
Fish & Wildlife Board 

**APPROVED** Meeting Minutes 

Wednesday, May 26, 2010 

 

 

The Fish & Wildlife Board held a meeting on Wednesday, May 26, 2010, in the Skylight conference room of 

the State Office Complex at 103 South Main Street in Waterbury, Vermont. 

 

Attendees: 

 

Board Members:  Brian Ames, Chair; Ed Gallo, Vice Chair; Pete Allard, Jeremy Baker, Wayne Barrows, Walt 

Driscoll, Cyndy Jones, Craig O. Lantagne, John Roy, Jeffrey Salvador, Bob Shannon, and Grant Spates. 

 

Absent:  Gary Gibbs and R. Keith Armstrong. 

 

Fish & Wildlife Department Employees:  Commissioner Wayne Laroche, David Englander (legal counsel), 

Col. David LeCours (Director, Law Enforcement Division), Tom Decker, (Chief of Operations), Mark Scott, 

(Director of Wildlife), Forrest Hammond (wildlife biologist), Cedric Alexander (wildlife biologist), and Cathy 

Merrill (executive staff assistant). 

 

Guests:  Roy Kilburn, Berlin, Vermont, Clint Gray, Vermont Bear Hound Association, and Wibs McLain, 

Special Assistant to Governor Douglas. 

 

Chair Ames called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 

 

Approval of April 21, 2010 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Driscoll made a motion to approve the minutes as written, which was seconded by Ms. Jones.  The 

minutes were unanimously approved as written. 

 

Second Vote:  10 V.S. A., App. § 22 – Turkey Regulation Revision 

 

Mr. Englander said there were no updates from the Department, nor any additional public input received, 

concerning the proposed turkey regulation.  Mr. Baker made a motion to accept the regulation, which was 

seconded by Mr. Gallo.  There was no further discussion.  The regulation was approved, with all members 

voting in favor, except Ms. Jones, who abstained. 

 

Second Vote:  10 V.S.A., App. § 33 – Moose Regulation Revision – Establishment of Archery Season, 

Moose Permits by Zone, and Changing Bow Poundage 

 

Mr. Baker made a motion to accept the regulation, which was seconded by Mr. Salvador. 

 

Mr. Shannon asked Cedric Alexander to clarify information on the moose health indicators, and then 

expressed concern with the decline in the reproduction rates, antler beam diameters, and weights of the 

harvested moose in the last five years.  Mr. Shannon asked if the indicators reflected a declining habitat.  Mr. 

Alexander said he suspected that was the case.  Mr. Shannon questioned the permit allocations and said he 

wanted to increase the permit allocations in D1, and add 100 more permits in both E1 and E2. 

 

Mr. Alexander said the moose population is higher than the Department wants, but said it was the 

Department’s recommendation to reach the population target first, and then see how the habitat responds.  He 

said the population was being reduced as planned and the habitat now has a lower carrying capacity due to 

heavy browse pressure from moose. 
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Mr. Baker asked if Mr. Alexander had met with the foresters.  Mr. Alexander said he has met with the partners 

of Plum Creek and they appear to be comfortable with the reduction in the moose population, but they are still 

concerned about forest regeneration.  Mr. Driscoll noted that the habitat in E1 has improved in the last five 

years, and that Plum Creek is much more aggressive in its logging operations and is generating more moose 

habitat every year.  

 

Mr. Alexander said he was hoping to see a positive response in the habitat and health indicators next spring, 

but it could be another few years.   

 

There was discussion about the carrying capacity of the land vs. the cultural carrying capacity.  Mr. Shannon 

questioned the drastic reduction of permits in D2; Mr. Alexander said it was due to achieving the population 

target in that WMU.     

 

Mr. Gallo said he would have expected some improvement in the habitat within the last five years, when the 

population was aggressively knocked down.   

 

Commissioner Laroche said the Board needs to decide whether to be aggressive in managing the moose 

population and let the habitat recover; or be conservative, and as a result it would take longer to restore the 

habitat and improve the physical condition of the moose. 

 

Mr. Shannon made a motion to increase the permit allocations in D2 from 90 to 180; E1 from 260 to 300; and 

E2 from 170 to 215.  Ms. Jones seconded the motion. 

 

When asked his opinion of the proposed amendment, Mr. Alexander said the proposal would not be 

catastrophic, but might result in overharvesting, which could result in decreased hunting opportunity and 

carrying a smaller herd than the target population. 

 

Mr. Hammond spoke as a member of the Big Game Team, and said there is a lag time before the physiological 

improvements would be realized; however, the proposed amendment would allow the target to be reached 

more quickly. 

 

Mr. Decker reminded the Board that when the Department proposed the lower permit numbers, it also 

discontinued the split moose hunting season.  The Department specifically spread hunting pressure over  

time -- increasing the permit numbers would result in an increase in the number of hunters in the WMUs in a 

concentrated time and geographic area.  Mr. Driscoll said he believes the zones are large enough to handle the 

proposed increase in permits, but it would require an increase in hunter effort in order to be successful.  Mr. 

Alexander mentioned the Department had never issued the number of permits in E1 that the Board was now 

proposing.   

 

A vote was taken on Mr. Shannon’s motion to increase the permit allocation in D2 from 90 to 180; E1 from 

260 to 300; and E2 from 170 to 215. 

 

Those in favor (5):  Jones, Baker, Lantagne, Shannon, and Salvador. 

 

Those opposed (6):  Roy, Gallo, Driscoll, Spates, Allard, and Barrows.  The motion failed. 

 

Mr. Englander informed the Board there was a change in the language concerning requests for a deferral of a 

moose permit due to illness or military deployment.  The time limit of a deferral due to family illness would 

remain one year; however, there would be no time limit to a deferral due to military deployment. 

 

Mr. Baker made a motion to accept the language, which was seconded by Mr. Gallo. 
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The vote was unanimous in favor of the revised language concerning military deferrals. 

 

Mr. Englander said the Department changed the response requirement for successful applicants and bidders to 

notify the Department of their intent to accept the permit from 21 days to 15 days. 

 

Mr. Gallo made a motion to accept the language, which was seconded by Mr. Baker.  The vote was unanimous 

in favor of the revised notification requirement. 

 

Mr. Driscoll questioned the provision for a separate archery season.  He noted this was purely a social issue, as 

the use of a bow and arrow is legal during the current regular moose season, and was also disappointed at the 

lack of attendance at the recent public hearing on the issue.  Mr. Shannon didn’t believe it was a good time to 

add a season when the number of permits issued would be declining in the future.  Several Board members 

said the testimony that the Board received in opposition via email and in person was significant enough to 

postpone the proposal to allow for more public input. 
 

