










































































In June 2025, the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) proposed amendments to
the Use of Public Waters Rules (UPW) that would put more lakes off-limits to wake sports. Under the
proposal, wake sports would no longer be allowed on Lake Fairlee.

| oppose the wake sports “compromises” that were proposed at the January 16, 2026 meeting. lam a
year-round, longtime resident of Fairlee, VT who visits Lake Fairlee to kayak and swim several times
each week in late spring, summer and fall. It has been such a peaceful place of camps for kids and
recreation for people of all ages. Wake boats have no place on Lake Fairlee or other small-to-medium
sized lakes and rivers.

The powerful waves that these boats create wreak havoc and hazards for swimmers, sailboats and
paddlers (in/on kayaks, canoes and paddle-boards). Many using the lake are vulnerable young people
or senior folk. The waves stir up sediments, fragment both native and invasive plants (damaging the
native plants and spreading the invasive species), and destroy loon nests and fish habitats. The waves
erode the shoreline, and can damage docks and docked boats, so the wave boat operators can be a
source of large expenses for those residing on the lake.

The vibrancy of Lake Fairlee, both in terms of natural habitat and the economy, depends on a peaceful
body of water that is safe for all. Limited the operating hours of wake boats doesn’t help: The damage
by wake boats occurs regardless of time of operation. Additionally, summer camps are active from
early morning through the evening, and others use the lake throughout the day. Those working daytime
jobs are at the lake early in the morning and after work.

Please do not allow the destruction of the Lake Fairlee habitat, recreational opportunities and
ambiance by wake boats/wake sports. Please protect our small-medium lakes and rivers throughout
Vermont. Native plant, bird and animal species, Vermonters, our family visitors and tourists (who
contribute so much to our economy), and children at our camps (whose families likewise contribute so
much to our economy)...

We are all counting on you, the Department of Environmental Conservation, to conserve our
environment at Lake Fairlee and elsewhere. Please ban wake boats from small and medium lakes and
rivers in Vermont. No compromises, no exceptions.
















































My concern is about the process that keeps reshaping a rule that was just finalized in 2024 after years
of public input and scientific review.

Right now, it feels as if the state is responding more to pressure from a single interest group than to
verified scientific findings or real world data. And when rules shift due to pressure rather than evidence,
it undermines public trust in the rulemaking process.

The Agency of Natural Resources’ own mission emphasizes three things:
¢ Science based decision making

* Public trust resource management

* Balanced use of Vermont waters

These principles are clear. Yet if the rule change cannot be supported by:
v Measurable data
v Demonstrated safety impacts

v Documented enforcement trends
then it simply does not meet that standard.

And right now, the data does not show a problem.

For both 2024 and 2025, there have been:

e Zero reported violations

* Zero enforcement actions

¢ Zero tickets issued by Fish & Wildlife or State Police

In summary, there have been No documented safety incidents tied to wake boats under the current
2024 rules.

It’s important to remember something else: The 2024 rule was already one of the most restrictive in the
country (which is in direct opposition to ANRs least restrictive guidance), requiring wake sports to
occur only in zones at least 50 acres, 500 feet from shore, and 20 feet deep—parameters that the ANR
itself determined were scientifically supported and adequate for protection of Vermont waters.

Even after extensive public comment and pressure for tighter limits at the time —the ANR concluded
that the scientific literature did not support expanding the restrictions further.

Yet now, despite the lack of new data and despite the absence of enforcement issues, the rule is again
being reconsidered.

Constantly moving the goalposts does not reflect science based policymaking. It reflects policy driven
by advocacy pressure rather than evidence.

| urge the Agency to honor its mission, uphold the integrity of the 2024 rule, and refrain from changing it
without clear, objective, verifiable data showing a need. Vermonters deserve rules that are stable,
science driven, and fair—not rules that shift because one group demandsit.




































| am writing to you today as a Lake Fairlee Association Board member, Chair of the Thetford Planning
Commission, and a Thetford Selectboard member who is deeply concerned about three primary issues
with regard to the operation of wake boats on Lake Fairlee:

1) The Lake Fairlee Association (LFA) was formed to preserve, protect and enhance the distinctive
ecology and natural resources of Lake Fairlee and its watershed. Our annual budget is
disproportionately weighted toward the mitigation (if not eradication) of invasive water-based plant
species such as milfoil and brittle naiad. Needless to say, the potential for the introduction of
additional invasive species (for example, zebra mussels) through the discharge of wake boat ballast
tanks is an unacceptable risk. Shoreline erosion and the spread of near-surface invasives through wake
'shredding' are additional concerns;

2) The operation of wake boats is a direct and ever present threat to the health and safety of residents
and visitors - most prominently summer camp attendees - alike. Swimming and the piloting of small
water craft (kayaks, canoes, rowboats etc.) on a water body the size of Lake Fairlee is clearly
incompatible with the presence of a large/powerful vessels that create enhanced wake disturbances;

3) As a volunteer for an assortment of civic duties within a small Vermont town like Thetford, | am quite
familiar with the virtues of compromise - in given situations where the potential negative consequences
of such accommodation(s) do not outweigh the prospective positive outcomes. In this particular case,

| envision no 'middle ground' where all parties will be satisfied with the result. Furthermore, | firmly
oppose an outcome where the 'tyranny of the minority' - a very small and highly vocal monied faction -
advocates for and prioritizes personal recreational pleasure in opposition to pragmatic planning and
conscientious stewardship of an invaluable natural resource.

The leadership teams from all lake camps, the select boards of Thetford, Fairlee, and W. Fairlee, and
the Lake Fairlee Association want wakesports prohibited on Lake Fairlee. Itis infinitely preferable to err
on the side of caution arising from considered and dutiful responsibility than to 'throw caution to the
winds' in response to the hedonistic and myopic desires of a vocal few....

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,
David C. Forbes





















































































































| am a homeowner at Lake Willoughby and my family has been on the lake for more than 50 years - | am
strongly supportive of the changes to the rule regarding Wakesports and believe we should be keeping
the home lake rule as previously defined. We must implement them for the 2026 boating season. There
is no going back once we introduce AIS to our inland lakes or once someone is seriously injured.

That said, | did want to make a few comments that | believe are important to a number of arguments
being made by the wakesport proponents tonights and last week.

A 2024 DEC document indicated there were no reports of wakesports-related accidents or incidents
during the 2024 boating season. Wakesports proponents have referenced this fact repeatedly at last
week’s hearing and concluded — and expect the rest of us to believe — that because no accidents or
incidents were reported, the rules are working and everyone on our lakes is coexisting without
complaint.

Unfortunately, that conclusion is seriously flawed.

In December 2024, two public hearings were held on nine lake petitions seeking to prohibit wakesports
At those hearings, many speakers described incidents or near accidents they or others they knew had
experienced with wake boats. They spoke passionately about how they and the people they knew had
modified their own behavior — leaving a lake when wake boats came out or not venturing onto the water
if wake boats were present — to avoid incidents or exposing themselves unnecessarily to danger.

But how often do law enforcement reports get made on any crime? A recent article which | will provide
in my formal submission indicates only a fraction of crime is reported to police- about 40% of violent
crimes and about 30% of property crimes are actually reported to law enforcement. Other nuisance
crimes are suspected to be reported with even greater rarity.

Let’s be absolutely clear - the lack of reported wake boat-related incidents does not reflect what is
actually happening on Vermont’s wakesports eligible lakes. On Lake Willoughby residents know that
there is no fish and wildlife warden, no regular state police or other law enforcement, and that the
nearest authority able to enforce anything is all the way up in Newport. DEC has made it clear that the
new rule will not earmark any additional funding for enforcement.

