority to regulate the fish and wildlife of Vermont, including but
not limited to promulgating rules pertaining to big game hunting. Conversely, the role of the
Commissioner is largely administrative. The proposed amendments would take the Board’s authority to
regulate the manner in which big game kills are reported to the Department and delegate that authority
to the Commissioner, contrary to the regulatory regime established by the legislature!
The proposed amendments, as drafted, reach far beyond the Board’s stated goal of “modernizing”
Vermont’s reporting requirements to allow electronic reporting of animals killed by hunters. While we
are concerned that electronic reporting will increase the opportunity for some hunters to evade
compliance with the statutes and regulations pertaining to hunting, the proposed amendments are
overly broad and allow the Commissioner to “authorize a person taking big game to report in any
manner including but not limited to; electronic reporting, in-person reporting, and waiving exhibition of
the carcass unless requested by a warden” {emphasis added.} If the purpose of the amendment is truly
to ease the burden on hunters by authorizing electronic reporting, then there is no reason for this broad
grant of authority to the Commissioner.
Regards,
Nancy Borg

I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should be required to
report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid data that can only be obtained
in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the Commissioner too much power and challenges the
purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Thank you,
Gretchen Eberle

I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should be required to
report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid data that can only be obtained
in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the Commissioner too much power and challenges the
purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Thank you for your time,
Erin Niles
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

With online reporting, Porter said, “you get some data but not as much.” Individual hunters might not
have a proper scale for weighing an animal carcass or the tools to determine an animal’s age.*
So, this is less about managing wildlife with science and more about saving the budget by offering
convenient reporting options for hunters.
Ridiculous.

The revenue loss should have been accounted for in the department's budget and new revenue streams
should have been created. This is gross mismanagement of our wildlife and of our tax dollars. This
department needs a leadership overhaul.
*https://vtdigger.org/2020/08/26/state-looks-for-ways-to-attract-more-hunters-including-noviceweekend/?fbclid=IwAR3uHkbKdQmE_jTgdmu7h8rJ43xj3k6BJawvhcb1PLO4NuCuoY-FheAqoMA
Sincerely,
Jen Kittell
Lamoille County

I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should be required to
report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid data that can only be obtained
in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the Commissioner too much power and challenges the
purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Please deny this proposal.

Kerry and William Edmunds
1324 Shadow Lake RD
Craftsbury Common, VT 05827

I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should be required to
report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid data that can only be obtained
in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the Commissioner too much power and challenges the
purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Sally O'Neil
Good day,

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.

The opinions of what constitutes an emergency would be subjective and the decisions and inaccuracies
do not hold hunter responsible in their online reporting. Once again hunters are given far too much
power at the expense fo wildlife.
Thank you for your time.
Kate Kenner in Guilford

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Sincerely,
Colleen Schuster
Bristol, VT

Dear Agency of Natural Resources,
I’m a constituent from Marshfield writing to provide public comment regarding the proposed regulation
amendments by the Fish and Wildlife Board to the reporting of big game. I OPPOSE both proposals.
As drafted, these amendments are far outside the stated goal of the Board to ‘modernize’ the reporting
of big game in the state, specifically to allow electronic reporting of animals killed by hunters. They also
extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities.
The proposed amendments would take the Board’s authority to regulate the manner in which big game
kills are reported to the Department and delegate that authority to the Commissioner, whose position is
designed to be an administrative one. This is in direct conflict with the regulatory rules established by
the legislature, instead granting the Commissioner unfettered discretion to determine the manner in
which big game, other than moose and bear, are reported to the Department after the animals are
killed.
A second part of the proposed regulation would also give the Commissioner unilateral authority to
weaken the strict reporting requirements for moose and bear in the case of an undefined
"emergency”. The Board retains the authority to promulgate emergency rules and used that authority
with regard to turkey hunting in April due to COVID-19. There is no need or purpose for the
Commissioner to usurp the Board's role in these situations.
“Emergency” is not clearly defined in the proposed amendments and the scope of the Commissioner’s
response is not limited in any way. Hence, the Commissioner would have complete and unilateral
authority to decide what is an “emergency”, what measures the Department should take in response,
and act on that decision.
For these reasons, I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to
delegate its responsibilities. They are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency", and grant authority to the Commissioner well beyond the scope of that
position’s duties.
Thank you for considering my comment.
Anne Jameson,
Marshfield

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Sincerely,
Lucy Goodrum
631 Town Hill Rd

Reading, VT 05062
802-484-9034

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
The legislature gives the Board the authority to regulate the fish and wildlife of Vermont, including but
not limited to promulgating rules pertaining to big game hunting, while the role of the Commissioner is
largely administrative. The proposed amendments would take the Board’s authority to regulate the
manner in which big game kills are reported to the Department and delegate that authority to the
Commissioner, contrary to the regulatory regime established by the legislature.
Sincerely,
Janice Nadworny
Hinesburg