Mr. Baker asked for clarification whether there would be a separate lottery for the separate archery season.  

Mr. Decker responded that as proposed there would be a separate lottery and a separate fee for the special 

archery season.  The 50 permits designated for the separate archery season were added to the total moose 

permits, and would not affect the permit allocation numbers. 

 

Mr. Driscoll made a motion to eliminate all reference to a special archery moose season, which Mr. Spates 

seconded. 

 

Commissioner Laroche reminded the Board that the Department proposed the separate archery moose season 

at the direction of the Board due to the Board’s receipt of two petitions asking for a separate season.  It was 

also noted this idea was part of the Department’s Ten-year Big Game Management Plan. 

 

A vote was taken on Mr. Driscoll’s motion to eliminate all reference to a special archery moose season. 

 

Those in favor (8):  Gallo, Driscoll, Roy, Lantagne, Barrows, Jones, Spates, and Allard.  Those opposed (4):  

Baker, Salvador, Shannon, and Ames.  The motion passed. 

 

Mr. Barrows asked the Department to come back to the Board with a separate archery moose season proposal 

for 2011, and to allow more opportunity for public input.  Mr. Decker said the Department would bring the 

proposal back in August or September of 2010 to allow time for implementation in 2011. 

 

A vote was taken on the moose rule as amended.  All voted in favor, except for Mr. Shannon, who opposed.  

The motion passed.   

 

Captive Hunt Facility -- Irasburg 

 

A section of language was inserted into the Appropriations Bill of the 2010 legislative session that transferred 

full jurisdiction and authority for regulatory oversight of the Irasburg captive hunt facility to the Agency of 

Agriculture, Food and Markets, and created a “special-purpose herd” that includes all white-tailed deer and 

moose currently entrapped in said facility.  The “special-purpose herd” may be culled by hunts approved by 

the Secretary of the Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets.  The Fish & Wildlife Board recently 

promulgated a rule regulating this and other facilities as directed by previous legislation to do so.  Board 

members expressed concerns regarding this new legislative action.  Ms. Wibs McLain, special assistant to 

Governor Douglas, offered to come before the Board to answer questions.  At the request of Chair Ames, a 

transcript of the dialogue between Ms. McLain and the Board members is included in the minutes for the 

record (beginning on page 5 of these minutes).    
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After Ms. McLain left the meeting, there followed discussion on the various requirements in the Board’s rule 

that were not in the new statutory section and the ramifications of the new section of law. 

 

Mr. Shannon asked if the Board had an interest in drafting a letter to the Committee [Senate Appropriations] to 

have on the record the Board’s distain for the action that the Committee took. 

 

Mr. Shannon made a motion to request the Department’s legal counsel to provide a written evaluation of the 

newly-passed law in comparison to the rule that the Board adopted, and in a broader scope how it affects other 

aspects of rules that the Board has created, and other laws in general, and then send the letter to the Legislative 

Counsel.  Mr. Allard seconded the motion. 

 

The motion passed with 11 members in favor (including Chair Ames); Mr. Baker opposed.  The motion 

passed. 

 

Update:  Legislative Session 

 

H.555, a bill regarding the youth hunting seasons, was signed into law by the Governor on May 26, 2010.  

There is a requirement in that bill for the Fish & Wildlife Board to submit a report to the Legislature on or 

before January 15, 2011, with a recommendation “as to whether a youth who hunts deer under 10 V.S. A. § 

4742a should be limited to the taking of one deer prior to the youth turning 16 years of age.”  Mr. Decker said 

the Department would provide information to the Board to assist in preparation of the report. 

 

Roundtable 

 

Mr. Gallo asked that Paul Hamelin be scheduled for an upcoming Board meeting to update the Board on his 

projects on habitat improvement. 

 

In order to allow a timely third vote on the turkey and moose regulations, Mr. Englander said it would be 

advantageous to move the June meeting from June 16 to June 17.  Mr. Shannon made a motion to move the 

June meeting from June 16 to June 17, which was seconded by Mr. Gallo.  All were in favor of moving the 

June Board meeting one day.  This will be a regular monthly meeting on June 17, held in the Skylight 

conference room in Waterbury. 

 

Mr. Baker made a motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/cpm 
 

Catherine Pirie Merrill 

Executive Staff Assistant 

Fish & Wildlife Department 
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Vermont Fish & Wildlife Board Meeting 

Partial Transcript:  May 26, 2010 

McLain/Board Dialogue 

 
 

Board Members Present:  Brian Ames, Chair; Ed Gallo, Vice Chair; Pete Allard, Jeremy Baker, Wayne Barrows, Walt 

Driscoll, Cyndy Jones, Craig O. Lantagne, John Roy, Jeffrey Salvador, Bob Shannon, and Grant Spates. 

 

Fish & Wildlife Department Employees Present:  Commissioner Wayne Laroche, David Englander (legal counsel), 

Col. David LeCours (Director, Law Enforcement Division), Tom Decker, (Chief of Operations), Mark Scott, (Director of 

Wildlife), Forrest Hammond (wildlife biologist), Cedric Alexander (wildlife biologist), and Cathy Merrill (executive staff 

assistant). 

 

Guest:  Wibs McLain, Special Assistant to Governor Douglas. 

 

 

McLain:  I am Wibs McLain; I am currently a special assistant in the Governor’s Office.  I spent the 

winter in the Legislature and I volunteered to come tonight because I knew that you all would have 

questions and comments that you would like to make about the special provision that was made for 

the farm in Irasburg, and so I am prepared to answer questions the best I can and I’ll open it up to you 

guys. 

Ames:  I would actually like to start this.  Part of the problem we have is there is no way that this can 

be sold to us, or accepted, because it is so fundamentally opposite from the principles and guidelines 

that we all follow.  Fundamentally, we are opposed to the transfer of our native species to private 

individuals, especially an entire herd of them.  I am also quite concerned about the fact that this 

appears to be, well, not appears, it is, a rewarding of illegal behavior.  I mean, I don’t think there is 

any way around that, it is.  To take a wild animal, capture it, tame it, whatever you want to say, and 

then it’s a violation straight up.   As I mentioned to you earlier, I really feel it is a political backdoor 

deal, and you said you’re right, and I appreciate that. 

McLain:  Let’s start with the first three, I’m getting old, and I don’t want to try to have to remember 

everything my own way. 
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Let’s start with the last one, was it a backdoor political deal, well, it was certainly a political deal, I 

wouldn’t say it was a backdoor political deal, but it was certainly a political deal, and it was certainly 

the result of a special interest who had the ear of the Legislature.  Wayne, when was that hearing that 

they had, was that in January?   