The only conclusions that one can reasonably draw from the 2024 DEC report are (1) people on and
around our lakes know enforcement of any of Vermont’s boating regulations is rare, (2) there is no
established/clear process for reporting incidents when they do occur and (3) the responsibility falls to
the individual (since there is no enforcement) to opt out of risky situations to stay safe.

Nothing is perfect and these proposed rules are far from perfect. Two proposed changes better address
safety concerns. Increasing the size of the wakesports zone will actually remove a number of our
smaller lakes from the wakesports eligible list. Increasing the buffer to shore and other users will
protect others recreating on or near the water of lakes remaining on the list. Adopting these two rules -
and implementing them for the 2026 boating season - is absolutely critical. Adopt them. Have themin
place for the 2026 boating season. Let’s keep Vermont’s inland lakes safe for everyone who enjoys
them.

Dana L.R. Fowler






Hello,
Thank you, DEC, for protecting VT’s lake and the users of those lakes.

| support the proposed changes to the Wakesports rule, and | implore DEC to implement the rule as it is
currently written without any flexibility or nuance to continue to allow one wake boat operate at a time.
This would simply maintain the current status and not protect other lake users, including the 1800
campers that come to the lake each summer.

Do not compromise on safety for lake users. Wakesports must be prohibited for the safety of all lake
users, young campers, paddlers, waterskiers, anglers, sailors, etc., Do not succumb to pressure from
the small group of wakesurfers and the boating industry.

| was a 30-year resident of Thetford Center and a frequent user of Lake Fairlee. My children learned to
swim in Lake Fairlee. Their father works at one of the summer camps on the lake. | return every year and
swim, kayak and canoe on Lake Fairlee (and other VT lakes). | worked for the National Park Service for
32 years supporting wise management of public spaces and advocating for outdoor recreation. Safety
is always of utmost importance. In addition, | am an active outdoor recreationalist, a kayaker, canoer,
hiker and biker. Having to confront big waves and motor boats on small lakes is not fun, safe, or
conducive to safely enjoying non-motorized recreation.

The majority of Vermonters, including myself, have consistently said: wake sports do not belong on
Vermont’s small lakes. | strongly support the proposed rule changes that would protect 13 more lakes
from wake sports, including Lake Fairlee.

Lake Fairlee is unique. There are 5 summer camps on the lake, bringing more than 1,800 campers,
some as young as 7, learn to canoe, kayak, swim, sail, and waterski on the lake. Lake Fairlee has the
highest density of summer camps and campers in the state. Many young children, like mine, learn to
swim on Lake Fairlee. Do we want to compromise their lives and lack of skill with turbulent waters?

The 2024 rule was created without considering safety! ANR acknowledged this, even as it created a 90-
acre wake sport zone on our small lake where 4 of the 5 summer camps are located. The newly
proposed rule takes safety into consideration. Thank you ANR!

| assume your comment is short enough to fit into the form's word limit, so I'd suggest you submit it on
the form. There is a question on the form that asks if you support the rules. Please check off the choice
that you support the rule changes, but wish they went further.

Increasing the minimum WSZ size to 100 acres and the distance from other lake users to 500 feet will
protect more lakes and the public from large wave-making boats. This is good management.

There is deep community support for the proposed rule change. The select boards of Thetford, Fairlee,
and West Fairlee, 2 local conservation commissions, the Lake Fairlee Association, and all camp

leaders support the proposed rule change.

Wake sports do not belong on small lakes. They negatively impact all other users who have shared the
lake for over a century. Do not compromise on safety.

Thank you for adopting the proposed rule as you drafted it, without modifications.













































| Oppose the 100-Acre Minimum Lake Size

Lake acreage is a mathematical measurement, not an indicator of environmental response. Wake
energy and wave behavior do not change simply because a lake exceeds a certain surface size. This
threshold functions as a policy tool to eliminate lakes by definition, not science.

o 50 continuous acres is satisfactory Responsible wakes clearly outlines a Justification for a 60
contiguous acre Wake Sport Zone. Their exact quote “To address these concerns, we propose the
creation of a 60-contiguous acre minimum Wake Sport Zone, which would provide adequate space for
the operation of wake boats while allowing other traditional lake activities to continue. The 60-
continuous acre minimum Wake Sport Zone requirement would also simplify compliance and
enforcement, since larger areas are easier to distinguish.”

| Oppose the 3,000-Foot Straight Run Requirement
There is no scientific or environmental research establishing 3,000 feet as necessary for environmental
protection. This figure reflects typical ride patterns and geometry, not hydrodynamic or shoreline
impact data. Many of us do not need this 3000 feet to wakesurf, we use way less.

| Oppose the 500-Foot Buffer from “Any Object” in a Wake Zone
Wake studies focus on shoreline wave attenuation — not 360° “object exclusion” zones. Vermont
already operates under a 200-foot safety framework. This proposal creates a moving exclusion bubble
that makes lawful operation extremely difficult and impractical.

| Oppose Labeling Wakesports as a “Non-Normal Use”
The State of Vermont regulated the use of public waters with the intent to allow ALL Vermonters and
visitors to use these shared resources in a reasonable manner.
Towed watersports have long been in existence. The evolution of boat technology does not make the
activity itself a “new” use. Wakesurfing represents a modern evolution of long-standing recreational
boating practices.

| Oppose Section 3.7 — Lake Management / Research Provision
This section creates a pathway where an already-approved lake could be restricted under a
“management” or “research” designation without a clearly defined reinstatement timeline.
Without clear criteria, study parameters, and a set reinstatement schedule, this functions as an
indefinite access suspension mechanism rather than a transparent research process.

Vermont Boater Education- Regulatory implementation and accountability concerns. Before
adding additional restrictions, the state must ensure existing rules are fulling implemented,
communicated and incorporated into official boater education and enforcement training. Regulatory
expansion with out proper education undermines compliance, fairness, legal implementation and
public trust.



























| strongly believe that wakesports are fundamentally incompatible with the peaceful and safe
enjoyment of Vermont's inland lakes by the vast majority of the population. | further strongly believe
that wakesports present an unacceptable risk of transmitting AIS to our inland lakes and thereby
endangering both the lake environment and the present and future enjoyment of Vermont's pristine
lakes, especially in the Northeast Kingdom. Therefore, | urge the DEC to go beyond the present
proposed rules and to adopt a state-wide ban on wakeboats (or, alternatively, on wakesports) in
Vermont's inland lakes.

With respect to the latest proposed rules, | supportincreasing the minimum wakesports zone to 100
acres with a 3,000 foot run. Further, | support expanding safety buffers from 200 feet to 500 feet from
other users or in water structures. These protections are vitally important in order to minimize the risks
associated with wakeboats operating in precious lake assets such as Willoughby Lake, where | reside
part of the year and where my family's history goes back over 100 years.

| have grave concerns about the feasibility and efficacy of the DEC's plans to replace the "Home Lake
Rule" with hot water decontamination methods. The funding, infrastructure, space and skill to make
decontamination a realistic alternative to the Home Lake Rule are unfortunately lacking. At Willoughby
Lake, for example, decontamination stations (and the people and money to operate them) are
completely impractical---they would not work and no reasonable person would expect them to
succeed. Moreover, the time and expense that would be required (theoretically) to make
decontamination an effective means of preventing the spread of AlS are exorbitant. A simple Home
Lake Rule is a far better regulatory alternative. We don't have the luxury of time, given the immediate
and potent threat that wakeboats pose to the environment through their ballast tanks. | strongly urge
the DEC to reconsider its position and adopt the Home Lake Rule.

