


















October 8, 2021 

Mr. Michael Marchand 

New Hampshire Fish and Game 

11 Hazen Drive 

Concord, NH 03301 

 

Dear Mr. Marchand, 

I have been a long-standing supporter of the NH Fish and Game’s Non-Game and Endangered Species 
Program for many years, and have also devoted my career (for over 40 years) to environmental 
protection and wildlife conservation and serving on the Derry Conservation Commission. 

I respectfully request your Department’s careful consideration of the following comments on the 
Proposed Rules for Chapter Fis 1000 through Fis 1005: 

1.  Recommend revising the definition of Fis 1002.02 “Conservation Measures”, to remove the term 
“mitigation” – this will not be adequate to prevent adverse impacts and harm to threatened and 
endangered species in NH and afford these species the greatest possible opportunity for recovery.   
Further, “minimization” requires that clearly articulated and scientific (evidence-based) standards be 
included in these rules to ensure that adverse impacts and harm to threatened and endangered species 
are minimized to the greatest practical extent. 

2.   Recommend revising the definition of Fis 1002.05 “Consultation”, to remove the term “mitigate”(see 
comment #1). 

3.  Recommend revising the definition of Fis 1002.07 “Habitat determined to be critical”, to remove the 
term “mitigate”(see comment #1). 

4..  Ensure that clearly articulated and scientific (evidence-based) standards are added to these rules to 
support all decisions that NHFG will render that are based on the definition of 1002.09 “Jeopardize the 
continued existence of” 

5.  Recommend revising Fis 1003.01 “Avoidance of Harm”, to remove the term “mitigate”(see comment 
#1). 

6.  Recommend adding “if requested by a municipal agency, board or commission” to the verbiage 
included in Fis 1004.01.  Conservation Commissions often have concerns when they review applicant’s 
submissions and site plans, particularly in areas of proposed wetlands impacts and have challenges in 
attempting to get an applicant to implement acceptable measures (recommended by NHFG) that would 
avoid or minimize harm to threatened and endangered species.  

7.  Recommend revising Fis 1004.03 c.(14) in “ Information required for Consultation”   to remove the 
word mitigate” 



8.  Recommend revising Fis 1004.06 to ensure that clearly articulated standards for qualifications are 
included to ensure that the company and/or individual who is  proposing “conservation measures” is 
appropriately professionally qualified by presenting documentation of specialized education and 
experience. 

Lastly, although I did not have an opportunity to submit comments on the NHDES rule changes to 
Alteration of Terrain, I would like to offer that I object to an applicant being able to “mitigate” by 
sending a check.  That is blatantly unacceptable as it does not avoid harm to T & E species in the area 
and jurisdiction where that harm is to occur. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Eileen F. Chabot 

 

Derry, NH 03038-5704 

 

 

 

 





such species and habitat designated as critical. For the purpose of this
statute, “appreciably jeopardize the continued existence of such
species” shall be defined in rules adopted by the executive director
pursuant to RSA 541-A.

Furthermore, NH F&G is the process of adopting the following definitions of key
words and phrases used in the above statutory standard – harm, jeopardize the
continued existence of, and habitat determined to be critical.

Fis 1002.08 “Harm” means any act which kills or injures individuals of a
threatened or endangered species, or which acts to destroy, degrade, or
adversely modify the habitat supporting the species by interfering with
breeding, hibernation, reproduction, feeding, sheltering, migration or
overwintering behaviors that are a part of the species’ normal or traditional life
cycle and that are essential to its survival and perpetuation.

Fis 1002.09 “Jeopardize the continued existence of” means to engage in an
action that reasonably would be expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce the
likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a threatened or endangered
species’ population by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of
that species. [Note: F&G does not include the word “appreciably” in Fis
1002.09, but does in Fis 1004.11 without defining it. A common definition of
“appreciably,” however, is “to notice and “to measure.”]

Fis 1002.07 “Habitat determined to be critical” means a geographical area of
land or waters designated by the executive director of the department that
currently or historically provide(s) physical or biological features essential to
the conservation of an endangered or threatened species and may require the
deployment of conservation measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse
impacts to threatened and endangered species.

Given the revised language of 212-A and F&G’s definitions, there is now a clear and
explicit statutory (not just regulatory) standard to be applied by DES and all other
agencies for all actions authorized, funded, or carried out by them.

Specifically, what this means is that permit decisions across the bureaus and
programs of DES post-October 9 must abide by the standard of “avoid and minimize
harm” in order to not jeopardize the continued existence of endangered species and
their critical habitat. According to F&G this means that the reproduction, numbers,
and distribution of the T&E species must not be reduced.

DES must also “insure” that actions or permits meet the standard and therefore must
gather sufficient information to know the full effects of a project’s design. This speaks
to the need to incorporate a study requirement or what F&G calls a “wildlife habitat
assessment” (WHA) for all projects. One cannot know if effects are appreciable
without first studying what those effects might be.

I believe it would be to your agency’s benefit to study the revised NH ESCA effective
October 9, 2021 to determine how the new, explicitly-stated standard of “avoid and



minimize harm” applies to each of your bureaus and programs, including the AoT
Program and the Wetland Bureau’s programs. Permits issued by DES post-October 9
will be scrutinized by the public and affected parties for how well they are meeting the
requirements of the revised NH ESCA.