Laroche:  I think it was January/February. 

McLain:  Yes, it was in January because it was right at the beginning of (inaudible).  Appropriations, 

the Senate Appropriations Committee and the Senate Agriculture Committee had a joint hearing, and 

it was very clear to me as a legislative aficionado if you want, that they were going to do something, 

it was very clear.  The whole thing was a set up, the testimony was a set up, they were going to do 

something.  So that, I knew something was going to happen.  I didn’t know what it was going to be, 

but I knew something was going to happen.  Now the first thing you said was this is against all the 

things you stand for and all the (inaudible), well, that’s right.  Actually, one of the things that I’m 

glad about this special act does not change any statutes.  It is session law, it applies in a certain 

special case, it doesn’t apply anywhere else, and it doesn’t change any of our underlying statutes.  

When you consider what could have happened, in my opinion, I know you don’t like this, but it could 

have been a lot worse.  And the second thing you said was, see I’m already forgetting. 

Ames:  Well, (inaudible). 

McLain:  Oh, rewarding illegal behavior.  Well, as you all know, because you’ve been involved in 

trying to do something about this, do the right thing for years and years and years.  The traditional 

approaches for resolving this issue have not been effective for a huge variety of reasons, and so while 

we can look at it as a reward for illegal behavior, I think you can also look at it as a way to kind of 

“stop the bleeding” on this one issue.  There were two important aspects related to Mr. Nelson’s 

confined area.  One was the fear of disease from any kind of contact between those animals that are 

inside the fence and those animals outside the fence.  So, he agreed, and I actually heard on a voice 
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message, to put a double fence so that the animals from the outside and the animals on the inside 

could not have any kind of communication to resolve the disease issue.  The second issue, which is 

really important is, he has been flouting, if I can say that, the law for years.   And, despite the best 

efforts of many people in this room, and particularly if I can single out Wayne, and the Colonel, this 

Colonel and the last Colonel.  Nothing has been able to be done.  It has been, and that is partly 

because of the overlap between the Agency of Agriculture and the Agency of Natural Resources, 

which includes Fish & Wildlife.  So another aspect of this “special act” is that the Agency of 

Agriculture has full control.  Now, I probably have more faith in the Agency of Agriculture than 

some of you do, to do the right thing.  It is certainly written so that the Secretary of Agriculture has to 

approve the fence, he has to approve a testing and disease protocol.  Mr.  Nelson will have to capture, 

mark, and test all of the cervids, and not just the elk, but the deer and the moose that are inside that 

enclosure.  So he will have, he will have a lot of things to do in order to address the issue of disease 

escaping his facility into the wild.  So those are the pieces of the act that I consider to be better than 

they could have been.  I will admit that I absolutely kept Jonathan and Wayne completely in the dark.  

I didn’t tell them one single thing that was going on.  At all.  And I didn’t really know until the last 

day what was going to happen.  I mentioned in a staff meeting with the Governor and his staff that I 

thought something was happening, I was hoping that whatever was happening was going to include 

the double fence idea and some management, some responsibility with at least one agency of State 

government, but not two.  And I saw the draft legislation the day before the last day, and then the last 

night it went into the Appropriations Act.  So, that is, that’s sort of my story.  I’ll be happy to answer 

any other questions I can. 

Ames:  Oh, there will be more. 

McLain:  Okay.  That was three.  Okay.  Okay. 
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Ames:  Are you aware of any violations in this facility from the Department of Ag rules; has he been 

in compliance with Department of Ag rules from the beginning? 

McLain:  There are issues with Ag’s rules.  And Ag’s rules are very similar to the Fish & Wildlife 

rules that were adopted on this facility.  One of the things that he has not done at this facility, which 

he has done at another facility that he owns, is to have the capture facility and the testing protocol.  

And that is something he has agreed to.  He has not; he has not traditionally done that.  There have 

been some issues earlier this year.  We met with the Agriculture folks, their attorney, and talked 

about bringing an administrative action from Ag’s point of view, which they had jurisdiction still, and 

they have a number, they had a number of steps they had to go through, and they sort of got bogged 

down.  They did write the letter, they did, I can probably, I’m sure it’s a public document, and you 

could find out all the things that the lawyers said.  I don’t know, Wayne, you might know, but I know 

there are some, I just don’t know what they all are. 

Ames:  I think the Board would be very interested in seeing a copy.  Wayne do you have it? 

Laroche:  Yes, we have a copy (inaudible). 

Ames:  Are you familiar with the North American Model of Wildlife Management? 

McLain:  No. 

Ames:  One of its basic tenets is what I think the Board follows, and Department as well, is the 

model that we follow, they follow all across the country, most states with the exception of Texas.  

One of its tenets is wildlife is wild and belongs to the people in public trust. 

McLain:  I understand that.  I understand that, I understand that’s the underlying principle that runs 

through everything that you do for this Board. 

Ames:  This clearly violates it. 

McLain:  Absolutely.  The problem is, these animals have been enclosed for such a long time, there 

is no, there is no way, other than killing them all, to have them be wild again.  And if, of course, if 
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you’re going to make them wild, they’d be dead, but the idea of a mass slaughter, because you 

couldn’t  take a chance of letting them free, because you don’t know about disease, you don’t want 

them to be captive, so they either have to be dead or this is the alternative.  They are managed by an 

agency of state government to the best way possible. 

Ames:  (inaudible) to the Board, I have great concerns that the Agency of Agriculture hasn’t done its 

work; the Agency hasn’t been managing this facility anyway.  One of my great concerns is the fact 

that this changes jurisdiction of wild animals dramatically.  It flies in the face of 200+ years of case 

law, 500 years of common law of this subject. 

McLain:  I don’t agree with that.  That’s why the special deal part of it is actually good.  It does not 

establish any precedent for any other facility.  It does not change underlying law; it does not do any 

of the things that would have happened if the Legislature had amended the statute, which, they 

certainly are capable of doing.  You have to understand, the Legislature can change the law any time 

they want.  So, I don’t agree that this changes existing law at all, except for this one person and this 

one facility. 

Ames:  I think the whole key is except for this one person and this one facility. 

McLain:  Okay. 

Ames:  I think that’s what really rubs me the wrong way. 

McLain:  Understood. 

Ames:  And, am I correct now, this individual will be able to take and raise these animals indefinitely 

and profit from the sale of these animals at the hunt park? 