From the vantage point of my terrace overlooking Willoughby Lake, | have personally withessed the
enormous waves generated by wakeboats operating in wakesports mode. | have seen these waves
slam into kayaks and our dock with great violence and turbulence. They are clearly a threat to
swimmers, kayakers, other boaters, and even to people standing on their docks on their own property. |
have not felt comfortable going swimming or kayaking when | see wakeboats out on Willoughby Lake,
and | have heard many other residents say the same thing---these boats are dangerous and they are
plainly at odds with normal, traditional uses of the Lake. In my experience, wakeboats operating in
wakesports mode have adversely affected my use and enjoyment of Willoughby Lake. As more and
more of these boats come to our pristine waters, the greater that adverse impact will be, and the
greater the risk that our Lake waters will suffer irretrievable damage from uncontrollable AlS.






























| am writing as a frequent visitor to Lake Fairlee and a close friend of many residents who cherish this
beautiful natural resource. | am deeply concerned about the proposed changes to the wakesports zone
regulations, which would significantly restrict access and block usage on Lake Fairlee all together.

The current wakesports rules are working. During the 2024 and 2025 boating season, No complaints
were filed. This demonstrates that the current framework is effective in balancing recreational use with
safety and environmental stewardship. There is no compelling evidence to suggest that more restrictive
measures are necessary.

The proposed requirement for a wakesports zone to contain 100 contiguous acres that are at least 500
feet from shore and 20 feet deep would effectively eliminate wakesports on Lake Fairlee. This change is
not only unnecessary but also inconsistent with the agency’s stated goal of using “the least restrictive
approach practicable that adequately addresses the conflicts.” The existing 50-acre requirement
already ensures that wake energy is adequately dissipated and that wakesports can be conducted
safely and respectfully.

Moreover, the current 200-foot safety offset has proven effective. Increasing this to 500 feet would
introduce confusion and create enforcement challenges, especially since boaters are trained and
licensed under the 200-foot standard. The existing offset allows wakeboats to maintain safe distances
from other vessels and swimmers, in accordance with 23 V.S.A. § 3311(c)(1).

Itis vital that we preserve equitable access to Lake Fairlee for all community members. Wakesports are
avalued and legitimate use of the lake, and the current rules already provide a framework that supports
safety, environmental protection, and shared enjoyment. Imposing further restrictions risks creating
unnecessary conflict and excluding responsible users without clear benefit.

| respectfully urge you to maintain the current wakesports zone criteria and safety offsets. Let us
continue to support a balanced, inclusive approach that honors the diverse ways our community
enjoys Lake Fairlee.





















be transported between lakes. While the DEC proposes replacing the “Home Lake Rule” with hot water
decontamination, there is currently a lack of clear funding and timelines for building and staffing the
necessary decontamination stations. Until this infrastructure is fully in place and functional, expanding
wakesurfing activity increases the risk of irreversible ecological harm.

Finally, beyond measurable safety and environmental impacts, wakesurf boats fundamentally alter the
character of Vermont’s lakes. They are loud, visually intrusive, and disruptive, undermining the sense of
peace and calm that draws residents and visitors alike to these waters. If swimmers, paddlers, anglers,
and other non-motorized users are effectively pushed out, Vermont risks losing not only environmental
quality but also the recreational and economic value of its lakes.

For all of these reasons, | strongly support the DEC’s proposed changes and encourage the Department
to adopt them without dilution. Vermont’s lakes are shared public resources, and these rules are

necessary to ensure they remain safe, healthy, and enjoyable for everyone.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.


































































My family and | have visited Lake Fairlee for eight summers. We return often because of its serenity, its
clean water, and the confidence it gives our son and his friend(s) to explore independently. It is where
our son learned to kayak and gradually paddled farther on his own. Thatindependence is possible
because Lake Fairlee has long been a calm-water lake. The introduction of wake boats would
fundamentally change that safety.

Lake Fairlee is approximately 90 acres. Wake boats are specifically engineered to generate amplified
waves using ballast systems that can add 1,000-3,000 pounds of weight. According to research from
the University of Minnesota’s St. Anthony Falls Laboratory (2022), wake-surf boats produce waves
significantly larger and more powerful than traditional recreational boats, with greater energy that
travels farther before dissipating. On smaller lakes, that energy reflects off shorelines rather than
dispersing, increasing cumulative impact.

Shoreline erosion is not simply cosmetic. Studies conducted by Wisconsin Lakes and the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources have found that enhanced wakes accelerate bank erosion and
contribute to sediment resuspension in shallow areas.' When bottom sediments are disturbed,
phosphorus that has settled on the lakebed can be released back into the water column. Elevated
phosphorus is a primary driver of harmful algal blooms and declining water clarity. Small lakes are
especially vulnerable because they have less open-water “fetch” to absorb wave energy.

Research and state guidance in multiple regions recommend that wake-enhanced boating occurin
water at least 15-20 feet deep and several hundred feet from shore to reduce bottom disturbance and
shoreline impact.2 On a 90-acre lake, maintaining that distance consistently is challenging. The smaller
the lake, the more difficult it becomes to separate high-energy wake activity from open water
swimmers, kayakers, anglers, and shorelines.

There are also safety concerns. Kayaks and paddleboards have low stability in steep, closely spaced
wakes. On a confined lake, wave rebound from shore can compound this effect, creating unpredictable
conditions. Families who have long relied on Lake Fairlee as a safe place for children to paddle and
swim would face a very different environment.

The proposed 100-acre minimum exists for a reason. Acreage thresholds reflect scientific
understanding of wave dissipation, user safety buffers, and shoreline protection. Allowing wake boats
on lakes that don't meet standards may undermine scientific lake management and weaken
protections for Vermont's smaller lakes.

For over a century, families and campers have come to Lake Fairlee for quiet recreation and connection
with nature. We cherish mornings when we hear loons across the water and see eagles overhead. Our
son has enjoyed his growing independence with fishing the clean waters from his kayak. These
experiences depend on protecting the lake’s ecological health and peaceful character.

Larger lakes better suited to wake-enhanced boating exist, where participants can gather with others
who share that activity and operate with reduced environmental risk. With an area of 90 acres, Lake
Fairlee does not fit that description.

| respectfully urge you to uphold the 100-acre guideline and veto this proposal. Protecting Lake Fairlee
now will preserve its water quality, shoreline integrity, wildlife habitat, and safe recreational use for
generations to come.

1. Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources & Wisconsin Lakes (2019-2021). Research summaries
on wake boat impacts and shoreline erosion.

2. University of Minnesota St. Anthony Falls Laboratory (2022). “Physical and Environmental Impacts of
Wake Boats.”

3. Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation. Guidance on nutrient loading and phosphorus
impacts in small lakes.






























The 100 acre calculation assumes a continuous 3,000 ft run multiplied by a fixed wake
width, creating a static rectangular zone. In real world operation:

*Boats adjust paths

*Riders fall and restart

*Turns and speed changes occur

*Runs are rarely perfectly straight or continuous

Environmental exposure is driven by frequency of passes near sensitive areas, not
theoretical maximum rectangle size. The Minnesota research does not model repeated
exposure relative to total surface area, nor does it evaluate an acreage threshold.