Because wildlife and those who appear on the state’s list of threatened and
endangered species are a key component of NH’s environment, correctly applying the
new standard of “avoid and minimize harm” will help DES to accomplish its mission of
helping to sustain a high quality of life for all citizens by protecting and restoring the
environment and public health in NH.

It is my hope that DES will take positive steps to implement the avoid-and-minimize-
harm standard in the revised NH ESCA across all of its programs.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Suzanne L. Fournier

Suzanne Fournier, MS organizational psychology

Milford, NH 03055



From: FGC: Comments
To: Marchand, Michael
Subject: FW: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 11:58:06 AM

From: Beth Marino < > 
Sent: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 12:01 AM
To: Mauck, Ridgely <Addison.r.mauck@des.nh.gov>; FGC: Comments <comments@wildlife.nh.gov>
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G's rules

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Mauck (NH DES) and Mr. Marchand (NH F&G):
I oppose DES' rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and understand the
land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species that may be on a proposed
project's site.
Because the statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm endangered
species or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a project can be designed
to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid harm.
DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in the Natural Heritage
Database because rare wildlife has never been searched for in most places in New Hampshire.
Site-specific wildlife studies are therefore necessary.
I support F&G's rules that spell out vital definitions and processes, except for using a standard
of "avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the law. Instead, the law
requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G, as well as DES, are now
obligated to use.
Respectfully submitted,
Elizabeth Marino

Goffstown, NH 03045
>
Sent from my Verizon Motorola Smartphone



From: FGC: Comments
To: Marchand, Michael
Subject: FW: [External] Comments New TE rules
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 12:01:21 PM

fyi

From: Jones, Jarred A NFG (USA) <jarred.a.jones.nfg@mail.mil> 
Sent: Friday, October 8, 2021 1:58 PM
To: FGC: Comments <comments@wildlife.nh.gov>
Subject: [External] Comments New TE rules
Good Afternoon,
Comments on new rules:
Mitigation should not be included in rules. Take the NHARNG’s example of mitigation based on
Biological Opinion for construction of the Army Aviation Support Facility. Mitigation required
restoration and permanent protection of 15 acres of pitch pine scrub oak woodlands (PPSOW). This
has taken about 20 years to achieve, and the system is still not 100% functional or representative of
a PPSOW system. That is 20 years of lost (or impaired at best) ecosystem function and viability.
Mitigation elsewhere (whether monetary or physical restoration) is not always effective either. To
induce a certain community or system where it does not occur naturally or has succeeded out of is
sometimes a futile process. It is much more logical, cost effective, and sustainable to maintain
functional viable systems and resources that already exist rather than manufacture the like. Lastly
changing climatic conditions will complicate mitigation activities, further challenging this rule
change.
Thank you for consideration of my comments,
Jarred
Jarred Jones
Conservation Specialist
NH Department of Military Affairs and Veterans Services
NH Army National Guard
1 Minuteman Way, Concord, NH
(603) 227 - 5161
Jarred.a.jones.nfg@mail.mil







From: TOM GARDNER
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Comment: T&E rulemaking & F&G consultation
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 11:54:49 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

October 6, 2021 

Comment: T&E rulemaking & F&G consultation

Dear Mr. Mauck and Mr. Marchand:
These are my comments on your respective,  and very much related, rules regarding
T&E species and RSA 212-A.
  
Regarding the F&G proposed rule Fis 1002.08: “Harm” is very clear and expertly
reflects the meaning of RSA 212-A. I see no possible way to abide by RSA 212-A and
this definition without first doing a wildlife study of the habitat under consideration of a
permit application. Therefore the study requirement that currently exists under the
DES rule from June 2020 should not be removed. It is no secret that the NHB reports
are inadequate and incomplete so they can’t be relied on to protect T&E wildlife.
In addition to the study you are also misunderstanding the way SB129 was written
with the resulting revisions to 212-A . It says you must " avoid AND minimize harm "
not " avoid OR minimize harm". There is a big difference and your rule s, both DES'
and F&G's, must reflect the way the law is written and not your interpretation of the
law.
Thank You,
Tom Gardner

Milford, NH 03055

 



From: SFournier - B.E.C.
To: FGC: Comments
Subject: Comments: Rule – Fis 1000 -- T&E Species
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 10:59:55 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

                     BROX ENVIRONMENTAL CITIZENS

Working to Protect Wetlands & Wildlife at Special NH Places

 

October 6, 2021

 

Mr. Michael Marchand, Supervisor

Nongame & Endangered Wildlife Program

NH Fish & Game Department

11 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03301

 

RE:  Comments: Rule – Fis 1000 -- T&E Species

Dear Mr. Marchand:

Overall, your proposed Fis 1000 rules are a solid step forward. The definition of key
terms is very helpful and so is the explanation of the review process.

My negative comment is about the wrong standard – avoid, minimize or mitigate
(AMorM) – used in the proposed rules, because that is not the language in the
statute, RSA 212-A, as revised following the passage of Senate Bill 129.

For example, the definition of “consultation” in Fis 1002.05 and the section titled
Avoidance of Harm in Fis 1003.01 are in error for using the wrong AMorM standard.

         <!--[endif]-->As of October 9 the revised NH Endangered Species
Conservation Act will explicitly require permitted projects to be designed to
avoid and minimize harm to endangered species and critical habitat. 



         <!--[endif]-->The first part of the standard, avoiding harm, by your definition,
includes to avoid destroying, degrading, or adversely modifying the habitat
supporting the species by interfering with breeding, hibernation, reproduction,
feeding, sheltering, migration or overwintering behaviors that are a part of the
species’ normal or traditional life cycle and that are essential to its survival and
perpetuation. 