McLain:  Only if his management plan is approved by the Agency of Agriculture, by the Secretary 

of Agriculture.  So, the idea is to manage the herd inside there so it doesn’t grow and ultimately is 

gone.  So, there will be killing of animals on a planned basis.  If he is going to have a special hunt, 

that would have to be approved by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
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Ames:  (inaudible) because a hunt until the animals no longer exists, I think . . . 

McLain:  It doesn’t say that, I mean that’s the goal.  It doesn’t say that, it’s not like he has to do that 

within five years or something. 

Ames:  We’d certainly be (inaudible). 

McLain:  I’m sure.  I might have liked that too, but . . . but the idea of overpopulation, was of course, 

in a captive facility like that is a huge problem, so the idea is to manage this as you would manage 

any kind of animal facility.  So, will there be problems?  I’m sure. 

Barrows:  As I go through this and look at it, and listen to what you have stated pertaining to a 

specific rule for a specific facility.  That being said, it is a section passed by the Legislature, why 

does that not open doors?  Is the wording so specific that it only allows for him to not have any body 

step forward and say “I’m the same as he is, I’ve been for this amount of time, therefore you should 

recognize me and put me into the same segment.” 

McLain:  Somebody could step forward and make his or her own argument that they want another 

special deal like this special deal, but they can’t come in under his special deal.  It is so specifically 

written, for this one facility, it’s actually named and located right in the, and it doesn’t change statute, 

it doesn’t open up any statutory entitlement. 

Barrows:  And, within it, when I look at all the wording that’s in here, I understand you want to 

control the amount of animals that are within that structure, and keep them in a healthy state of 

habitat or what have you, what is the insurance that the people, and the Fish & Wildlife Department 

have, even though it says that he cannot bring in anything in there without penalty of being shut 

down.  That did not stop him before. 

McLain:  I know. 

Barrows:  And, how do you, how does anybody hope to keep track of what’s new and what’s old?  

Are they going to sit there and tag all these things that are sitting there? 
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McLain:  I mean, you hit upon a problem that we have with every single enforcement issue that we 

have.  You can’t be everywhere, looking at everything all the time.  The good piece of this is, that he 

has, he has to identify the animals that are there.  He has to mark them with a tag, or a tattoo, or a 

chip, so that there is a way for the Agriculture inspectors to go and survey the herd and see if there 

are additional animals that weren’t born there.  But, could he bring in another moose calf?  Could he 

bring in a fawn?  Yes.  How would we know?  We wouldn’t.  We wouldn’t know that if Joe Blow did 

it, until it turned into something huge. 

Barrows:  Like Pete. 

McLain:  I was trying not to say that name. 

Barrows:  I’m sorry. 

Ames:  Before we go any further, I’d like, you just made a comment  I’d like some clarification on.  I 

said it flies in the face of 200+ years of case law, and you didn’t think that was accurate.  David, do 

you know off the top of your head, there is a case law in the State of Vermont in the 18? 

Englander:  Well, this puts me in a very awkward position. 

Ames:  I’m sorry.  I thought you’d might know it off the top of your head. 

Englander:  There is public trust doctrine that runs back 180 years in this country.  In terms of 

Vermont, Vermont’s State Supreme Court, and the United States Supreme Court in terms of the 

ownership of wild animals being, they’re owned in the collective sovereign capacity by the people, 

not by individuals. 

Ames:  Okay. 

McLain:  So, I understand the public trust doctrine.  I think you can argue this either way.  You can 

argue that these animals are still, belong to the people because they are under the control of the 

Agency of Agriculture.  The fact is that they are not wild any more, and that’s the problem, as I said 
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before, we can’t let them go, we can’t turn them back into wild animals.  So, either they are under the 

control, or they are slaughtered.  And, I didn’t think slaughter was going to actually make it.   

Ames:  I think there are other methods of . . . 

McLain:  I don’t think so, really.  Seriously, if you think there are, what are they? 

Ames:  I think we could have had a controlled hunt over a couple of years and in two years we could 

have, the area would have been depopulated.  That’s just one off the top of my head.  Maybe you had 

something, Ed? 

Gallo:  Yes, I actually went and visited the facility back about three years ago now when we were 

working on the rule, and actually the Nelsons were very gracious to me even though I was on the 

Board and we were going through tough times writing this rule, but they were very gracious, we 

spent the whole day in the facility, and it was January as recall, it might have been February.  So the 

eight-foot fence was more like a six-foot fence at that particular time, and I asked him about animals 

crossing the fence and the Nelsons told me that the white-tails, of course, could go over that fence 

with no problem, and the moose actually get over that fence, but the elk can’t because elk are not, 

they are terrible jumpers.  And I said “Okay, I don’t really know anything about elk, but I’ll take your 

word for it.”  We heard a noise, turned around, and a whole herd of elk was coming over the fence.  

And that was a designed fence splitting the interior off, so it wasn’t the perimeter fence, it was an 

interior fence.  But it was the same exact design, same spacing of posts, same mesh material, and they 

managed to bend part of it over between the posts and they were coming over.  So, I said “Huh, I 

knew the white-tails could cross it, I wasn’t sure about the moose, and you told me the elks can’t, but, 

you know, we’re standing here and they’re coming over it, ten or twenty of them.”  So, doubling that 

fence to me is just the red herring, it’s not going to, it’s going to be a lot of expense for no value-add.  

But, this was in the, I’m sure he testified, and this was going to cure all the ills. 
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Ames:  It should be noted that Ag exempted their fencing requirements in the second paragraph, it 

exempts the fencing requirements. 

McLain:  No.  No. 

Ames:  I’m pretty sure that’s how it reads.  

Gallo:  I read it in the thing, the bill, it allows for a variance procedure. 

McLain:  It allows for a variance procedure, but it still has to be approved by the Secretary of 

Agriculture and the goal of the fence is still to prevent the exchange between outside and inside.  The 

current thinking is an electrified fence (inaudible) and another wire fence.  So, we are really out of 

my depth when you start about fencing. 

Gallo:  I’m just relaying my observation. 

McLain:  I understand. 

Gallo:  Based on their input, their input was “deer -- yes,” “moose -- sometimes,” “elk -- no.”  And 

here they come.  You couldn’t have wrote a script. 

Ames:  Jeremy? 

Baker:  I’m just, I’m going to have to respectfully disagree with one of the statements you made that 

Mr. Nelson has to do something now.  I don’t think he has to do anything because he has done 

nothing to this point even with a law in place and with our ruling in place he did nothing, so . . . 

McLain:  He did nothing. 

Baker:  I don’t think that he, I don’t think that he now has to do anything. 