Thus, the 100 acre figure is a sport geometry abstraction, not an ecological impact metric.

The scientific studies cited in support of expanded buffers, including Marr et al. (University of
Minnesota / SAFL, 2022), analyze how wake wave height, energy, and power attenuate with distance.
These findings describe how far a wake must travel to diminish to a selected reference condition; they
do not

prescribe a regulatory requirement that a wakeboat must remain 500 feet from all objects while
operating. Marr et al. state that wakesurf boats “required distances greater than 500 ft to attenuate
wake wave characteristics...to levels equivalent to non

wakesurf boats,” which is a comparative wave physics finding, not an operational mandate. The study
does not

define a 360 degree buffer, does not describe a “bubble” around the vessel, and does not recommend
a rule structure requiring separation from every object within a wakesports zone.

Citation: Marr et al., Characterization of Boat Generated Wake Waves, University of Minnesota / SAFL
(Feb 2022), Executive Summary
https://coalitionnavigation.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2025/09/BoatGeneratedWakeWaveReport_Feb1202
2_Final.pdf












| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed changes to the Use of Public Waters rule
regarding wakesurfing and wake boat access. This proposal is an arbitrary overreach that lacks
scientific backing, ignores the success of Vermont’s current 2024 standards, and threatens to create
more environmental and safety issues than it purports to solve. | urge the Agency of Natural Resources
(ANR) to withdraw this proposal and maintain the current regulatory framework.

1. Lack of Evidence and "Zero Credible Violations"

The current wakesurfing standards, which were only implemented in 2024, are working. Since their
inception, there have been zero credible violations reported under the existing framework. Regulation
should be a response to a documented failure of current law; however, the data shows that Vermont’s
boaters are compliant and the current rules are sufficient. To introduce more restrictive measures now
is not only premature but suggests a regulatory solution in search of a non-existent problem.

2. Arbitrary Standards vs. Real-World Science
The proposed 3,000-foot lake-length requirement is fundamentally disconnected from the reality of
Vermont’s waterways.

Arbitrary Metrics: There is no peer-reviewed, site-specific scientific data suggesting that a 3,000-foot
length is a magical threshold for environmental safety.

Ignoring Key Factors: By focusing on lake length, the ANR is ignoring the more meaningful and
enforceable metrics that actually impact lake health, such as:

Distance from shore.
Specific operator behavior and speed.
Localized boat traffic patterns and depth.

3. Impact on Access and the "Congestion Paradox"
If adopted, this proposal would reduce the number of eligible lakes for wakesurfing in Vermont from 30
down to just 18.

Unfair Targeting: Wake boats account for less than one percent of registered boats statewide.
Displacing this tiny fraction of the boating community does not provide a meaningful environmental
gain, but it does create a massive social and safety burden.

Increased Congestion: By forcing the same number of boaters into 40% fewer bodies of water, the state
will inadvertently create "hotspots" of high-density traffic. This increased congestion on the remaining
18 lakes will lead to higher safety risks and more concentrated environmental pressure than the current
distributed model.

4. Education Over Overregulation
The NMMA and the boating community at large advocate for education as the primary tool for lake
stewardship.

Behavior-Based Solutions: Most conflicts on the water are the result of a lack of awareness regarding
distance and etiquette. These are solved through signage, boater education programs, and




































My husband and | are full time, year round property owners and residents of Post Mills on the west side
of Lake Fairlee. Keith moved here in 1980. Our two main water sports are kayaking and swimming. We
are in our 70’s and 80’s. We love living near the lake and have long-term interest in keeping the lake
ecosystems and wildlife protected for generations to come.

My mother-in-law was a camper at Aloha Hive when she was a young girl back in the late 1920’s and
early 1930’s. Keith’s cousin attended Camp Billings one summer in the 1980’s and Keith’s sister and
brother-in-law have been vacationing on Lake Fairlee for four decades. They are kayakers and
swimmers.

We are very concerned about safety on Lake Fairlee. We are concerned about large waves capsizing us,
our neighbors or summer camp children. Wakeboats create dangerous conditions for the hundreds of
children camping at the six summer camps every summer offering swimming, sailing, canoeing, or
kayaking.

ANR/DEC acknowledges it did not consider public safety when drafting the existing wakesports rule. A
minimum 100-acre WSZ will fix this safety omission by prohibiting wakesports on Lake Fairlee, thus
protecting campers, all lake users, the lake’s, and limit the spread of aquatic invasive species. Thisis a
critical safety fix that would also provide ecosystem benefits.

Please implement the DEC proposed Rule change as written, with no exceptions for “one wake boat at
atime” on Lake Fairlee. It should be strengthened by adopting the RWVL rule changes.

Thankyou,
Sherry Merrick
Post Mills









Dear Ms. Dlugolecki,

| am writing to you as a citizen on Lake Morey of Fairlee, Vermont and as a dedicated environmentalist
to OPPOSE the proposed language within the Vermont Use of Public Waters Rules, Section 3.7
Wakesports on the basis of the unacceptable ambiguity of the language which allows for flexibility of
ruling that does not clearly protect the lakes and ponds of Vermont from egregious environmental and
personal harm to people, species, riparian zones, water quality and property values. Lake Morey had a
very successful and expensive alum treatment in 2024, to suppress the dangerous Cyanobacteria that
had caused illness, death and decline in property values. Prior to the alum treatment, the lake was
unusable and dangerously toxic. The water is now clean, thanks to the $1 million treatment paid for by
the state. It is back to being a lake that attracts residents, campers, visitors, recreational users and
breeding loons. Itis a Vermont gem. The biggest threat to this idyllic lake is the wake boats and the
effect they have on the health and safety of Lake Morey. In 2025, it was evident that several wake boat
drivers were not following the defined requirements in terms of distance from shore or depth of water
to avoid accidents and harm. We need to follow the scientifically proven model of how to keep the lake
as itis for all those mentioned above and this can only happen if the state proposes strict guidelines of
1000 ft from shore, more than 20 ft in depth, oversight at the boat ramp for algae on visiting craft and
ideally, to ban wake boats in totality. This will become a growing problem for the lakes and definitely for
the State unless rules are putin place and enforced.

| am including the well presented chart from the Responsible Wakes for Vermont Lakes which brings
clarity to the threats of wake boats to our lake and others. Again, | want to OPPOSE the proposed
language and hope that you and other key people in the government recognize how important the
public waters are to the health and well being of the citizens, the attraction to visitors and the
environmental sustainability of our waters and the land that surrounds them. This is the chance to get it
right before the problem grows out of control.

Respectfully,
Deborah W. Leach

Woodward Leach Design
Acorn

3488 Lake Morey Road

Fairlee, VT 05045 U.S.A.
774-254-4525
deborahwleach@comcast.net
longhaul@icloud.com
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My statement for January 27, 2026 Public Hearing

Zebra mussels - Science magazine has referred to them as "one of the most catastrophic aquatic
invasive species in North America." And they are on our doorstep -. in the American waters of
Memphremagog, and in lakes just north of the border.

A Minnesota study published in 2018 called wake boats "zebra mussels' best friend." The study
concluded the best way for zebra mussel larvae to get from one Minnesota lake to anotheris in
wakeboard boat ballast tanks.

My concern tonight is for the 17 or 18 lakes that will remain on the wakesports eligible list when this
rulemaking process is over.

Reading the proposed rules suggests that any AIS problem is taken care of with hot water
decontamination. The problem is hot water decontamination is not easily available in Vermont.