         <!--[endif]-->The second part of the standard requires minimizing harm such
that the species are not jeopardized which, by your definition, means that
projects cannot reduce the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a T&E
population by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that
species.  

         <!--[endif]-->As of October 9 the revised NH Endangered Species
Conservation Act will incorporate the word “appreciably” which commonly
means “to notice and to measure.” Therefore, there’s no escaping the statutory
need to take notice and to measure how a project would impact T&E species.
Not only does DES and other agencies need to do this, but also F&G itself
whose purview it is to protect T&E species and be the leader of the other
agencies when it comes to the issue of T&E species. 

         <!--[endif]-->The standard of Avoid and Minimize Harm is not equivalent to
the Mitigation Hierarchy (i.e. AMorM) of first avoiding what you can, second
minimizing what you can’t avoid, and third mitigating what’s left. The Avoid and
Minimize Harm is, as of October 9, the legal statutory language and it leaves no
room for mitigation because avoiding and minimizing harm down to no negative
effects on the species and their distribution at the site and vicinity means that all
noticeable and measurable harm has been avoided. There is therefore no
unavoidable harm to mitigate. 

 

         We expect that the attorneys of the Joint Legislative Committee on
Administrative Rules will not allow either F&G or DES to use the wrong AMorM
standard, because the revised statute is explicitly clear that the standard of
review is Avoid AND Minimize harm with an eye to preventing any sort of
jeopardy to the species and their distribution at the site.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->

In summary, I believe that you must revise your proposed rules to reflect the
avoid-and-minimize-harm standard established in the statute; and second, that F&G



needs to encourage DES to keep the required study for all projects so that F&G has
an opportunity to do its job to protect T&E across the state as required by law.

Respectfully submitted,

    Suzanne Fournier, Coordinator

    Brox Environmental Citizens

    Working to Protect Wetlands & Wildlife at Special Places 

    

    Milford, NH       (    

 

 

 



From: Marchand, Michael
To: Sanderson, Paul
Subject: FW: Comments on proposed rules
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 2:15:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Paul, please add these to the FIS 1000 comments.

 

From: Carol Foss <cfoss@nhaudubon.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 2:14 PM
To: Marchand, Michael <Michael.N.Marchand@wildlife.nh.gov>
Subject: Comments on proposed rules
 

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Michael Marchand 
NH Fish and Game Department 
11 Hazen Drive 
Concord, NH 03301 
 
6 October 2021
 
Dear Mike, 
 
I am writing to provide comments on proposed changes to FIS 1000, CONSERVATION OF
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES, on behalf of New Hampshire Audubon.  We are a
statewide conservation organization dedicated to the protection of New Hampshire’s
environment for wildlife and for people. 
 
We recognize and appreciate the time and effort expended in developing the proposed rules, and
enthusiastically support their adoption.  This rulemaking represents substantial progress toward
protection of New Hampshire’s threatened and endangered species while providing a
reasonable level of certainty for applicants.  We do have a few suggestions for the
Department’s consideration as the rules are finalized. 
 
Fis 1001.05 (c) (3) It appears that “consumption” was inadvertently omitted from the end of this
statement. 
 
PART Fis 1002 DEFINITIONS 
We suspect that “Action” is likely to be defined somewhere in NH rules, but we have not done a
search to verify this.  Given the central role that actions play in the proposed rules, we suggest
that a definition be included here to provide clarity for the definitions that follow.  If no
language is available elsewhere in rules, we provide the following draft as a starting place for
consideration: “Action” means any modification of lands or waters, including but not limited



to wetlands and shoreland alterations and alteration of terrain, that requires a state agency
permit, approval, or other written authorization, and any act authorized, funded, or carried out
by a state agency. 
 
We recognize that there is considerable debate regarding inclusion of “mitigate” among
conservation measures to address adverse impacts.  We support inclusion of mitigation, since it
can be an important tool in some situations, particularly in cases where the proposed action
would affect a small sub-population at the margins of the distribution with no connectivity to
other, larger sub-populations.  We do recognize that mitigation can be mis-used as an easy
way out.  Perhaps somehow emphasizing that measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate must
be identified in consultation with NHFG biologists would ensure that mitigation is used
appropriately and help to ease concerns. 
 
Fis 1002.01 During the public hearing, clarifications of “Action Area” and “indirectly” were
requested.  Defining “Action” as suggested above would contribute to clarification of an
“Action Area” definition.  We appreciate that the proposed definition follows previously
existing federal definitions, for which there are existing policy documents and court decisions
that can guide interpretation.  Clarifying "indirectly” might be accomplished by
inserting something along the lines of “as through a chain of events triggered by the action
itself.”  It might be useful to include a few examples. 
 
Fis 1002.08 We support the proposed definition of “Harm.”   
Fis 1002.09 We do not support the inclusion of “appreciably” in this definition.   We feel that
clarification of how “reasonably would be expected” is to be determined could defuse that
debate.  One approach would be to insert “in the professional opinion of biologists known by
NHFG to be familiar with the species in question” immediately after “reasonably would be
expected.”  In practice, it might make sense for the
Wildlife Action Plan Implementation Team to make such determinations.   
 
PART Fis 1003 STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS 
 
Fis 1003.02 General Requirements 
(a) In the interests of clarity, we suggest amending the beginning of the sentence to “All personnel
at a site who are involved in implementation of the proposed action...” 
 