McLain:  Well, I’ll put it this way.  He did a lot. 

Baker:  Yes, he fought the rule. 

McLain:  Yes, he did a lot . . . 

Baker:  He spent a lot of money on attorneys, and . . . 

McLain:  Yes, and he . . .  
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Baker:  and he’s winning, so . . . . 

McLain:  And, he did a lot in the public, he’s done a lot of things. 

Baker:  You’re not going anywhere with me with that. 

McLain:  But, I believe . . . 

Baker:  Because I’ll say that this Board is not going to be the body that is responsible for the disease 

that will outbreak. 

McLain:  You are not responsible, absolutely not, you will . . . 

Baker:  It will be the (inaudible) people that passed that ruling at the eleventh hour and it’s really 

disappointing because we elected them. 

McLain:  You’re exactly right.  I mean, that is exactly true.  You have no responsibility for what 

happens at Mr. Nelson’s, to the animals there, if something goes wrong, you have no responsibility 

for it.  Nor, frankly, does the Department or the Agency.  There is some responsibility in the 

Legislature, for sure.  If the Agency of Agriculture does not live up to the responsibilities that they 

have accepted, there will be some responsibility there.  But you all do not have any responsibility.  I 

mean it’s sort of annoying I’m sure . . . 

Baker:  Well, he just continues to play the shell game that he’s played, and it will go on. 

Ames:  But the reality is, though, the mission of this Department, and the mission of this Board is to 

protect, preserve, our native species. 

McLain:  That’s right, I agree. 

Ames:  I’m not sure how, maybe Tom, or Wayne could answer that . . . how could we be, or you be 

absolved from responsibility when the core mission of this Department is to protect our native 

species. 

McLain:  I don’t think it’s fair to ask them to answer that.  I came here to answer the questions the 

best I could.  The answer is they can’t do that on this property, in this 800 acres, or 700 acres or 
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however big it is, whatever it is, it is exempt from the statutes, it has its own special session law, its 

own little page in the white book that you’ll see next year when it’s published, and it is now the 

responsibility clearly of one agency of state government.  It has had overlapping jurisdiction because 

some of those animals aren’t wild, some of them were wild, and that is one of the ways Mr. Nelson 

has been able to play the shell game.  He’s either a farm, or he’s this, but somehow he’s never 

anything.  I don’t know Mr. Nelson, by the way, and never, I don’t think I’ve ever met the man, well, 

I saw him at the hearing, but I didn’t talk to him. 

Baker:  I don’t care if it’s Doug Nelson, or Jim Douglas, or Brian Dubie. 

Ames:  We have heard overwhelming testimony of what a nice guy he is, what a good guy he is.  

Nobody here thinks he’s not a good guy, we just think he’s definitely wrong in his management of 

our species.  Bob? 

Shannon:  The Legislature in the last week of the session passed 56-57 bills out of a 100 that were 

held over the months of the session.  This one was on the last day you said? 

McLain:  Yes. 

Shannon:  Which there were 17 bills passed on the last day.  I talked to three legislators that voted 

for that rule that did not know that language was even in it.  So my question is did any, on this 

Committee, first of all, Wayne Barrows and I sat on the subcommittee that participated in the 

rulemaking process with the people involved in these facilities to report to the Board through the 

efforts of the Department.  Not to play mediators, but to merely report to the Board as to how the 

process was being afforded to the people that participated, and at the conclusion of the rulemaking 

process we were asked to testify at the Legislature as Board members so that the Fish & Wildlife 

Committee had an understanding of how he was afforded his ability to have fair representation during 

the rulemaking process.  And my question is why weren’t we asked to testify before that rule was put 

before the Committee?  No one cared. 
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McLain:  No.  I mean, I don’t know.  Except that I do know that . . . 

Shannon:  He was afforded the opportunity to testify, I’m just curious why we weren’t. 

McLain:  Oh, in the hearing that was given, that was had in January, it was called by the two 

Committees had his testimony, Wayne, he had, there was a veterinarian from Texas who deals with 

captive cervids who testified by telephone, but it wasn’t a public hearing, meaning that it didn’t have 

members of the public testifying, it was a witness hearing where they had called their certain set of 

witnesses.  They said they were going to have another hearing, but they never did.  The conversations 

then moved sort of “off camera.”   

Ames:   It was completely off. 

McLain:  Yes. 

Gallo:  So, where was the Administration In that?  I mean, nothing like shining a little light on these 

kinds of things.  All of a sudden help the public process along, but, you know, I’m sitting here 

wondering where were you guys?  You just waited for this to happen, and then said oh, too late? 

McLain:   No.  No.  That’s not true, exactly.  I mean, I will, I will say that I was keeping track of 

what was going on, and I was trying very hard to get a few issues addressed as best I could.  I knew, 

frankly, that we had no power to stop whatever they decided to do at the last minute. 

Gallo:  There was no press conference about the people of the State of Vermont getting screwed on 

the wildlife in Vermont?  I mean the same kind of press conference about, I don’t like the direction 

we’re taking on the land use taxation, I don’t like the direction we’re taking on the, what do they call 

it, the fancy bill to save money for the state? 

Decker:  Challenges for Change. 

Gallo:  We’re not embarrassed to get out there and talk about that, but why not shine a light on this 

sort of thing?  We hear about it after the fact; well, this is a nice kumbaya meeting, but that’s all it 

really is.  We’re not going anywhere from here, it’s done. 
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McLain:  It’s done.  You’re right.  Well, I made the offer to come because I knew more than 

anybody else did. 

Ames:  And we appreciate that.   

McLain:  I said I know a lot, did I know everything?  Not even close, but, you know, I did know 

more than anybody else did. 

Gallo:  How can we find out if we press them? 

McLain:  Ed.  You just said there were 17 bills passed in the last day? 

Gallo:   I’m talking back in January. 

McLain:  Back in January I knew something was going to happen, but what?  What could I tell 

people?  That I think something’s going to happen, but I don’t know what it is?  That’s not a press 

conference. 

Gallo:  I think there are many ways to get these kinds of issues out in front of the public.  There’s too 

much, there’s too much, you know, you scratch my back, and I’ll scratch yours down there in 

Montpelier, and then we end up with these messes, and that’s all this was, and everybody kept quiet, 

nobody wanted to ruffle any feathers, and here we are. 

McLain:  No. I don’t exactly agree with that, but . . . 

Ames:  We can agree to disagree. 

Roy:  I think Mr. Nelson’s hero was Pete the Moose.  When Pete the Moose was in the paper and 

everybody started sending money and the sympathy was out there, and the Humane Society got in on 

it, that started a movement I think in Legislature.  And, you guys remember that hearing we had in 

Montpelier, there were a couple of legislators there, and one of them threatened us. 