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting of big game invites unethical and untruthful data to be submitted by unethical
hunters. If someone kills a deer or other "big game" animal, the least they should have to do is take the
animal to a check station!
Thank you,
Jennifer Lovett
Starksboro, VT

To whom it may concern:
I am writing on behalf of our Vermont coalition members from across the state on the Department's
proposal to change the reporting requirements on big game. The Department's goal for these rule
changes is to provide greater hunter convenience and opportunity.
Our position is the following:

1.) We oppose online reporting for all big game. Even Commissioner Porter shared concerns in an
interview with VTDIGGER that online reporting presents some challenges. Per the interview, “However,
shifting away from in-person reporting could have some downsides for data, Porter said. “It’s always a
balancing act between the difficulty and inconvenience and expense of having people drive … versus the
quality of data you get,” the commissioner said.
At official check stations, state biologists can do things like examine tooth wear and make
determinations about the health of an animal. At designated stations, the state may get slightly
shallower data.
With online reporting, Porter said, “you get some data but not as much.” Individual hunters might not
have a proper scale for weighing an animal carcass or the tools to determine an animal’s age.”
2.) The authority that the Commissioner is seeking already lies with the Fish & Wildlife Board, so the
proposed rule changes appear to be arbitrary and unnecessary. The legislature gives the Board the
authority to regulate the fish and wildlife of Vermont, including but not limited to promulgating rules
pertaining to big game hunting. Conversely, the role of the Commissioner is largely administrative. The
proposed amendments would take the Board’s authority to regulate the manner in which big game kills
are reported to the Department and delegate that authority to the Commissioner, contrary to the
regulatory regime established by the legislature!
3.) The Commissioner is seeking to be able to lift the strict reporting requirements for bear and moose in
the event of an emergency, but there is no definition of what constitutes an emergency. Also, the Board
already has authority to change reporting requirements, as it did with the May turkey hunt and allowed
online reporting due to the Governor's emergency action on COVID19.
We understand that LCAR makes its decisions on a proposed rule using certain criteria. We believe LCAR
should oppose this rule based on the following: (1) a proposed rule is beyond the authority of the
agency; (2) a proposed rule is contrary to the intent of the legislature; (3) a proposed rule is arbitrary
It seems as though this Commissioner continues to seek more and more power without providing the
necessary justification, as we saw earlier this year with bill S.321, that was thankfully defeated by the
Senate Committee on Natural Resources. Despite the current challenges with the Fish & Wildlife Board
(that's composed of all hunters, anglers and trappers), the Board at least provides the illusion of
democracy and public participation. Giving unfettered control to one party – the Commissioner – is not
in the best interest of Vermonters or democracy.
Jane Fitzwilliam
VCCC Lead, Putney VT

To Agency of Natural Resources,
I've lived in Vermont for nearly 50 years and I have never felt like the Fish and Wildlife Department
listened at all to those of us who enjoy wildlife without hunting them. And so I am passing along this
public comment, with which I totally agree, in the hope that you will see fit to reign in F&W and include
other voices in the management of Vermont's wildlife.

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Respectfully,
Dottie Nelson
Middlebury

I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should be required to
report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid data that can only be obtained
in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the Commissioner too much power and challenges the
purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Brian C Jones 1organicjones@gmail.com
Hello. I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I
oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its
responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes
an "emergency." I believe the Vermont FW board is already far too cozy with Commissioner
Porter. The amount of cronyism that goes on is breathtaking and it has eroded the trust of the Fish and
Wildlife Department with the general public. They are desperately clinging to a bygone era that no
longer exists in our state. To give Commissioner Porter even more power, which is already too much, is
a grave mistake and will break the last fragile strand of trust that exists with the public.
Dan Galdenzi
Stowe Vermont
802.585.5042
Sent from my iPad

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Diana Salyer
Randolph, VT

I agree with more flexibility. This would be a good change.
Chad horridbastard@gmail.com

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Geryll Robinson
Goshen VT
You are here. You are now.