PART Fis 1004 CONSULTATION 
 
FIS 1004.03 Information Required for Consultation 
(c) (12) We do not support deletion of this section as was suggested at the public
hearing.  We suggest amending it to read “... including a description of
any known actions ...” which would help to address the concerns expressed. 
 
We again commend the Department on the development of these proposed rules and appreciate
the opportunity to provide comments. 
 
Sincerely, 



 

Carol R. Foss, Ph.D.
Senior Advisor for Science and Policy
 
 

 



From: Marchand, Michael
To: Sanderson, Paul
Subject: FW: FIS 1000
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 2:19:04 PM

 
 

From: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov> 
Sent: Friday, October 1, 2021 1:09 PM
To: Marchand, Michael <Michael.N.Marchand@wildlife.nh.gov>; Doperalski, Melissa
<Melissa.J.Doperalski@wildlife.nh.gov>
Subject: FW: FIS 1000
 
More comments
 
Sabrina Stanwood, Administrator
Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB)
Division of Forests & Lands - DNCR
172 Pembroke Rd., Concord, NH 03301

(mobile) 603-892-8824
NHB website
www.mooseplate.com
 

From: Nichols, William <William.F.Nichols@dncr.nh.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 2:18 PM
To: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov>; Bouchard, Jessica
<Jessica.R.Bouchard@dncr.nh.gov>; Bowman, Peter <peter.j.bowman@dncr.nh.gov>; Kane,
Christopher <Christopher.N.Kane@dncr.nh.gov>; Lamb, Amy <Amy.E.Lamb@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: RE: FIS 1000
 
Hi Sabrina,
Regarding FIS 1000, below are capitalization errors in the common names of two listed species:

Rusty Ppatched Bbumblebee
Grasshopper Ssparrow

 
Another suggested minor edit:

(e) By January 31 of the year following the each calendar year for which they hold a permit,
permittees shall file a written progress report of the study with the executive director which
includes:
 

Bill
 

From: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 11:55 AM



To: Bouchard, Jessica <Jessica.R.Bouchard@dncr.nh.gov>; Bowman, Peter
<peter.j.bowman@dncr.nh.gov>; Kane, Christopher <Christopher.N.Kane@dncr.nh.gov>; Lamb, Amy
<Amy.E.Lamb@dncr.nh.gov>; Nichols, William <William.F.Nichols@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: FW: FIS 1000
 
Hi folks, fyi, Jessica, Amy, Pete and Bill, would you please provide a cursory look and let me know if
you have thoughts or edits?
 
Sabrina Stanwood, Administrator
Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB)
Division of Forests & Lands - DNCR
172 Pembroke Rd., Concord, NH 03301

(mobile) 603-892-8824
NHB website
www.mooseplate.com
 

From: Marchand, Michael <Michael.N.Marchand@wildlife.nh.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 11:05 AM
To: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: FW: FIS 1000
 
Sabrina,
 
FYI – Here are the draft T&E Rules – FIS 1000 that have been posted today. There will be a public
hearing on September 30. If you have any comments, please let me know. There are no fees
associated with these rules.
 
Mike



From: Marchand, Michael
To: Sanderson, Paul
Subject: FW: NHB comments 1-FW: FIS 1000
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 2:18:46 PM

 
 

From: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov> 
Sent: Friday, October 1, 2021 1:08 PM
To: Marchand, Michael <Michael.N.Marchand@wildlife.nh.gov>
Cc: Doperalski, Melissa <Melissa.J.Doperalski@wildlife.nh.gov>; Bowman, Peter
<peter.j.bowman@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: NHB comments 1-FW: FIS 1000
 
First part of NHB comments on FIS 1000, more to email, sorry.
 
Sabrina Stanwood, Administrator
Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB)
Division of Forests & Lands - DNCR
172 Pembroke Rd., Concord, NH 03301

(mobile) 603-892-8824
NHB website
www.mooseplate.com
 

From: Lamb, Amy <Amy.E.Lamb@dncr.nh.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 1:55 PM
To: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: RE: FIS 1000
 
Scanned the first half, skipped most of the second, but had a few notes:
 
Page three, delete the word in red:
 
(e) By January 31 of the year following the each calendar year for which they hold a permit,
permittees shall file a written progress report of the study with the executive director which
includes:
 
Page 5:
 
Fis 1002.07 “Habitat determined to be critical” means a geographical area of land or waters
designated by the executive director of the department that currently or historically provide(s)
provide(d)? physical or biological features essential to the conservation of an endangered or
threatened species and may require the deployment of conservation measures to avoid, minimize,
or mitigate adverse impacts to threatened and endangered species.
 



Fis 1002.09 “Jeopardize the continued existence of” means to engage in an action that reasonably
would be expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce the likelihood of both the survival and recovery
of a threatened or endangered species’ population by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or
distribution of that species. (Population in a territory? State? Region? Intentionally vague?)
 
Fis 1002.10 “NHB DataCheck tool” means an online data screening tool provided by the department
of environmental services and the natural heritage bureau of the department of natural and cultural
resources where the public can screen for known locations of rare species and exemplary natural
communities. This is the same as in our rules, FYI.
 