There are 2 or 3 stations on Champlain, but they are only staffed part time. They are nowhere near
most of the lakes that will remain on the list. Our local boat wash stations are not capable of providing
this service, nor will they ever be.

The DEC has spent months developing a plan for decontamination. Despite concern from
stakeholders - our lakes' direct representatives to this process - the DEC's focus has been and remains
on decontamination for all types of vessels rather than the very immediate threat posed by wake boats.
While | applaud a draft long range plan, there is no timeline, and there is no funding.

This exercise has taken up enormous amounts of staff time. Perhaps some of that could have or
should have been spent implementing the home lake rule that would prevent wake boats from traveling
between lakes and emptying ballast water that may contain AlIS in each. Instead, proposed changes
eliminate the home lake rule and any real protection our remaining wakesports eligible lakes would
have in the immediate future.

This strategy has potentially catastrophic consequences. Proposed rules succeed in protecting more
of the state's smaller lakes and | celebrate that. The proposed rules also - unnecessarily - leave our
remaining wakesports eligible lakes facing an unacceptable risk from invasives.















To whom it may concern:

| am an avid kayaker and swimmer in Vermont’s lakes, and | also volunteer removing aquatic invasive
species in the waterways intersecting with Lake Champlain. | do not support DEC’s decision to remove
the Home Lake Rule which is the best way to prevent the spread of aquatic invasive species. It runs
counter to all the work many volunteers, non-profit watershed organizations and financial donors do to
prevent this spread. Why would we impose conflicting policies on our people and environment?

| want DEC to incorporate new science and the Precautionary Principle to better protect Vermont’s
waters and users. | support the updated rule with added/stronger protections as follows:

o Minimum 30-foot water depth requirement (Supported by new studies, including the Lake
Waramaug research. LINK)

o 700-foot setback from shorelines, loon nests, and other lake users (The St. Anthony Falls
Laboratory study recommended over 500 ft for wave height and, more importantly, 600 ft for wave
power. During the initial drafting of the 2024 rule, the DEC staff recommended 600 ft. Incorporating the
Precautionary Principle supports a 700 ft setback.)

o Adding an explicit statement of and commitment to the Precautionary Principle within the UPWR
such as this:
“When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures
should be taken even if some cause-and-effect relationships are not fully established scientifically.”

o Amending the UPWR to include a statement that wake sports are NOT a “normal” use and
therefore require special consideration and rules that differ from those that apply to “normal,” i.e.,
traditional, uses.

Thank you for your serious consideration,
Myra Handy






































































































| respectfully oppose the proposed rule changes.
My comments reflect strong opposition to multiple provisions that lack scientific grounding.

The proposed 500-foot buffer from any object is not supported by wake science, which focuses on
shoreline attenuation. Creating a mobile exclusion zone exceeds the scope of the research and
conflicts with Vermont’s existing 200-foot safety rule.

The 3,000-foot straight-run requirement similarly lacks peer-reviewed justification and appears based
on operational geometry rather than environmental impact.

| also oppose the 100-acre minimum, as lake size alone does not determine wake energy effects.
The assertion that wakesports constitute “non-normal use” is inconsistent with the long history of
inboard towed watersports.

Most concerning, Section 3.7 establishes an open-ended mechanism to restrict lakes under the guise
of management or research without a clear reinstatement process. Any such authority must be
narrowly limited and time-bounded.

The petition record and supporting materials acknowledge concerns about wildlife, safety perceptions,
and lake character. However, the record lacks Vermont-specific, peer-reviewed hydrodynamic or
sediment transport research demonstrating that the proposed numeric thresholds are required or
necessary to change from the current 2024 rule thatis in place.

The Agency has relied in part on the University of Minnesota SAFL wake study (Marr et al., 2022), which
is NOT peer reviewed.

Peer review is critical because it subjects research to independent expert critique, helping prevent
policy decisions based on incomplete or unverified findings.

Peer-reviewed studies — including Girod & Goudey (2015), MacFarlane (2025), and Daeger et al. — do
not support the specific numeric standards now proposed, however do support the 2024 rule thatis in
place. (and | hope that you take the time to review these peer reviewed scientific reports

Goudey & Girod — Characterization of Wake-Sport Wakes and Their Potential Impact on Shorelines
(2015)Goudey, C. A., & Girod, L. G.,

MackFarlane, G. J. (2025) https://mymlsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/wake-macfarlane-2025-
wakesurfing-wakeboarding-and-waterskiing-a-comparison-of-wake.pdf,

Daeger et al., Impacts on Nutrient and Sediment https://lakes.grace.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2023/04/Impacts-on-Nutrient-and-
Sediment-Resuspension-by-Various-Watercraft-Proceedings-of-the-Indiana-Academy-of-Science-
2023.pdf

Absent Vermont-specific, peer-reviewed evidence showing ecological necessity, expanding statewide
restrictions risks moving ahead of the science.

| respectfully request reconsideration and that the 2024 rule stay in place regarding the acreage, the
500ft from shore only, and the 2024 wakezone stays are written.



Thank you
Paulene Thoms









| respectfully oppose the proposed changes while strongly supporting responsible lake stewardship.
| respectfully but firmly oppose the proposed changes.

The non-normal use designation that is being requested is unsupported by historical fact. Towed
watersports using inboard vessels have been part of Vermont waters for decades.

Section 3.7 introduces an open-ended mechanism that could repeatedly restrict lakes without a clear
path to reinstatement. This authority should be narrowly constrained and time-limited as this is a loop
hole to allow lakes to “ban” the use indefinitely.

The 100-acre minimum is similarly unsupported by environmental science; wake energy does not
change simply due to surface acreage.

The proposed 500-foot “any object” setback misinterprets wake research and creates an impractical
moving exclusion zone beyond Vermont’s existing 200-foot rule.

The 3,000-foot straight-run requirement lacks peer-reviewed backing and appears derived from ride
patterns rather than environmental need.

Good environmental policy depends on science, and in the public sector, specifically peer-reviewed
science. Peer review ensures that research conclusions have been independently evaluated and that
regulatory decisions rest on verified evidence rather than preliminary technical findings.

The SAFL wake research frequently cited (Marr et al., 2022) is not peer-reviewed.This is the scientific
information the the ANR team presented during the prerule making presentations for the roll out of the
2025 rule changes, which was provided to the ANR team from the petitioners Vermont Lakes for
Responsible Wakes.

By comparison, peer-reviewed work by Girod & Goudey, MacFarlane, and Daeger does exist, and
should be considered heavily, as these 3 PEER REVIEWED reports do NOT support the specific
numeric thresholds now proposed.

The current record suggests the new standards are precautionary policy choices rather than
scientifically demonstrated necessities.

| encourage the Agency to continue monitoring, data collection, and Vermont-specific research before
expanding statewide restrictions AND LEAVE the 2024 rule regarding the wakesport zone size and
layouts, the 500 from shore, and the 20 acre rule in place.

| also request that closer detail be looked at the request for the definition of a wakeboat to non normal
use, along with serious reverbage of section 3.7.