To whom it may concern:
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Sincerely,
Leigh Steele
Burlington
I think it is a bad idea to make it easier for hunters. There are too many bad hunters out there. Why take
away business from the locally owned store? Is this just to boost your numbers? Think of the small
business owners who benefits from sales of purchases from those hunters. Also, bear season should not
be so long and should be cut down to every other year. The cubs are still depending on the mom come
September 1st. I live where a lot of bears are and they are harmless, just hungry. Compost law made it
worst for their actions. MOST hunters will shoot a bear no matter what size and of course using a dog to
chase them up a tree and trap them there is allowed(shameful Vermont). I see horror from hunters the
last 30 years I have lived on our property. My property is posted but they still try and hunt on it, guess
they can’t read. If I could prosecute them I would.
Sent from my iPhone
Dianne Dashnow dianne.dashnow@gmail.com

The idea of online reporting is crazy. People gonna give the department accurate data such as a 3 point
110 lb buck will be reported as a 5 point 150 lb buck which would be conveyed as a 2.5 year old when
it's really only 1.5. Also going to the check station is a ritual that has always been around. Most check
station attendants I know look forward to deer season when they can weigh deer and get the pictures
for their walls or scrap book.
Cory Curtis corycurtis1981@gmail.com

I’d like to offer my public comment on the regulation proposal concerning the reporting of big game. I
strongly oppose both proposals as they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its
responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes
an "emergency" and invite “creative” interpretation of rules and regulations that would favor hunters
and disadvantage wildlife.
Thank you for taking my comment into consideration.
Respectfully,
Richard Fitzhenry
Hyde Park

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
After reading the proposal, I feel that not reporting big game kills in person, with diligent oversight, may
let some hunters to evade compliance with the statues and regulations that govern their kills.
Why should the Commissioner have the authority to regulate the manner in which big game kills are
reported to the Department? Is this function now considered Administrative instead of a Board
function?
Pat Monteferrante Stowe, VT

Dear Fish & Wildlife Department:
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal for reporting big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities.
Allowing the Commissioner to “authorize a person taking big game to report in any manner” goes well
beyond what is reasonable to ease the alleged reporting burden on hunters. Already, the move to
electronic reporting opens up opportunities for hunters to evade compliance with the statutes and
regulations. The Department has already shown a practice of selective enforcement of the laws. Often
incidents aren’t even investigated and enforcement measures are not applied. This broad authority is

begging for more of the same. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad and I oppose the
changes.
Sincerely,
Kristen Cameron
Burlington, VT

I am writing to oppose the proposed rule changes on the reporting of big game for the following
reasons: the Commissioner is seeking authority that already lies with the Board; online reporting means
less data available for biologists, a concern that even the Commissioner shared in an interview with
VTDIGGER last week; online reporting invites unethical hunters to report inaccurate info with zero
safeguards in place; the term "emergency" is undefined. The rule changes proposed are arbitrary and
unnecessary.
With regard to the ability to respond to an emergency, such as the current pandemic, a successful
response requires coordination between the Governor’s office and his/her administration and the
legislature.The proposed amendments appear to be contrary to the clear intent of the legislature to
entrust the Board with regulatory powers over hunting and, similarly, may extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. The Department should have to explain to the legislature why
they are seeking to obtain power that has been granted to the FW Board.
This rule-making process is another example of Government waste of our tax dollars.
Brenna Galdenzi
Stowe VT

Dear Big Game Team,
First of all I would like to say that I support the proposed changes to the turkey regulations. I feel that
anytime a regulation change is made that would increase hunter participation is a good thing. I am
extremely in favor about being able to report a turkey electronically.
I just watched the presentation that was given to the Fish & Wildlife Board in May and was informed
that the majority of hunters (53%) who responded to a survey that was sent out were in favor of having
the spring turkey hunting hours extended. I do not see anywhere where the Big Game Team is making
any recommendations to the board to do so.
I know there were some concerns from the department staff when there was talk about extending the
hunting hours for the spring youth turkey weekend. I would like to give you my thoughts on some of
those concerns as they would apply to all day hunting during the May turkey season.