Gallo:  Bobby Starr. 

Roy:  Well, if you want to call him that you can. 

Gallo:  That was his name. 
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Roy:  He more or less threatened us, you make something up, I’ll take it to the Legislature, and they 

did. 

Ames:  They tried to take our authority away from us. 

Roy:  And they did, and I don’t think we can do much about it, but I’ll never make another rule if it’s 

for the public or any group, to hell with it, if it’s for the animals, that’s what I vote for now. 

Allard:  I think this was a political movement, Mr. Starr had this plan to wait until the end of the 

legislative session, someone send a bill, they all go along, nobody knows what they’re voting on, and 

it’s done.  And, I think this happened here, because I talked to members of the Legislature, they 

didn’t know what they’re voting on. 

McLain:  Well, this wasn’t the only bill they didn’t know what they were voting on. 

Driscoll:  That’s encouraging. 

Salvador:  First of all, thanks for coming, I assume you probably drew the short straw.  You said you 

volunteered so . . .  

McLain:  I did.  I did hear there was pizza, and that always will get me anywhere, but more 

importantly, I really have a lot of, I was a legislative liaison this year, but I was also the liaison with 

the natural resources community among other departments and agencies, and I used to work in this 

agency as well, so I wanted to try to make contact.  I knew I wasn’t going to solve the issue, I knew I 

wasn’t going to make you all happy, but I did think at least we could have an open exchange of what 

we know, and I tried to answer your questions the best I can. 

Salvador:  And I realize it’s water under the bridge at this point, but getting to what Ed was saying 

regarding maybe some advance notice in January.  I spent every either Tuesday or Wednesday, 

sometimes both mornings in the State House this winter, usually from 8:00 a.m. until 10:00 a.m. in 

the cafeteria going around talking to different legislators regarding my other job and the 

Transportation Bill, and if I had known that this was in the works, I would have identified who the 
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people I would need to speak to and ask them questions, but on my other hat, and ask them questions, 

but you know, I never heard anything about it, so it was definitely under the radar.  And my fear here 

is that we know how powerful the internet is, I feel we were defeated by the internet and basically 

politics.  And, my biggest fear is that thinking what is the next animal going to be, you know, 

somebody with a fawn, or somebody’s going to find one on the side of the road, stick on Facebook, 

get all kinds of support , and then come to the Legislature and say, “oh, I’ve had this fawn, it’s a year 

old now, I should be able to keep it, it’s not wild, don’t let them shoot it,” okay, special deal.  And 

somebody’s going to find a raccoon family, “oh, I’ve got this raccoon family,” so that is my concern 

is it’s just opening up a bigger can of worms, even with the special deal, or special provision, I think 

it’s, I really don’t look forward to what’s going to be happening with other animals.  It might even be 

another moose or a bear. 

McLain:  I share that fear, I know the Department has done a really good outreach job of let wild 

animals alone, leave them alone, their mothers are around, if they’re not, don’t bring them . . .   

Salvador:  (inaudible) 

McLain:  Yes.  This, you are right that, and you are right.  Pete became a folk hero and you know 

there were Christmas cards with Pete’s picture, and you know, I can’t tell you how many hundreds of 

those I received as the liaison.  Lots and lots of emails, movie stars, Pete has his own lawyer.  It really 

was way over the top and we . . . 

Salvador:  We never really mentioned Pete and his family, and however many other moose that are 

in there . . . so, a lot of it is hidden, so even to the public, they don’t (inaudible), they didn’t really 

know much, and they were from a different state where they were like “oh look how cute that thing 

is.” 
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McLain:  And, despite, there were good articles written by Wayne, and others, that said wait a 

minute, here’s the issue, this is an issue of disease in our native species, this is not about . . . you 

know, it was rotten. 

Salvador:  Well, anyway, I just want to say thanks for coming, and I fear what’s going to happen 

next, and I feel defeated. 

Ames:  Walt? 

Driscoll:  In reading the amendment, I’m still a little confused whether the Nelson farm is a hunting 

preserve or a game farm.  Now, hunting is allowed, can he still hunt moose and deer only during 

Vermont  moose and deer season?  Can he put those animals out for a hunt any time of year he 

wants? 

McLain:  He has to get permission from the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Driscoll:  For a hunt any time of the year? 

McLain:  Well, if the Secretary were to approve a hunt any time of the year, I would say. 

Laroche:  You see, that’s my question, is when those hunters come out of there can we arrest them 

for illegal transport? 

Driscoll:  Well, that’s what I was getting at.  We have seasons in this state.  Would the people 

hunting in there require a hunting license? 

McLain:  I don’t know. 

Driscoll:  It’s not addressed in the amendment.  Our state law says to hunt in Vermont you need a 

hunting license. 

McLain:  I understand.  I don’t know the answer. 

Driscoll:  And how about the poor guy in Fairlee that not rich, and since 1965 he’s trying to do the 

right thing and from what I understand go through the process of getting a permit, and because he 

doesn’t have the political prowess as Doug Nelson, he’s out in the dark here.  He’s got to live by our 
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rule and the other guy gets a free ride to do whatever he wants, and I think that’s unfair to that guy 

down there. 

McLain:  I agree that Doug Nelson is being treated differently than this guy in Fairlee.  I wouldn’t 

agree that it’s a free ride, unless the Secretary of Agriculture does nothing, which I don’t expect. 

Driscoll:  We know that Ag doesn’t have a very good enforcement division.  Fish & Wildlife has an 

enforcement division.  What does Ag have – two or three people for the entire state that run around 

and check slaughterhouses?  This isn’t something they do very often.  Last summer I know that three 

moose dropped dead in Doug Nelson’s enclosure.  Nobody called the Fish & Wildlife or the Ag 

Department to find out why they died.  They just dropped dead.  The two famous moose before Pete, 

was this moose Cow that he had that was a cow, and Bull.  They are both dead.  They just found them 

dead in the wood inside that 800 acre enclosure and nobody knows how they died, and you know, 

that’s a concern to me.  They died from something and it wasn’t old age. 

McLain:  Well, he’s supposed to report this. 

Driscoll:  I know he’s supposed to report it, but there’s no enforcement. 

McLain:  I understand. 

Driscoll:  And the moose isn’t the problem, the moose got the publicity, but there’s only eight to ten 

moose in there, there’s over 200 white-tailed deer in there. 

McLain:  Right. 