Amy Lamb
Data Manager 
(603) 892-5162 – work cell
amy.lamb@dncr.nh.gov 

Natural Heritage Bureau 
Division of Forests & Lands 
NH Dept. of Natural & Cultural Resources
172 Pembroke Rd 
Concord, NH 03301

NHB DataCheck Tool

 

From: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Bouchard, Jessica <Jessica.R.Bouchard@dncr.nh.gov>; Bowman, Peter
<peter.j.bowman@dncr.nh.gov>; Kane, Christopher <Christopher.N.Kane@dncr.nh.gov>; Lamb, Amy
<Amy.E.Lamb@dncr.nh.gov>; Nichols, William <William.F.Nichols@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: FW: FIS 1000
 
Hi folks, fyi, Jessica, Amy, Pete and Bill, would you please provide a cursory look and let me know if
you have thoughts or edits?
 
Sabrina Stanwood, Administrator
Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB)
Division of Forests & Lands - DNCR
172 Pembroke Rd., Concord, NH 03301

(mobile) 603-892-8824
NHB website
www.mooseplate.com
 

From: Marchand, Michael <Michael.N.Marchand@wildlife.nh.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 11:05 AM



To: Stanwood, Sabrina <Sabrina.m.stanwood@dncr.nh.gov>
Subject: FW: FIS 1000
 
Sabrina,
 
FYI – Here are the draft T&E Rules – FIS 1000 that have been posted today. There will be a public
hearing on September 30. If you have any comments, please let me know. There are no fees
associated with these rules.
 
Mike



From: Alexandra Moffat
To: FGC: Comments
Date: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 5:08:17 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the 
sender.

> I oppose DES' rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and 
understand the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species 
that may be on a proposed project's site.
> Because the statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm 
endangered species or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a 
project can be designed to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid harm.
> DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in the Natural 
Heritage Database because rare wildlife has never been searched for in most places 
in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife studies are therefore necessary.
> I support F&G's rules that spell out vital definitions and processes, except for using 
a standard of "avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the law. 
Instead, the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G, as well 
as DES, are now obligated to use.

So many of us care deeply about humane preservation of and respect for wildlife, that 
I and my family here in Orford and Lyme sincerely hope that you will heed these 
words.  Huge changes are coming via climate heating.  It is up to us to  help as many 
as possible survive the profound alterations  in the environment that challenge 
wildlife.   I want my 2 great granddaughters to be able to learn about ( and from) and 
appreciate all the wild life that we treasure now.

Thank you

Alexandra Moffat,  Orford   NH



From: Ari Pollack
To: FGC: Comments
Cc: Sanderson, Paul; Mason, Scott; Tricia Morin; Gary Abbott
Subject: NHF+G Fis 1000 Rulemaking
Date: Sunday, October 3, 2021 4:02:57 PM
Attachments: image003.png

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Good Afternoon-
 
With reference to last week’s public hearing regarding wildlife-related rulemaking, please accept this
email as rulemaking comments submitted by the NH Homebuilders.  Generally, the Homebuilders
support adoption of the proposed administrative rules as a means of providing a more efficient
process for wildlife considerations in land use permitting.  Specifically, the Homebuilders offer the
following comments:
 

1.       The definition of the phrase “jeopardize the continued existence of”, under proposed Fis
1002.08, lacks the modifier “appreciably” as the Legislature added the same to the phrase in
2021 through the passage of SB129.  Adding “appreciably” to the terminology, and having
this additional word reflected in rulemaking definition, would be consistent with legislative
intent.  For example, the definition could be revised to read “an action that reasonably
would be expected, directly or indirectly, to materially reduce the likelihood of both the
survival and recovery of a threatened and endangered species”. 
 

2.       Attention has been brought upon proposed Fis 1003.01 for adding reference to mitigation
techniques in the phrase “avoid, minimize, or mitigate”.  Mitigation is an inherent and
important part of avoidance and minimization measures.  For example, actions that
appreciably impact a known threatened and endangered species can be alleviated through
effective mitigation measures and reduce impacts to a merely immaterial effect.
 

3.       The Homebuilders applaud the inclusion of adjudicative proceedings pursuant to proposed
Fis Part 1005.  Presently, there exists no formal process for contesting the wildlife-related
permit recommendations offered by NHF+G in its consultative role.  Fis 1005.01(a) provides
that “any person who is aggrieved” may request administrative review.  This way, due
process is offered to those who can demonstrate legal standing.   

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these rulemaking comments.  Kindly include this e-mail in
NHF+G’s official rulemaking record.
 
Please contact me with any questions.
 
-Ari
 

 



Ari B. Pollack, Esq.
603.228.1181
800.528.1181

http://www.gcglaw.com
 

Gallagher, Callahan & Gartrell, P.C.
A multidisciplinary law firm

214 N. Main Street
Concord, New Hampshire 03301

NOTICE REGARDING PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION - The information contained in
this electronic message is intended only for the addressee named above. The contents of
this electronic message are or may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, work
product doctrine, joint defense privileges, trade secret protections, and/or other applicable
protections from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this
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From: Stephanie Johnson
To: Mauck, Ridgely
Cc: FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support F and GS rules
Date: Friday, October 1, 2021 4:30:48 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Mauck and Mr. Marchand
I oppose DES rule because it is  a mistake toget red of the study to find and understand the
land-use behavior of the Threatened and Endangered Wildlife species that may be on a
proposed projects site.
Our wildlife is now on the cusp of destruction with climate change and encroachment by
"progress".
Thank You,
Stephanie Johnson

Grand Marais, Mn
55604



From: Voices of Wildlife NH
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Tuesday, October 5, 2021 10:35:04 PM
Attachments: VOW comment about AOT permits.docx

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

 

Dear Mr. Mauck and Mr. Marchand:

 

We oppose DES’ rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study whose
purpose is to find and understand the land-use behavior of the Threatened &
Endangered Wildlife species on a proposed project’s site.