The first being "Roost shooting". I know there were concerns that if spring turkey hunting season were
to be changed to all day hunting that there may be an issue with hunters shooting turkeys off the roost.
What is there now to stop hunters from shooting a turkey off the roost during the current hunting
hours? I does happen! I have had two different hunters in the past tell me that was the way they
harvested their spring turkey. Although I feel that this is not ethical it is not illegal without a regulation
change that would prohibit such conduct.
The second is landowner concern. If I am not mistaken Vermont's spring turkey season is the only game
season that is not an all day season. Landowners that open their land to hunting know that hunters
could possibly be on their property throughout the day in pursuit of game. I feel that landowners would
not have anymore of an issue with spring turkey hunters being on their property throughout the day
than they would with fall turkey, deer and small game hunters.
Thirdly, is the disturbance of nesting hens. It has been proven that the longer a hen is on the nest
incubating the less likely she is to abandon the nest. If she were to abandon her nest the spring hunting
season is set early enough in the year that most likely she will re-nest. Re-nesting occurs every year
whether the nest is destroyed by predators or the hens abandons it for some reason or another. Data
from other states( see attached) that allow all day hunting have found that approximately 80% of
turkeys harvested are done so by noon. That tells me that the majority of hunters would be out of the
woods by that time which would result in minimal additional nest disturbance by the small numbers of
hunters who would continue to hunt past noon.
I have also heard concerns that there would be interference between hunters actually hunting turkeys
and those trying to roost a turkey. I think that if the Vermont's spring turkey hunting hours were to be
changed to sunset that most turkey hunters would be out hunting and not trying to roost a turkey.
Extending the spring hunting hours would benefit a large group of hunters to include 1st and 3rd shift
workers as well as young hunters who would like to hunt after school. Not all individuals are fortunate
enough to have ample vacation time from work where they can afford to take time off during the turkey
season which would limit them to being able to only hunt weekends. This would apply to youth who are
attending school as well with the current hours in place. A study done in 2002 in the state of Indiana
found that a higher proportion of youth license holders actually hunted turkeys during the first spring of
all-day hunting season compared to the previous five years of half-day hunting. (See attachment)
If extending the spring turkey hunting hours would be detrimental to the turkey population I would be
the first to be against extending the hunting hours. Research has shown that it is not. Research has also
shown that the spring harvest during an all-day season only increases 10-15% which is minimal.
I would like to see Chris Bernier reach out to some of the other states (approx. 40) that have all day
spring turkey hunting of some length and see if any of the concerns I mentioned or others that the Big
Game Team may have are an issue.
In reviewing the 2020-2030 draft of Vermont's Wild Turkey Management Plan it states that it's goal is to
maximize ecological and social benefits derived from Vermont's wild turkey population by administering
biologically appropriate and sustainable harvest regulations. I hope that the Big Game team along with
department staff realizes that here is no negative biological reason for not increasing the spring turkey
hunting hours and that there is a social reason in doing so by increasing hunter opportunity. Again I

would like to stress that the majority of hunters that responded to the department's survey are in favor
of expanding the spring turkey hunting hours.
Sincerely, Don Isabelle
See attachments below:
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Good morning,
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."
Regards,
Leslie Blow
Middlebury

Dear Fish & Wildlife Board,
As a lifelong hunter, I greatly welcome the proposed rule change on electronic harvest reporting of
certain game species. I recognize the value for both biologists and game wardens of collecting harvest
information, but I am also wary of COVID-related issues at check-in locations this fall. In much the same
way that electronic licenses are permitted in Vermont, e.g., digital PDF on an IPhone, this change would
modernize an important aspect of hunting in Vermont with no deleterious effects.
Thank you,
Justin St. James
Essex, VT

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an
"emergency." Please record my comments.
Thank you.
John Zelig
Burlington
Hi,
Regarding shot size, I strongly believe the minimum shot size requirement should be eliminated. It does
not make sense to have this limit with the current popularity of tungsten shot, which is extremely
effective at shot sizes smaller than the current limit and is also non-toxic.
Regarding the novice turkey weekend, I am more neutral. Clearly hunter recruitment is important but
the turkey season is already a month long and current research has been illuminating the importance of

not killing toms too early in the breeding cycle. I’m not sure it makes sense to put additional pressure on
the birds a week before the season despite the potential recruitment benefits.
Finally, I strongly believe there should be electronic reporting for deer and turkey. As an archery deer
hunter, it is nearly impossible to get a deer killed in the evening to a check station before it closes. If it’s
a warm night waiting until morning to bring the deer to the check station has the strong potential for
meat loss. Additionally, as a student residing in NH, I need to be able to check a deer or turkey in before
crossing state lines. However, if I could check a deer in electronically this would not be an issue. This
would also help hunters from out of state that want to hunt the evening before driving home without
the stress of getting a deer checked in person before leaving the state.
A great example of a state with online reporting that I hunt is Missouri. They have an app that keeps
your license and tags. You can notch your tag even if you don’t have service and then provide the report
on sex, antler circumference, eye to nose length of does, etc. once you have service. This gives Missouri
up to the minute harvest information that they display to the public on their website. It would be great
if Vermont could have something like this someday. In my opinion, conveniences such as online
reporting will help hunter recruitment and hunter retainment more than things like novice weekends
(not that those should not be considered either though).
Best,
Andrew Nadler

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose
both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data.
In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
The general public needs to have a voice in matters concerning OUR wildlife management, conservation
and stewardship. This is controlled by a small percentage of special interests and Commissioner Porter.
F and W receives 29% of its funding from license fees (in decline) and 25% from the general fund and
that is revenue from Vermonters who are left out of the policy making process that impacts OUR
wildlife. This is wrong and must be addressed.
If I have to purchase a hunting and fishing license to have a voice , I will do so.
Wildlife conservation and responsible stewardship therein does not seem to always be the objective of
Mr. Porter et.al.
Kip Ross
23 Center Rd.
Hyde Park, VT