Driscoll:  And, now they’re going to drop 100 fawn this month, so we’re looking at 300 white-tailed 

deer in there.  That facility is too small to hold those deer, with the moose, with the red deer, with the 

American elk, with the bison, with the fallow deer, with the Sitka deer, they’re all crammed in there, 

and it’s a powder keg, and I hope the Ag Department understands what’s going on in there because it 

is a powder keg. 
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Spates:  With the Department of Ag, I didn’t see anything in there on special insurance or bond or 

anything to run this facility when and if, and we hope it doesn’t happen, but if there was a disaster 

there with this fence, obviously you’ve seen it isn’t quite sufficient, or a disease got out of there, and 

now we’re going to go around and try to eradicate like they had to in New York State deer all around 

that area and that expense and that lost revenue to, and lost opportunity to those hunters around there, 

to run a unique facility there usually are unique insurance requirements that go with it, but I guess in 

this case, it wouldn’t matter, they would write a bill that would limit his exposure like BP asked for 

right after the oil spill, so it is probably a moot issue,  even to require anything additional for 

insurance but I would think you would want him to have something additional for insurance. 

McLain:  I don’t think there’s anything specific written in there. 

Spates:  No there isn’t. 

McLain:  There may be something in the Ag underlying rules for facilities. 

Lantagne:  The only thing that strikes me, other than the whole thing, of course, is why is, why keep 

the Department or the Natural Resources Commissioner in the dark when, I mean, I would have 

thought if they didn’t like the speed at which things were taking place, they could have had the 

Agriculture Committee and the Natural Resources Committee and Appropriations Committee or 

whatever, all three could have sat down and gone through this, rather than leave Fish & Wildlife out 

of the loop, I mean, you’ve got people making decisions on fish and wildlife and the people that have 

the expertise, the science and everything else that goes with it, and knowledge about the disease and 

whatever,  are simply left out of the game, to me that is something that the Administration shouldn’t 

come up with. 

McLain:  I take responsibility for that. 
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Lantagne:  And the other thing was, and in the preserve bill there was a requirement to keep them 

bonded because if he ever went out of business, who’s going to clean it up, and even if there is 

nothing there, it’s the taxpayers that will have to clean it up. 

McLain:  As I said, I know there’s nothing in that particular legislation, but there may well be 

something in Ag’s language (inaudible). 

Lantagne:  But the preserve is completely out of the picture, so the bonding isn’t in there 

whatsoever, because it’s completely out of that. 

McLain:  No, if it doesn’t fall under Ag, then it wouldn’t apply.  That’s a good point. 

Ames:  Wayne, then Bob. 

Barrows:  I’m going to be like most of the other guys, and I’m very appreciative of you coming, 

sitting in front of a firing squad and taking what we’ve got to throw at you.  Within that, you said 

something earlier that got my curiosity.  You made a statement that this could have been a lot worse.  

We’re sitting here as a Board making rules and regulations, does that pertain to this Board and how 

we operate or does it pertain to the powers that can be taken away from us specifically? 

McLain:  It pertains to changes in statute that could affect your powers as a Board, also the 

Department’s powers in enforcement, and not be limited to this one case.  It could make changes for 

one case that would be applicable to many in many other situations, in other words, opening the door 

and lessening your powers, I believe this was a real downside and possibility. 

Barrows:  So it was actually something that was discussed among somebody. 

McLain:  Me. 

Barrows:  I’m just saying, for you to relate that, somebody obviously had an intent or talked about 

something, or is that just . . .  

McLain:  No. Remember I’ve been in the Legislature, I’ve been working in the Legislature for 

almost thirty years, so I have a really high level of paranoia. 
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Ames:  Well, let me tell you this didn't make our level any better. 

McLain:  You have a ways to go before you get to mine. 

Laroche:  Let me give you an example.  There was a bill introduced during Legislature that would 

have done away with the Fish & Wildlife Commissioner and placed Fish & Wildlife under the 

Commissioner of Forests & Parks and it was immediately repealed after being presented. 

Ames:  If this had been stand alone it would have gone nowhere. 

McLain:  If the Governor  (inaudible) stand alone bill, probably.  It was always going to be 

something that was done quietly.   

Ames:  And at the last minute. 

McLain:  Yes, and at the last minute.  It was always going to be that way.  I knew that, I just didn’t 

know exactly how or where or . . .  

Spates:  Would Bobby do it or would Vince do it? 

McLain:  Well, yes, or there are other people too, I mean, a lot of legislators from up in that area, 

House and Senate members, felt strongly that this problem had to be solved.  So that’s what I feared, 

frankly, would be worse, it would be something that wasn’t narrowly defined that could then lead to 

other things.  And, also repealing the powers of the Board and the Commissioner, frankly, that comes 

up all the time.  People get mad and they want to say well we’ll get rid of them then. 

Barrows:  We are often asked through the Board what was legislative intent on certain plans that we 

come up with, to the extent to where we’ve actually asked for Ag to come in and different people 

come in for that, yet, it does seem to happen that they do come in.  They want to sit here, and you 

figure it out, and we’ll figure it out what we’ve got to do afterwards, and I don’t know, maybe that’s 

the only way it’s ever going to go forward. 

Gallo:  Ag came in and testified before us on this particular rule.  They came in and spent a whole 

night talking to us about it. 
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Ames:  Bob? 

Shannon:  I, you know, as far as fielding our questions that’s great, you know, the firing part of it, 

the exchange back and forth from my perspective hasn’t really started yet, so, I’ll wait for another 

day for that.  The question I have is that when this process started you sat in for quite a while during 

our moose discussion on rulemaking, so you saw, you’ve been here before I’m sure, have you to a 

Board meeting? 

McLain:  Oh yes. 

Shannon:  Okay, so you know it works.  When this legislation was written, was there the same 

question and answer dialogue since this is a one-sided testimony that you received for the most part, 

and we weren’t allowed to participate in the process, was there anybody sitting on it, on that 

Committee that was fielding some of the things that, you know, that Mr. Driscoll asked about certain 

language to the rule, and what was the, you know, what was the thought behind the language that you 

have now, because there were a lot of things in this rule that haven’t been addressed that are issues to 

our regulation that were given a lot of thought, and quite frankly, a lot of the language that was 

passed by this Board was actually bantered around by the attorneys representing those two facilities 

and the attorney representing Mr. Nelson.  He got a lot of the language in that regulation that he 

wanted.  We afforded him a lot of latitude short of not protecting the wildlife of the people of the 

state of Vermont, which is our obligation, so I’m just kind of curious, I really want to know, you 

know, down the road, how this whole thing really happened, and when that language was written, 

who decided, you know, double fencing goes in, but he can apply for a variance, those kinds of 

things.  Was that a Committee or was that just Mr. Nelson dictating to you what you were going to 

write? 