Thank you and Respectfully,
John Wasilewski
Shrewsbury, Vermont

PEER REVIEWED RESEARCH
Daeger et al., Impacts on Nutrient and Sediment Resuspension by Various Watercraft
Depth-dependent sediment disturbance findings



https://lakes.grace.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/Impacts-on-Nutrient-and-
Sediment-Resuspension-by-Various-Watercraft-Proceedings-of-the-Indiana-Academy-of-Science-
2023.pdf

Goudey & Girod — Characterization of Wake-Sport Wakes and Their Potential Impact on Shorelines
(2015)Goudey, C. A., & Girod, L. G. https://www.wsia.net/wp-
content/uploads/2020/03/WSIA_draft_report_Rev_ll.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com

MacFarlane — Wake Characteristics from Recreational and Wake Boats (2025)

MacFarlane, G. J. (2025) https://mymlsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/wake-macfarlane-2025-
wakesurfing-wakeboarding-and-waterskiing-a-comparison-of-wake.pdf

NON PEER REVIEWED RESEARCH

University of Minnesota — St. Anthony Falls Laboratory

Research on wake wave characteristics, energy, and attenuation relative to distance and depth
https://cse.umn.edu/safl/news/umn-researchers-study-waves-created-recreational-boats
Marr et al., Characterization of Boat-Generated Wake Waves (2022)

Wave height, energy, and attenuation study https://coalitionnavigation.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2025/09/BoatGeneratedWakeWaveReport_Feb12022_Final.pdf

Lake Waramaug Task Force — Shallow Water Environment Wave Impact Study (2024)

Wave energy propagation and shoreline distance findings
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5852df852e69cfa768783fd0/t/6791117b64c0e95b
7061fb1b/1737560444987/LWTaskForce%2BShallow%2BWa









ANR,

Thank you for your time. After reviewing the scientific materials cited in this rulemaking, | oppose the
proposed amendments.

There is no scientific basis for the 3,000-foot straight-run requirement, which appears derived from ride
geometry.

The 500-foot “any object” provision is inconsistent with wake attenuation research and creates an
unsupported 360-degree exclusion zone beyond Vermont’s current 200-foot rule.

The 100-acre minimum does not reflect wake physics and should not be used as a proxy for
environmental impact.

The key issue is evidentiary weight. While there is reference to research, research carries greater
regulatory credibility , especially when being used for governmental rulemake, when it is Peer-reviewed
. This is because it has been independently scrutinized for methodological soundness.

The University of Minnestoa wake work along with the Marr Et AL, relied upon in part by the Agency to
determine the need to the 2025 rule engagement, is not peer reviewed and should be noted that way.

Peer-reviewed literature does exist and should be considered (specifically, Girod & Goudey;
MacFarlane; Daeger) . These 3 reports do not demonstrate that the proposed 2025 rule changes and
numeric thresholds are environmentally or scientifically required.

| would also like to note that after reviewing the petitions that initiated both the original rule and more
recently the ANR need to reopen the rule, the petition record largely reflects precautionary concern
rather than quantitative environmental findings, this is Government driven by fear and not facts.

Finally, Section 3.7 risks enabling repeated or indefinite restrictions without a clear reinstatement
timeline. This provision must be narrowly limited as this is a loophole for future “ bans” restriction on
lakes indefinitely.

Accordingly, the scientific justification for these expanded restrictions appears insufficient at this time
and until there is Vermont specific, Peer Reviewed research to rely on.

The 2025 rule regarding the 500ft from any object when in the wakezone, the 100 acreage, and the
3000ft run should be removed from the 2025 rule expansion and remain as 50 acreas, 500 ft from shore

when in wakesports, and the wakezone geometry stay as written in the 2024 rule that is in place.

Hannah Roy






| respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports rule changes and urge the Agency to carefully
review the scientific literature already in the record.

| formally oppose these key elements

The 100-acre minimum is not supported by environmental science and should not be used as a proxy
for wake impact.

The 500-foot setback from any object improperly expands shoreline research into a mobile exclusion
zone beyond Vermont’s existing 200-foot rule.

There is likewise no peer-reviewed basis for the 3,000-foot straight-run requirement, which appears
tied to ride geometry rather than environmental necessity.

Finally, Section 3.7 creates a concerning mechanism for repeated or indefinite lake restrictions without
a defined reinstatement timeline. This authority should be tightly limited, including a cap of one
management review every five years.

Peer review is essential in environmental rulemaking because it provides independent validation of
methodology, data interpretation, and conclusions.

When statewide numeric limits are proposed, agencies should rely primarily on peer-reviewed work
rather than preliminary technical reports.

The peer-reviewed studies by Girod & Goudey (2015), MacFarlane (2025), and Daeger et al. support the
framework reflected in Vermont’s current 2024 rule — particularly the importance of depth and
shoreline distance (20-foot depth and 500 feet from shore). These studies do not establish that a 100-
acre threshold, 3,000-foot straight run, or 500-foot “any object” buffer is environmentally necessary.

Secondarily, neither do the Non peer reviewed research noted from the ANR presentations nor the
petitioners, support the necessity or scientific need to establish a 100-acre threshold, 3,000-foot
straight run, or 500-foot “any object” buffer is environmentally necessary, as

Itis also notable that ANR previously stated the 2024 rule was science-based and reflective of
Vermont’s balanced stewardship goals.

The peer-reviewed literature appears consistent with that conclusion, however these updated and
expanded rules do not, as they are not based on science that notes these needs, nor peer reviewed
science additionally.

| respectfully request the Agency take time to fully review the peer-reviewed, Vermont based, record
before advancing additional restrictions that are not supported by new scientific findings. Additionally, |
request the regulations should instead remain consistent with the current 2024 rule, specifically the
50-acre threshold, the 500-foot distance from shore while engaged in wakesports, and the wake-zone
geometry as presently written.

Thank you
Mike Weand
Bridgewater, Vermont






Thank you for your consideration of comments,

After reviewing the materials presented in this rulemaking, | oppose the proposed changes.
Specifically,

¢ 100-acre minimum

¢ 3,000-foot straight run requirement

¢ 500-foot buffer from all objects

| strongly encourage ANR to closely review the peer-reviewed studies already published — including
Girod & Goudey, MacFarlane, and Daeger., and not rely only on the research (which is not peer
reviewed), as that research does not confirm the need to the changes and additionally should not be
considered as a decision guide for this expansion of the 2024 rule.

Peer review matters because it ensures research has been independently vetted and is suitable for
regulatory reliance.

Those peer-reviewed studies consistently emphasize (Girod & Goudey, MacFarlane, and Daeger):
¢ Depth matters

* Distance from shoreline matters

* Local conditions matter

These findings align closely with Vermont’s current 2024 rule (20-foot depth and 500 feet from shore).

Importantly, the literature does NOT identify:
¢ A scientifically required 100-acre minimum
¢ A 3,000-foot straight run requirement

¢ A universal 500-foot buffer from all objects

To my knowledge, no new peer-reviewed research has emerged that exceeds or contradicts the
scientific basis of the 2024 compromise rule nor solidifies the 2025 rule expansions from the ANR
department.

| respectfully ask the Agency to pause and carefully compare the peer-reviewed record to the proposed
expansions, as Facts and Science need to match, and right now the new 2025 rule does not follow that
process.

The scientific justification for these expanded restrictions appears insufficient at this time. In the
absence of Vermont-specific, peer-reviewed research supporting these changes, the proposed 2025
provisions—specifically the 500-foot requirement from any object in the wake zone, the increase to 100
acres, and the 3,000-foot run—should be removed.

The existing 2024 rule should remain in place, including the 50-acre standard, the 500-foot from shore
requirement while in wakesports, and the current wake-zone geometry.