Forging a wildlife conservation model for the 21st century

September 1, 2020
Commissioner Porter and Fish & Wildlife Department Staff,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these three proposals:
1. Proposed regulation changes to amend the shot size restriction for turkey hunting:
VWC agrees with the rationale and supports this change.
2. Proposed regulation changes to create a novice turkey hunting weekend: VWC
agrees with the goal of encouraging new hunters and supports this proposal.
3. Proposed regulation changes to allow the Commissioner the authority to allow
harvest reporting of deer and turkey electronically, by telephone or any other
method and the authority to allow electronic harvest reporting of moose and/or
bear in an emergency: While VWC understands and agrees with the use of
electronic reporting during the Covid-19 pandemic and are willing to give it the
benefit of the doubt with regard to
turkeys after listening to Chris Bernier’s presentation, we believe it would be a
mistake to expand this to deer beyond the pandemic. Additionally, the term
“emergencies,” regarding allowing electronic reporting to bear and moose, is
impossibly vague. Vague regulations invite chaos.
The Department took quick and commendable action in dealing with the Covid-19 crisis
during the spring turkey season and appreciate that a resurgence of the pandemic might
require further steps of a similar nature. However, as of now, with appropriate safety
measures in place and a low infection rate in the state, many if not most Vermont
businesses have reopened. It seems arbitrary to somehow single out the businesses that
host check-in stations as unsafe. While having to drive to a reporting station may be an inthe-moment, begrudged chore for those who do not have one nearby, it is hardly what is
on one’s mind when preparing for a deer hunt or buying a license. Consequently, there is a
risk that any positive effect that not having to go to a reporting station after a successful
hunt might have on encouraging new hunters or retaining current ones, will be outweighed
by the degradation of the data obtained by the FWD with first- hand observation and
measurements. For starters, not everyone can age a deer or bear and while it may be easy
to weigh a turkey, a bear or big buck is more of a problem. Not everyone has suitable, or
suitably accurate scales in the garage.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to weigh in (so to speak) on these issues.
Sincerely, the Board of the Vermont Wildlife Coalition: Rob Mullen, Jane Hoffman, Gerri
Huck, David Kelley, Claudia Mucklow, and Leigh Steele

Vermont Wildlife Coalition ● PO Box 987, Shelburne VT 05482 ●
info@vtwildlifecoalition.org

Please log my public comments on the proposed big game reporting rule changes. I would like
the Board to vote in favor of granting the Fish & Wildlife Department Commissioner the
authority to waive the in-person game check-in requirement. The fast pace of COVID-19
developments mandate a flexible and nimble approach. The Commissioner is in a better position
to act quickly and decisively to protect the health of Department staff, check station operators,
and the public in response to changing information on infection rates. In addition, the
Commissioner is a more appropriate entity to make decisions on the State's liability and
responsibility to Department staff.

If the board feels strongly that granting the Commissioner this authority is excessive, I urge the
board to do so for one year only, or to waive the reporting requirement themselves.
Thank you for your careful consideration.
Jodi Shippee
Duxbury, Vermont

September 1, 2020

Louis Porter, Commissioner
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department 1 National Life
Drive
Davis 2
Montpelier, VT
05620 Dear
Commissioner
Porter,
The Vermont State Chapter of the National Wild Turkey Federation (NWTF-VT) appreciates
the work of the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department (VFWD) in managing a robust wild
turkey population that provides fantastic hunting opportunities in Vermont. We offer the
following comments in response to the Department’s proposed regulation changes:
•

We support the Department’s elimination of the minimum shot size restriction on
ammunition used for turkey hunting. Such changes will allow hunters in Vermont to take
advantage of new and popular hunting loads that are available in smaller shot sizes but
composed of heavier than lead materials, such as TSS #9, among others. In addition, we
believe this regulation change will provide increased flexibility to hunters (especially women
and youths) interested in hunting turkeys with smaller gauge shotguns, such as 20 ga. and
.410, as they will be able to pair them with effective ammunition loads. However, we believe
that the Department’s maximum allowable shot size should be reduced from #2 to #4. In their
final report released in 2005, the NWTF Wild Turkey Hunting Safety Task Force recommended
restricting shot size to #4 and smaller, based on historic information from turkey hunting
shooting-related incidents. The Task Force felt that such a shot size reduction would lessen
the severity of injuries sustained from shooting incidents.