McLain:  The legislation was drafted by an attorney who works for the Ag Department, in 

consultation with the veterinarians at the Ag Department and the Secretary of Ag, then given by 
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request to a legislator who had asked for it, who then, with other legislators, looked it over, made 

some suggested changes, talked to Mr. Nelson, I’m sure, although I wasn’t present for it, and then 

presented it to the Chair of the Appropriations Committee for an amendment to that bill on the last 

night.  That’s exactly what happened. 

Ames:  Walt, and then I’ll . . .  

Driscoll:  You know, we were mandated by the Legislature . . . 

McLain:  Wait, I should say, and when I talked to the lawyer who was drafting the legislation, I 

asked for a couple of things.  I asked that there be sufficient fencing to prevent the disease 

transmission through nose-to-nose or coughing contact, and that it just relate to Mr. Nelson, that it not 

change  any statute and that it clearly define one agency to be in charge, and not have overlapping 

jurisdiction.  Those are the pieces I asked for, and those I think were included, so just to be, my role 

was that. 

Driscoll:  I just want to remind everybody that we were mandated to draft this rule by the 

Legislature, because I don’t think they wanted to do it, and we did it, and (inaudible), even though 

Nelsons had a free ride, the rule is still in place and it’s in force, and parts of it are very good 

compared to what we had before, we’re not going to have any new facilities in the state of Vermont 

under the rule, Wild Hill Preserve is the only other facility; unfortunately for him is still going to 

have to comply with the rule, which I think is good, but, my real question is maybe to you, Wayne, or 

the Colonel LeCours, here, what was your big plan on implementing our rule that was so distasteful 

to the Governor’s office and the Ag Department – was it a slaughter fest, get it over with quick, or 

were you working with Mr. Nelson for a long-term solution to depopulate that facility because I’m 

being told by legislators in the Kingdom that this is all because of you Wayne, because you wouldn’t 

deal with Doug Nelson, and I know you’ve been up there meeting with him countless times, so we’ve 
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never been able, we’ve never been told how you were going to implement our rule, it was a big 

secret, and I can understand why, but are we allowed to know what it was now? 

Laroche:  Well, I mean, as you know, I made multiple trips up to talk to Mr. Nelson, and I insisted 

the whole time that the wildlife belongs, the moose and the deer, belong to the people of the State of 

Vermont, and that for disease reasons they couldn’t be let out of there.  He would never accept that, 

he asked me if I would buy them, if he could buy them from me, he asked if, he always intended to 

possess them, and he would not come up with any solution or offer any solutions.  For example, if he 

had come up with a proposal that would depopulate the animals within X years and, you know, I’d be 

able to have hunts in here in order to accomplish that, we certainly would have considered any of 

those options, but there was never any give or take with Mr. Nelson, and he insisted on owning the 

animals from the beginning and never wavered from that. 

Gallo:  That’s what I found the day I met with him, and we talked at length about, and that was the 

only point we disagreed on was ownership of those animals, he owned them, period, paragraph, and I 

told him we agreed to disagree because he’ll never get the Board to agree with that. 

McLain:  And, it’s no secret that you tried hard to figure out a way to legally coerce him into 

compliance and the State’s Attorney was not willing able, was not willing, to go ahead because the 

case was weak, because of the overlapping jurisdiction of Ag, and Ag hadn’t done their 

administrative homework, they hadn’t finished all the steps they had to take before a civil case could 

be brought, and we ended up in the dilemma of having a rule but not being able to apply the rule, and 

after a number of years, and the, the number of moves that had been made on this, you know, I think 

it would have been miraculous, miraculous, if he had agreed to a depopulation scheme of any sort.  

His own work, he didn’t, it’s a power thing, guys. 

Ames:  Well, we’ve gone about as far, you’ve had a chance to observe a lot of conversation on one 

rule, the moose rule, you heard a lot of the biological, the scientific information, the back and forth of 
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the in-depth discussion we had on it.  You saw the work the Department’s done, the questions and 

concerns that were raised here, this group has a real concern for this topic.  I would really like if you 

would take back to the Administration, who I assume is your boss, I don’t know how that is. 

McLain:  Well, I’m actually a temp.  And, I might be even more temp than ever when I get out of 

here. 

Ames:  Take back to them, the Legislature put us here, but the Department here, put us here to do a 

job, which we are doing , I think very successfully, we have ups, we have downs when we are doing 

it.  We did our job on this topic, and yet, the rug was pulled out from underneath us.  If you would 

take back to the Administration and tell them what it is you saw here, what we are doing, and that this 

is really wrong, pulling the rug out from underneath us here, and I’m talking about the Board, not the 

Department, that’s even bigger than that, as far as I’m concerned.  And I really think they should trust 

the people that the Legislature put in place to deal with these situations. 

McLain:  Okay, just understand, what the Legislature gives, the Legislature can take away. 

Ames:  I fully understand.  But this is one thing that flies in the face of so much previous legislative 

intent, I really feel it undid a whole lot of legislation, and I like most of the others here, spoke to a 

number of legislators, all who went “what?”  “what?”  And the ones who I think might not have gone  

“what?” didn’t call me back.  So, if you would take back to the Administration our great concerns, 

and I quite personally, don’t think this is over, well, it may be over for this year, but I don’t think this 

topic is by any means done. 

McLain:  Probably not, very little is ever done, especially when you’re talking about the Legislature.   

I want to be clear, this was not, this was not spurred by the Administration.  I was in a defensive 

mode.  I was trying to control them as best I could, so this was like, you know, so, yes, do I think it 

could have been worse, yes, oh, absolutely it could have been a lot worse.  I’m positive it could have 



Page 29 of 29 

 

been a lot worse and I can think of lots of reasons it could have been, but I mean, I want you to know 

this was not an initiative by the Administration; it was not started there at all. 

Ames:  But, I do think the Administration could have, at any one time, stopped this or let it out. 

Baker:  It was all planned. 

Roy:  I don’t think so.  Did he even sign it at the end? 

McLain:  We don’t even have the bill yet, it’s part of the budget. 

Jones:  It may not have been able to have been stopped, but we could have been included in it.  I 

think it is just appalling what has happened. 

Ames:  Thank you, very much. 

McLain:  Thank you. 

Ames:  I appreciate you coming. 

McLain:  And, you know, to your point that you . . . work hard . . . for the people of the state for 

wildlife decisions . . . absolutely. 
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