Thank you
Jess Buckley






| am formally opposed to the proposed rule for the following reasons:

* No science establishes the need for a 3,000-foot straight run.
* Wake studies do not support a 500-foot buffer from any object; they evaluate shoreline attenuation,
and Vermont already enforces a 500-foot safety distance.

e The 100-acre requirement is not an environmental metric and does not reflect wake physics. Acreage
does not change wave attenuation.

e Section 3.7 creates a potentially permanent restriction pathway without defined limits or
reinstatement criteria; at minimum, reviews should be capped, as this is a pathway to not have to
monitor the process within the department, however allows the loophole of open ended restriction
,potentially permanently on a lake that would not normally have filed for management projects, seawall
projects, research projects, just to prevent this style of boat from entering the waters.

| oppose the proposed rule changes and encourage ANR to conduct a side-by-side review of all
published literatures, specifically. the peer-reviewed literature that is available, however has never
been referenced in any of the ANR presentations in 2023 — 2026.

Peer review provides independent verification and is the gold standard for regulatory science. When

| compare the peer-reviewed studies by Girod & Goudey, MacFarlane, and Daeger to Vermont’s current
rule, there is clear alignment with:

¢ 20-foot depth considerations

¢ 500-foot shoreline setback

Which both of these are in place already with the 2024 rule.

However, | find no peer-reviewed support for (and to be honest no non peer reviewed either):
* Increasing acreage thresholds

¢ Mandating 3,000-foot runs

* Expanding to 500 feet from all objects

Absent new peer-reviewed findings, expanding statewide numeric restrictions appears premature,
bias, and advocacy driven.

| respectfully urge ANR to reaffirm the science-based 2024 framework, as you have stated was the
basis of the 2024 rule making process.

The scientific justification for these expanded restrictions appears insufficient at this time. In the
absence of Vermont-specific, peer-reviewed research supporting these changes, the proposed 2025
provisions—specifically the 500-foot requirement from any object in the wake zone, the increase to 100
acres, and the 3,000-foot run—should be removed.

The existing 2024 rule should remain in place, including the 50-acre standard, the 500-foot from shore
requirement while in wakesports, and the current wake-zone geometry.

Regards,
Paul J Budlong



References
https://mymlsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/wake-macfarlane-2025-wakesurfing-wakeboarding-
and-waterskiing-a-comparison-of-wake.pdf
https://mymlsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/wake-macfarlane-2025-wakesurfing-wakeboarding-
and-waterskiing-a-comparison-of-wake.pdf
https://www.wsia.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/WSIA_draft_report_Rev_IIl.pdf









Dear ANR rule makers:
| am writing today to express thoughts on your proposed wake boat rule changes.

| am commenting from the point of view of a landowner on Little Averill Lake, Averill Vi, NEK and a
board member of the Averill Lakes Association, which represents all those interested in what’s best for
these 2 lakes.

The proposed ruling changes will ban wake boat sporting on all VT lakes except 18. 11 of them are in the
NEK and 2 of those 11 lakes are the Averill Lakes. This sort effectively pushes wake boats towards the
cleanest lakes it your state. Likely, the NEK lakes are your cleanest. And the Averills are 2 of the
cleanest of the cleanest. THIS MAKES NO SENSE!

In addition, | will make note here, that Averill is one the least publicly served towns and areas in VT.

YES. The proposed changes will add safety buffers from users, loons and other structures from 200 ft to
now 500 ft. This is a positive.

However, They have removed the Home Lake Rule which would have required wake boat owners to
declare one lake for the season, making a peace between wake sporters interests and lake interests,
confident that they remain on their home lake minimizing the movement of wake boats between lakes
and decreasing the risk of spread of Aquatic Invasives in their ballast tank.

On top of that ... The proposed changes also are removing proof of decontamination after coming from
another lake as the state only has 4 functioning decontamination stations-three of which 3 are on Lake
Champlain. None in the NEK. It would seem the logic here is that if decon stations are limited, then we
should eliminate the requirement to decontaminate? As opposed to developing a system to strengthen
decon and monitoring to help protect our clean water.

The Averills are clean, AlIS free and remote. However we are close to the borders of Canada
and NH and will now be on the shrinking list of VT allowable lakes.

The State of Vermont is at a crossroads here. Some have put forth a proposed moratorium on wake
boats coming to these eligible lakes until DEC puts the necessary infrastructure in place to monitor and
clean these boat ballasts.

This is not a unique challenge for VT. Many states do this already. Their perspective and commitment is
that CLEAN WATER PAYS FOR ITSELF! Clean AIS free water is an economic engine, which once lost, is
very expensive to recover.

Zebra mussels were found last season in memframagog. Once they are introduced the costs and
devastation are enduring and it is our communities who will bare the impact economically and
recreationally.

Please. Think about the cost and benefits of accepting this risk. Keep the wake boats where they are for
now. And work to develop a system of control to keep AlS out of our lakes. Push back against wake boat
industry. They are transient by definition, and care little for the waters they ply. If they care, then let
them belly up and help find a solution which protects our waters along with the rest of us.



The analogy | keep coming back to is:

We don’t have the resources to manage something effectively, so let’s just not manage it at all.

We don’t have enough COPS to patrol all the roads and control speeding. So let’s just take down the
speed limit signs and let folks drive as fast as as they want. No control!

VT and Vermonters pride themselves on being ‘green’, caring for their natural resources, and doing what
is necessary to protect them from harm.

Don’t miss this ball. Times are tough right now (aren’t they always), but allowing complacency to
enhance a vector for AIS spread will be regretted long into the future.

Say ‘NO’ to the wake boaters now, so we can say ‘YES’ to them with responsible controls.

Respectfully -


















The Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation is about to promulgate a rule that will set out
for the first time the area and depth bounds of a lake upon which anyone may operate a wake boat.

These boats are not new, but their use on Vermont lakes has ballooned and shows every sign of
continued growth. There is some good news and some bad news in this proposed rule but first, for
those who are not acquainted with them: What the heck is a wake boat?

A wake boat is a power craft designed to create large wakes that allow for surfing behind the boat
without needing a tow rope. Surfers just surf the wake.

A wake boat “plows” through the water with its bow up, an orientation that mimics a slow-moving
powerboat that creates a larger wake than a boat that has planed off. The wake boat maintains its bow-
up posture while reaching surfing speeds, using big engines and even bigger ballast tanks in the stern
of the boat.

Wake-surfing waves are 2.5 times larger and have five to nine times the peak power of conventional
waterskiing waves. A 2014 Montreal study reported that, to protect shorelines from this heavier wave
action, wake boats need to operate at least 984 feet from shore.

The bad news in the proposed rule is that the Department of Environmental Conservation would
require only a meager indefensible 500-foot distance from shore to operate.

Unlike the traditionally designed powerboat that thrusts its propwash directly astern, the plowing
design — the bow-up, stern-down orientation of a wake boat — thrusts propwash downward with
power equivalent to a Mack truck that roils the bottom and uproots plants at depths of 20 feet or more.

This roiling of a lake bottom with a history of nutrient loading — and all our lakes have such a history —
releases legacy phosphorus that has lain on the bottom into the water column, adding food for
accelerated plant growth and possible toxic algae blooms.

Our lake bottoms hold legacy deposits of phosphorus because of excessive fertilizer runoff and the
very life cycle of aquatic plants. When aquatic plants die, they drift to the bottom and rot, either with or
without oxygen, but the various plant parts chemically change to other benign substances — except for
the phosphorus.

When the plant rots around it, the phosphorus tends to go back to its inorganic state, and that is the
state plants use to fuel their growth. Phosphorus will stay inactive and unused, if left alone buried in
the lake substrate, but when propwash stirs up the bottom, that pent-up concentration of phosphorus
goes back into the water column to feed blue-green algae and accelerate plant growth.