•

We support the creation of a novice turkey hunting weekend, timed to coincide with the
youth hunting weekend. We agree with the Department that Vermont’s abundant turkey
population provides a fantastic opportunity to attract new individuals to turkey hunting and
we are very pleased to see additional opportunities to recruit and retain adult-onset hunters.
In addition, we feel that the establishment of a weekend outside of the regular hunting
season will further incentivize experienced hunters to serve as mentors for these novice

hunters, knowing that they will not have to carve out limited time during the regular season,
nor sacrifice their own turkey tag helping a new hunter safely pursue their first bird, as would
be required under VT’s mentored hunting license
•

We support the proposed regulation changes relative to harvest reporting of deer and turkey.
Allowing the Commissioner the latitude to authorize additional options for checking big game,
including electronic and phone reporting, will have multiple benefits, including providing
additional, convenient options for hunters to report their harvest, and giving biologists and
wardens access to ‘real-time’ harvest data.

NWTF-VT greatly values the partnership we have with VFWD in building a bright future for
wild turkeys and turkey hunting in Vermont. We recognize and congratulate the Department
for all the hard work that went into the recent update of the Big Game Management Plan,
which laid the groundwork for many of these much needed regulation changes.
Yours in Conservation,

Morgan Gouveia
Morgan Gouveia
NWTF State Chapter President, Vermont

Hi,
Seeing you asked I thought I’d give you my opinion on a couple things. First I do like the youth turkey
weekend. When my son was a youth hunter he was fortunate enough to lay a couple to rest and had a
lot of fun hunts which produced a lifetime of memories for us both. Several years later it’s still his
favorite game to hunt, kudos to the VTFW.
Now the bad news. A few years ago I sat in one of the annual deer hunting meetings and listened to the
VTFW tell us how few hunters were fortunate enough to harvest two bucks. With the new rule shooting
one buck I strongly feel there will be so many hunters shooting multiple bucks and not tagging them
more than ever. You see a nice racked 2 1/2 or older in archery season and can’t shoot it because you
can’t hunt the remaining two deer hunting seasons. That’s a real blunder on VTFW in my opinion which
doesn’t seem like the decision had much thought put into it. Why not consider a second buck with a
minimum three or even four points on one side. I feel that would have kept the majority of hunters
happy.
In closing, not shooting spike horns was the BEST decision ever. Before that law was put into place
that’s all I saw was spikes. Since then I have no desire to shoot one and look forward to seeing way more
nice basket racked 2 1/2 yr olds and older.

One more thing, 2 1/2 months of deer hunting in this small state is a joke. I realize there is financial
ramifications involved but shouldn’t be at the cost of the deer herd. We all know how much stress that
puts on the herd going into winter so let’s be smarter about it.
Sincerely
Troy Hull

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend
beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical
hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists'
data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are
killed.
Thank you,
Janet Thouron Middlesex

To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should be required to
report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid data that can only be obtained inperson. Also, the current proposal gives the Commissioner too much power and challenges the purpose
of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Shawn Smith
Huntington
Sent from my iPad

Dear Agency of Natural Resources,
I am writing to you because I am very concerned about the regulation that is being
proposed on the reporting of big game animals. t would appreciate a response from you
to tell me why you are doing this. What possibly could be a good reason for online
reporting when it would be so easy to report inaccurate information? It seems only inperson reporting should be required for complete accuracy. Also, giving the
commissioner unlimited power to decide what is an emergency seems very vague at
best. Shouldn't there be broader oversight for Vermont's wildlife than resting in the
hands of one person? I know the Fish and Wildlife Board also has unlimited power over
Vermont's wildlife and that is wrong as well. They are basically accountable to no one.
They don't even have to abide by their own biologists' recommendations. It is time that a
diverse group of Vermont's decide the fate of Vermont's wildlife with a broad range of
experiences and expertise. Maybe that is the problem? Maybe Commissioner Porter is

worried that the legislature might do just that and he wants to cement unlimited power
for decisions for himself. We don't live in a dictatorship and I would advise the Agency to
rethink what they are doing. I look forward to a response to me as a concerned
Vermonter. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Lark Shields
Craftsbury, VT
A couple of comments regarding the proposed changes:
- I think a phone in system is a horrible idea, ripe for abuse. I think the check in station is both useful
(data collection) and an important way to keep people abiding by laws. I hunted in NY where they check
in (or did then) by phone and heard stories of people taking advantage of it. I also personally love the
tradition around it - I also think the public face of it is important to continue - VT's citizens should see
the deer that people take home for the freezer!
-Please consider adding a ban to live action trail cameras during open big game hunting seasons
- A turkey novice season sounds great!
Thanks,
Matt
Matthew Breton
Charleston, VT
802-673-8981

I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should
be required to report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid
data that can only be obtained in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the
Commissioner too much power and challenges the purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Kelly Robinson
Good Morning,
I am writing today to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond
the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are
unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an
"emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to
submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists' data. In-person
reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.