 

The revised NH Endangered Species Conservation Act does not allow DES or
F&G to approve projects that harm endangered species or the habitat they
need to survive, [;] therefore you must first know how a project can be
designed to avoid Harm and then require the project to avoid that Harm.

 

We disagree with the proposed rules that eliminate the requirement to
appropriately study wildlife at every site and assess their use of the habitat. Do
not deny NH F&G the chance that they need to review projects that potentially
impact Threatened or Endangered (T&E) species in order to do their statutory
duty to protect them.

 

DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife that are in the
Natural Heritage Bureau Database because rare wildlife has never been
searched for in most places in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife studies are
therefore necessary.

 

We support NH F&G’s definition of “harm” — means any act which kills or



injures individuals of a threatened or endangered species, or which acts to
destroy, degrade, or adversely modify the habitat supporting the species by
interfering with breeding, hibernation, reproduction, feeding, sheltering,
migration or overwintering behaviors that are a part of the species’ normal or
traditional life cycle and that are essential to its survival and perpetuation.

 

We support NH F&G’s definition of “jeopardize the continued existence of” –
means to engage in an action that reasonably would be expected, directly or
indirectly, to reduce the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a
threatened or endangered species’ population by reducing the reproduction,
numbers, or distribution of that species.

 

In conclusion: (a) We oppose NH DES’ rules because they would prevent NH
F&G from reviewing many projects that would harm T&E species,
and we support NH F&G’s rules that are very well described, with the only
exception being the erroneous reliance on the strategy of Avoiding,
Minimizing or Mitigating instead of what is required by law which is Avoid and
Harm.

(b) We support F&G’s rules that spell out very important definitions and
processes, with the exception of using a standard of “avoid, minimize, or
mitigate” Harm that is not the language in the law. Instead, the law requires
the standard of “avoid and minimize” Harm that F&G as well as DES are now
obligated to use.

 

Therefore, we ask DES to please keep the required study for all projects
affecting wildlife habitat so that NHFG can do its job of protecting endangered
species. Second, please use the standard of Avoid and Minimize Harm that is
the law. It is unacceptable to use the Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate hierarchy
that the legislature did not adopt.

 

Respectfully submitted,



Tracey Fitts

Tracey Fitts

Board Member and on the behalf of the Voices of Wildlife in NH

-- 

Voices of Wildlife in NH (VOW)  
PO Box 5862
Manchester, NH 03108

www.voicesofwildlifeinnh.org
www.facebook.com/VOWNH 
 
VOW, a registered NH non-profit 501(c)(4), works to protect NH's wildlife by advocating
for legislation and regulations and conducts research into elected official’s positions and voting
records regarding these issues and to publicize those results. 



From: Cathy Joly
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Tuesday, October 5, 2021 7:16:34 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Mauck and Mr. Marchand,

I think it’s far too late to be ‘mitigating’ and we should follow the ‘avoid and
minimize’ that the law sets down.  We have already caused so much harm to this
earth, it’s clear that humans have no idea how to mitigate effectively. All of our
wildlife populations are out of balance, so we need to be more realistic and humble,
and do more studying to understand the natural world. Definitely do not remove the
site-specific wildlife studies from project requirements.

Thank you,
Cathy Joly

Temple, NH 03084
~~~~~
I reside on N’dakinna, which is the traditional ancestral homeland of the Abenaki, Pennacook
and Wabanaki Peoples past and present. I acknowledge and honor with gratitude the
land and waterways and the alnobak (people) who have stewarded N’dakinna throughout
the generations.
~~~~~



From: lwhite303@gmail.com
To: FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Thursday, September 30, 2021 5:30:42 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Marchand (NH Fish and Game):
 
These are my comments about the proposed change in rules regarding threatened and endangered
species in NH.
 
I understand that the proposal would remove the requirements to conduct studies to find and understand
the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species that may be on a proposed
project's site. This would mean relying on reports of rare wildlife in the Natural Heritage Database.
 
In most places in NH such reports do not exist, therefore relying on this database, and not requiring
specific research at the project site would inevitably mean that any rare wildlife in that area would be
ignored and missed.
 
Specifically here in the North Country residents are very concerned  about the wetlands permit application
filed by Granite State Landfill i.e. Casella Inc to build a landfill site near Forest Lake State Park in
wetlands that support endangered species such as turtles and loons.  This proposal to bypass research
into wildlife at specific sites would enable Casella to go forward with its landfill project which would have a
devastating impact on these endangered species.
 
I therefore am emailing to put on record that as a resident of NH I strongly oppose any proposal to
remove the current rules, which should remain in order to protect NH wildlife from development threats.
 
Sincerely
Lorraine McPhillips
Bethlehem NH 03574
 



From: Kim Camuso
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Thursday, September 30, 2021 9:47:43 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the sender.
________________________________

Dear Mr. Mauck and Mr. Marchand,

I have some thoughts about your proposed rules.  I oppose DES' rule
because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and understand
the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species
that may be on a proposed project's site.  Because the statute does
not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm endangered species
or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a project
can be designed to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid
harm.

DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in
the Natural Heritage Database because rare wildlife has never been
searched for in most places in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife
studies are therefore necessary.  I support F&G's rules that spell out
vital definitions and processes, except for using a standard of
"avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the
law. Instead, the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize"
harm that F&G, as well as DES, are now obligated to use.

Respectfully,
Kim Camuso

Hudson, NH 03051



From: Joan O"Brien
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Thursday, September 30, 2021 12:13:00 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Mauck (NH DES) and Mr. Marchand (NH F&G):

These are my comments about your proposed rules.

I oppose DES' rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and
understand the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species
that may be on a proposed project's site.

Because the statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm
endangered species or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a
project can be designed to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid harm.

DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in the Natural
Heritage Database because rare wildlife has never been searched for in most places
in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife studies are therefore necessary.

I support F&G's rules that spell out vital definitions and processes, except for using a
standard of "avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the law.
Instead, the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G, as well
as DES, are now obligated to use.

Respectfully submitted,

Joan O'Brien
Amherst, NH



From: Elise Caplan
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 7:54:22 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Mr. Mauck (NH DES) 
Mr. Marchand (NH F&G):

All,

I oppose DES' rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and
understand the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species
that may be on a proposed project's site.

The statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm endangered
species or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a project can
be designed to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid harm.

DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in the Natural
Heritage Database because rare wildlife has never been searched for in most places
in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife studies are therefore necessary.

 I support F&G's rules that spell out vital definitions and processes, except for using
a standard of "avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the
law. Instead, the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G,
as well as DES, are now obligated to use.

Thank you for your attention to this critical and grave matter.

Elise Caplan
NH, USA

Sent from my iPhone



From: patti
To: Mauck, Ridgely; FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 7:21:53 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Good Evening:

I'm commenting to help wildlife species in N.H.   Everywhere animals are in danger because everyone in
charge believes they know the best way to deal with wildlife.  In reality, when projects comes into play,
the animals suffer because no one has REALLY researched the impact on the animals, just get the
project done without thinking through the consequences.   Animals always pay the price and I oppose this
concept.   the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G, as well
as DES, are now obligated to use.

I oppose DES' rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and
understand the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species
that may be on a proposed project's site.
> Because the statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm
endangered species or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a
project can be designed to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid harm.
> DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in the Natural
Heritage Database because rare wildlife has never been searched for in most places
in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife studies are therefore necessary.
> I support F&G's rules that spell out vital definitions and processes, except for using
a standard of "avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the law.
Instead, the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G, as well
as DES, are now obligated to use.

Respectfully submitted,

Peggy and Dick Patti
Wolfboro, NH



From: shelleymmc@aol.com
To: Mauck, Ridgely
Cc: FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 7:06:19 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

> I oppose DES' rule because it is a mistake to get rid of the study to find and
understand the land-use behavior of the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species
that may be on a proposed project's site.
> Because the statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm
endangered species or the habitat they need to survive, you must first know how a
project can be designed to avoid harm and then require the project to avoid harm.
> DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife in the Natural
Heritage Database because rare wildlife has never been searched for in most places
in New Hampshire. Site-specific wildlife studies are therefore necessary.
> I support F&G's rules that spell out vital definitions and processes, except for using
a standard of "avoid, minimize, or mitigate" harm that is not the language in the law.
Instead, the law requires the standard of "avoid and minimize" harm that F&G, as well
as DES, are now obligated to use.
 
Respectfully submitted,
Shelley Mckee





From: Ann
To: FGC: Comments
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules regarding site projects
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 12:08:17 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

 DES rules to Addison.r.mauck@des.nh.gov  F&G rules
to comments@wildlife.nh.gov. 
Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G's rules

Dear Mr. Mauck (NH DES) and Mr. Marchand (NH F&G):

Please consider my comments below. I support most of F&G's rules, but not the
wrong standard that they use. I do not support DES' rule to get rid of the required
wildlife study. 

I wish to emphasize a few points below:

1.  I oppose DES' rule to discontinue to find and understand the land-use behavior of
the Threatened & Endangered Wildlife species that may be on this proposed project's
site and every other sites of future projects.

2.  Because the statute does not allow DES or F&G to approve projects that harm
endangered species and habitat that is needed for their survival and recovery of T&E
species, designing a project to avoid harm and then require the project to comply as
such would be one solution.

3. DES and F&G should not rely only on the reports of rare wildlife that are insufficient
from Natural Heritage Database, since the database does not cover most places in
NH for T&E species or rare wildlife. Most habitat has never been searched and
studied in NH.  Site-specific wildlife studies should be conducted.

4. I support F&G's rules that spell out very important specific definitions, processes,
and procedures. Exempting my support of the phrase "avoid, minimize, or mitigate"
harm that is not the language in the law. The law requires "avoid and minimize" harm
such as F&G and DES are required to use. 

By abiding by this aforementioned criteria for protecting the T&E species would be a
help in the prevention of mistakes and lessen the chances having to go to court and
court interventions.

As I understand it, F&G has hired three full time employees to help clear up this
backlog of reviews. That should be a very big help.



Respectfully,  

Ann Shaw

Milford, NH



From: Gail Coffey
To: FGC: Comments; Mauck, Ridgely
Subject: Opposition to proposed DES rules and partial support of Fish and Game Rules
Date: Thursday, September 30, 2021 10:32:28 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Marchand and Mr. Mauck:

As you both know, we are in the midst of a sixth extinction of species on the planet.  The
biodiversity of life on Earth is severely reduced and impacts ecosystem functions at a rate that
we cannot even assess.  As Aldo Leopold said:

“If the land mechanism as a whole is good then every part is good, whether we
understand it or not… To keep every cog and wheel is the first precaution of
intelligent tinkering.”