Thank you for your attention,
Lori Peckham
Shelburne, VT
Hello,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed regulation regarding 10 App. V.S.A. § 2.
Report, big game.
In short, this proposal is akin to the DMV responding to COVID by eliminating driving tests and allowing
people to self-declare over the internet that they can drive. Any reporting that does not include objective
in-person verification invites inaccuracy and omissions that would critically undermine the trustworthiness
of the reporting data.
Although it may appear on the surface to facilitate access, realistically speaking hunting is a pastime that
requires mobility and anyone having sufficient mobility to complete a hunt very likely has sufficient
mobility to report in person. Inspection does not inherently require close contact or indoor interaction.
Hence there is insufficient justifiable gain to undermine the current system as proposed.
In re: the proposed expansion of the Commissioner's powers, this echoes the Commissioner's last
defeated effort to expand his powers beyond the intent of the law. Without debating whether some
degree of emergency discretion is warranted, the proposed language inexcusably offers a blanket
extension of power with no limitation on what constitutes an emergency, no time limit, and no mechanism
for check and balance. The Commissioner is not meant to have unilateral power, yet this language
grants him that at his sole discretion. It seems to me an insult to the Board and an indication of
disrespect for the representative decisionmaking process intended by the legislature.
Thank you for your consideration,
Karen Taylor
Colchester
(802) 310-1690 direct
taymitch@gmail.com

Good afternoon,
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big
game.
I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate
its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack
of what constitutes an "emergency."
In addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate
information that may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required
for all big game that are killed.
Thank you. -Erin Moriarty

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend
beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency."Also, I would not trust online reporting of big
game, inviting unethical and untruthful data to be submitted by unethical
hunters. If someone kills a deer or other "big game" animal, the least they
should have to do is take the animal to a check station!

Sincerely,
Sophie Bowater Middlesex, Vermont
VT Fish & Wildlife Seeking Public Comment
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose both
proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." If
the purpose of the amendment is truly to ease the burden on hunters by authorizing electronic reporting,
then there is no reason for this broad grant of authority to the Commissioner.
Barbara Lynch
Vermont resident

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of
big game.
The proposed rule delegates broad authority normally held by the Fish & Wildlife
Board under ambiguous conditions to the Commissioner, e.g. what constitutes an
"emergency" under which the Commissioner can act.
The legislature has specifically given authority to the Board and not the
Commissioner. The proposed ruyle is contrary to the intent of the regulatory regime
set up by the legislature.
I also remain concerned that comments which are critical of the current
Commissioner and configuration of the Board are not taken seriously, but are
considered to be less important thank those of the minority of Vermonters who
hunt and trap. I feel I am being discrimnated against and treated as a second-class
citizen.
Sincerely, Barbara Felitti Huntington, VT

The two proposals are problematic. First of all, why does the Commissioner need unilateral
authority to determine anything? The reason we have a Board (and a professional staff at FWD)
is to make any policy or regulatory determinations in a deliberate and considered manner. There
is simply no reason or need for the Commissioner to have that kind of authority.

We are already in murky waters with the introduction of electronic reporting as it is. Frankly, it
opens the door to even more inaccuracy in reporting than already exists. Are we to assume that
all hunters have the necessary equipment (such as scales) at home to provide the data that the
FWD supposedly uses to assess the health and density of a given population? Furthermore, the
spotty response rate of trappers suggests that hunters will probably be no better. It simply
invites abuse. If someone is going to kill big game, the least they should have to do is take it to
a check station.
Furthermore, the FWD biologists use teeth and other parts of the "harvested" animals to provide
valuable information that, hopefully, aids in making policy. The new regulation pretty much
wipes out the ability to collect that data. Quite frankly, the Department already comes up short
regarding the use of scientific data. Sadly, this paves the way to an even more scattershot
approach.
Finally, granting the Commissioner the authority to determine what is an emergency and what
measures the Department should take in response goes down a dangerous road ("I, alone, can
fix this.") “Emergency” is not defined in the proposed amendments and the scope of the
Commissioner’s response is not limited in any way, giving the Commissioner complete and
unilateral authority to act. That is simply bad policy and not in keeping with the Vermont way of
doing things.
In short, I am opposed to these proposals.
Thank you,
Lisa Jablow
Brattleboro

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting
of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and
overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition,
online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that
may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big
game that are killed.
Toby Powers,
Winooski VT