Based on this philosophy and conservation biology strategies, you should be focused on how
to best protect endangered and threatened species and their habitats in New Hampshire not
how you can get around requirements for developers, real estate and human-focused interests. 
The threats to amphibians and reptiles in New Hampshire are enormous with development in
wetland systems, roads and other infrastructure which affect many aspects of their life cycle.
Turtles are significantly threatened given their need to lay eggs in upland habitat and the
fragmentation of wetland systems by roads. We are fortunate in New Hampshire, that we still
have intact and primarily healthy ecosystems in many areas of the state due primarily to land
conservation.  The challenge is to preserve ecological integrity and endangered species habitat
in areas where the stakeholder-big money interests are influencing decisions about protecting
these animals and their habitats. 

I am completely against making the proposed rule weaker with language like avoid, minimize
and mitigate which we all know is the allowance of pathetic measures like setting aside
isolated areas for endangered species or moving forward with development because a wildlife
or habitat survey was not required because no endangered or threatened species are in the
Natural Heritage database.  The Natural Heritage database is woefully inadequate due to the
limited staff and inability to survey areas for endangered species.  Surveys should be required
as part of the permit process especially near wetland systems. 

Secondly, I am completely against the weak language of avoid, minimize and mitigate. 
Please, this is a way to allow most projects.  It should state as part of protecting endangered
and threatened species what was stated by the court decision: "must avoid harm to T&E
species and must minimize harm until there is no harm that reduces the likelihood of
both the survival and recovery of a T&E species’ population, either directly or
indirectly."

There comes a time when you need to reflect on what your real job is-to protect New
Hampshire's endangered and threatened species and preserve wetland ecosystems so they can
fully function to support humans and wildlife.  It is not about pleasing business and real estate
interests and private landowners who only are passing through like the rest of us.  Your role is



to preserve these natural resources not in the short term, but the long term for all life on the
planet.

I urge you both to keep the law strict and beneficial to the protection of endangered species
and their habitats. 

Thank you.

Gail Coffey
Wilton, New Hampshire 



From: Norman Sizemore
To: FGC: Comments
Subject: Rules
Date: Monday, October 4, 2021 9:06:18 AM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the sender.
________________________________

 Dear Mr. Marchand
    Development is relentless. We do not need to promote or facilitate development in the State of New Hampshire.
We must not change laws or statutes that degrade protections for the environment and the creatures who live here.
Our role as citizens and stewards should be, at least, to  do no harm. I encourage you to do your best to retain rules
that protect the environment, and discourage changes that help developers.
  very sincerely,
Norman Sizemore
Tamworth



From: LINDA DIONNE
To: FGC: Comments; Mauck, Ridgely
Subject: Subject: Opposition to DES rules, partial support of F&G"s rules
Date: Sunday, October 3, 2021 5:00:57 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Dear Mr. Mauck and Mr. Marchand,
This email is about the rule proposals that would weaken the protection of our
threatened and endangered wildlife, making it easier for development projects to
proceed even if they harm those species. If anything, we need stronger protections,
or all too soon, there will be nothing left to protect.
I oppose the DES rule that removes the study requirement and relies on the
insufficient Natural Heritage Bureau database. I mostly support NHFG's rules, but not
the erroneous standard of Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate because the statute reads
"Avoid and Minimize." 
What is the point of having state agencies such as a department of Environmental
services or an Endangered species program at NHFG if the goal is not to protect and
serve the environment and the endangered wildlife who live there? 
Our state agencies need to be more like Kim Crumbo, a true conservationist who
recently wrote - "We need to stop regarding the climate emergency as a stand-alone
environmental problem. Global heating, although ruinous, is not the sole symptom of
our present struggling Earth system but is only one of the many facets of the
accelerating environmental crisis. Policies to alleviate the climate crisis or any of the
other threatened planetary boundary transgressions should not be focused on
symptom relief but on addressing their root cause: the overexploitation of the Earth." 
It has never been more critical to protect NH's endangered wildlife species and help
them maintain or build climate resiliency so that their species can still be around in
100 years. 
Thank you for listening to my concerns.
Respectfully yours, 
Linda Dionne

Raymond, NH



From: Kristina Snyder
To: FGC: Comments
Subject: comments on proposed rules threatened and endangered species
Date: Friday, October 8, 2021 2:18:53 PM

EXTERNAL: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the
sender.

Good Afternoon,

After attending the public hearing on September 30th, these are my short comments regarding the
proposed rules regarding the conservation of threatened and endangered species.

After listening to the concerns of developers, I think it is crucial to leave Fis 1002.08 and Fis 1002.09
regarding the definitions of "harm" and "jeopardize the continued existence of" unchanged. It is imperative
that given the increasing development pressure in our state and vulnerability of wetland areas specialized
habitat, it remains defined as is and not changed to suit developers and lobbyists for development
priorities.

I also agree that as commented that all of the public should have access to seek further review if
aggrieved and that should be clarified more clearly and made easier in Fis 1005.03 under "Further
Appeal".

Lastly, it should be understood that most of the ares of New Hampshire we simply don't always know the
species there and it should be considered moving forward, local insight into the areas by contacting local
conservation commissions or abutting landowners might be useful.

Thank you,

Kristina Snyder
Chester, NH