I think its important to keep up with the changes in technology as far as shot size goes, so i am
all for this change to regulations.
As far as the novice hunt I firmly believe this should wait till we see how well it works for the
deer novices season before we throw all our eggs in that basket.
and lastly the online reporting. Well I'm a huge supporter of this as many other states have been
doing phone and or online reporting for decades. i have been screaming for us to go to this
system as i've watched weigh in station after weigh in station close year after year. to the point i

myself and many others i know would have to drive 30 to 45 minutes one way to report an
animal here in chittenden county. The only thing I disagree with is not reporting bears this way,
as there is a real urgency to take care of bear meat right away so it doesn't spoil. I firmly believe
bears should be included in the online reporting.
on another aside i would like to see the regs for moose change so that a hunter who harvest a
moose is allowed to quarter and pack the animal out. such as most other states with moose
season currently allow.
Sincerely
Owen McDonald
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend
beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical
hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists'
data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are
killed.
Rest assured that I will continue to work toward the protection of Vermont's wildlife, and
encourage everyone I know to do so!
Sincerely,
Debora Tramposh
Hi, my name is Mackensey Smith and I am a resident of Williston, VT.
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of
big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly
broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online
reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may
skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big
game that are killed.
Mackensey Smith
901-569-9440

URGENT: I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the
Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and
overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online
reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
_________________________
Erin Scott

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend
beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical
hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists'
data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are
killed.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Janice Stearns
Middlebury

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting
of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and
overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition,
online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that
may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big
game that are killed.
Sincerely,
Nicole Rouille

I am growing more concerned with the increase in baiting wildlife, all I see is logging, clearing
the land and deer plots and corn being feed to the animal. This is NOT hunting its feeding and
killing an animal, while sitting on a four wheeler with a beer! I am also posting my property,
and am very disappointed in this current proposal, why would you even consider such an act,
are you trying to hide something?
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game.
I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its
responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to
submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should
be required for all big game that are killed.
Thank you, Roxanne Russell
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond

the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are
unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an
"emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to
submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists' data. Inperson reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
Best,
Sumi Sin
Bristol, VT
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of
big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and
overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition,
online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that
may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big
game that are killed.
PAMELA TOWNE
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting
of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and
overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition,
online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that
may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big
game that are killed.
Thank you,
Alice Silverman, MD
179 North St
Montpelier VT 05602
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on
reporting of big game.I oppose both proposals because they extend
beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what
constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online reporting allows unethical
hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the biologists'
data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are
killed.
-Dean Percival
289 Willow Lane
New Haven, VT 05472
802-388-0504

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting
of big game. I oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's
authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and
overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition,
online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that
may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big
game that are killed.
Thank you for your time.
Best Regards, Ron Ruth Morrisville VT 05661
To the Vermont ANR;

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal
on reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they
extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities.
Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack
of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online
reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information
that may skew the biologists' data. In-person reporting should be
required for all big game that are killed.
Thank you,
Barbara Johnson
Shelburne, Vermont

I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal
on reporting of big game. I oppose both proposals because they
extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities.
Both proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack
of what constitutes an "emergency." In addition, online
reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate
information that may skew the biologists' data. In-person
reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.
We the public are concerned about this matter.
Thank you for your consideration of our votes.
Jim Ludwig

Off the turkey topic slightly, but how about extending the lifetime cost saving membership cost at 12
months of age to 24 months of age?
We missed this by days with our second child (partially due to mail times and tried to review but there are
no exceptions). This prohibited us from pursuing this for our now 2.5 year old.
Maybe allow a one month offer for a reduced lifetime membership??
I have know several individuals who also are so crazy with life even at their first child that they missed the
cut off. Literally 2 days ago I heard this from a colleague, but also hear it from several patients. I try to
encourage new parents when I see them in primary care to pursue this, but understand that first year is a
blur. Just trying to figure out these little beautiful creatures and not necessarily about their hunting and
fishing future especially when I have never done so myself, but would like that to be an opportunity for
them if interested!
Kristy Garbarino, Family nurse practitioner

I am writing to provide
> public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I
> oppose both proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to
> delegate its responsibilities. Both proposals are unnecessary and **overly
> broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency."**Also, I
> would not trust online reporting of big game, inviting unethical and
> untruthful data to be submitted by unethical hunters. If someone kills a
> deer or other "big game" animal, the least they should have to do is take
> the animal to a check station!
Sincerely yours,
Camilla Bowater
Williston, VT
I am writing to oppose the proposed regulation on big game reporting. Hunters should
be required to report their kills in person. This is in the best interest of collecting solid
data that can only be obtained in-person. Also, the current proposal gives the
Commissioner too much power and challenges the purpose of the Fish & Wildlife Board.
Thank you,
Kimberly DINofrio
Morristown, VT
I am writing to provide public comment on the regulation proposal on reporting of big game. I oppose both
proposals because they extend beyond the Board's authority to delegate its responsibilities. Both
proposals are unnecessary and overly broad, including the lack of what constitutes an "emergency." In
addition, online reporting allows unethical hunters to submit inaccurate information that may skew the
biologists' data. In-person reporting should be required for all big game that are killed.

Trudy Jones