A more immediate impact from the powerful downward thrust of the propwash occurs in the littoral
zone, the food-producing shallow and close-to-shore heart of any lake. These shallower regions are the
nursery of all that lives in our lakes and ponds — home to juvenile fish, mayflies, dragonflies, and other
macro invertebrate critical to the aquatic food chain.

Wake boat prop was operating in less than 20 feet of water disturbs and/or buries this fragile critical
habitat.

But here is some of the good news in the proposed rules; the rule would disallow wake boats in shallow












| respectfully oppose the proposed amendments and am intentionally keeping this comment focused
on objective considerations rather than personal feelings.

| oppose the proposed changes, including the :
The 3,000-foot straight-run standard is not established in peer-reviewed literature.

The 100-acre lake minimum functions as a definitional exclusion rather than an environmental
safeguard.

The 500-foot buffer from any object extends shoreline research beyond its intended scope and
conflicts with Vermont’s existing 200-foot safety framework.

Additionally, Section 3.7 creates an indefinite restriction pathway under “management/research”
without defined dates and details. Any such reviews should occur no more than once every decade or
half a decade.

The 2024 rule was described by ANR as science-based and balanced. That compromise helped many
Vermonters feel heard.

Moving the goalposts now without new, independently confirmed scientific findings risks undermining
that balance.

Continued advocacy alone should not drive statewide regulatory expansion.

Please hold at the 2024 rule unless new science (as you have noted that is what this original rule was
based on), specifically Vermont based, Peer reviewed science that clearly requires otherwise.

The 2024 wakeboat rule emerged from a difficult but ultimately constructive negotiation process. ANR
itself confirmed in May 2024 that the rule was grounded in science and reflected Vermonters’ shared
interests.

That acknowledgment was important because it signhaled the Agency believed the regulatory
framework matched the available environmental understanding.

At present, | do not see new rigorously substantiated research showing the existing depth and shoreline
provisions are insufficient. Instead, the current proposal appears to be influenced heavily by continued
advocacy requests.

These are the research references | have been referring to

University of Minnesota, St. Anthony Falls Laboratory — wake wave attenuation research.
Marr et al. (2022) — Characterization of Boat-Generated Wake Waves.

Lake Waramaug Task Force (2024) — shallow water wave impact study.

Daeger et al. (2023) — sediment resuspension by watercraft.

Goudey & Girod (2015) — wake-sport wake characterization.

MacFarlane (2025) — comparative wake characteristics.

Itis also notable that multiple petitions prompting this rule reopening came from lakes where
wakeboats were not yet present. That suggests the policy driver is increasingly precautionary in nature.
A useful comparison would be redesigning a bridge to handle traffic volumes that have not
materialized, based solely on projections rather than measured structural stress. Good planning
considers the future, but regulatory expansion should still be proportionate to demonstrated






| am supportive of the proposed modification to the rule with no further changes. Please do not
compromise on the 100 acre minimum wake sport zone or the 500 foot safety buffer.

| am a member of the board at Camp Billings, a summer camp on Lake Fairlee, the treasurer of the Lake
Fairlee Association, and community member who swims and kayaks on Lake Fairlee.

As a board member of Camp Billings, my main concern is camper safety. The Camp has been on the
Lake since 1906 so safe use of the Lake is a tradition enjoyed by campers at Billings as well as Camps
Lochearn, Ohana, Aloha Hive, and Horizons. Our campers go to the middle of the Lake, the wake sports
zone, everyday as they paddleboard, kayak, canoe, sail and row. Even close to shore, campers are
threatened by the big waves generated by boats in wake sport mode. Our Camp directors report that
campers have been knocked off our swim docks by high waves generated by wake sporters. Children
should have the opportunity to learn new skills in a safe environment.

Along our Camp Billings shoreline, the fragility of the lake front is noticeable. There are changes each
year due to wave and ice action. Erosion of the lakeshore has progressed to the foundation of at least
one of our buildings. By their nature, wake sports exacerbate wave action and will further damage the
banks of the Lake.

The Lake Fairlee Association has worked for many years to improve the water quality and the
environment of Lake Fairlee. Wake sports work at cross purposes to these goals. The water quality of
the lake is diminished by the invasives transported by the ballasts of wake sport boats and by the
propellor action of boats by disturbing sediments from the bottom of the Lake. Other motor boat use
does not have the negative impacts associated with boats in wake sports mode.

As a member of the public who uses Lake Fairlee, waves from wake sports create hazards to me and
my friends who like to swim and kayak on the Lake. Waves from wake sports can overwhelm me while |
swim and kayak.

| worry that a wake sport zone on Lake Fairlee will attract wake sport users creating less safe conditions
for users of the Lake and more environmental damage.












Dear Vermont Agency of Natural Resources,

As a Vermont high school student and | have been closely observing the wakesports rule discussions
with my family to better understand how regulatory decisions are made.

In my coursework, we are consistently taught to place trust in peer-reviewed research, reproducible
results, and evidence-based decision making.

One aspect of this process that concerns me is the timeline: the current rule was implemented less
than a year ago, yet significant new restrictions are already being proposed.

Based on my review of the materials and public discussions, it appears that some of these proposed
changes are being driven by petitions that do not clearly present supporting scientific analysis. From an
academic perspective, this makes it difficult to understand how the process is remaining grounded in
objective research.

Accordingly, | respectfully oppose:

the 3,000-foot straight-run requirement

the 500-foot “any object” buffer

the 100-acre minimum lake threshold

| encourage the Agency to ensure that any future rulemaking remains firmly rooted in peer-reviewed
science, transparent evidence, and balanced stakeholder input.

Respectfully,
Bayne Robinson















February 19, 2026

ANR.WSMDLakes@vermont.gov

“Wakesports”

To Whom it May Concern,

| support the current proposed UPW Rule revisions but they do not go far enough and need stricter
regulations to protect all Vermont lakes.

Too many small lakes and ponds are too vulnerable for hosting loud engined wakesports due to their
ocean-sized intense waves endangering public safety, the lake environment, shorelines, lake bottoms,
aquatic ecosytemes, fisheries, wildlife and scenic tranquil beauty.

| support the following:

Increasing the minimum size of the wakesports zone from 50 to 100 minimum acres

Explicitly requiring that a wakesport zone must accommodate a 3,000 ft run

Prohibiting wakesports within 500 feet of other lake recreation users and nesting loon locations wether
along the shoreline or on floating platforms

The requirement for wake boats traveling between waterbodies to go to a state watercraft
decontamination staion to have ballast tanks or bags receive a hot water decontamination and show
proof of the procedure. prior to entering a wakesports eligible waterbody.

Areas the rule can strengthen:

Increase the 20-foot wakesport water depth requirement to 30 feet deep or greater

Increase the 500 foot shoreline buffer to 700 feet or larger.

Adding a statement within the UPW rules of and comimitment to the Precautionary Principle during
decision considerations especially for all watercraft that is not a “normal use”: "When an activity raises
threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures should be taken even if
some cause-and-effect relationships are not fully established scientifically."

Wakesports are a net negative impact for the environment and should be ultimately prohibited on all
Vermont inland lakes and ponds due to their inherent public safety threats that aslo damage property
and shorelines. Wakesports have a net negative impact and should be prohibited on all inland lakes
and ponds in Vermont. Additionally, when operating in shared international waters, these lakes should
receive the same protective shoreline and public safety regulations. Regardless of the size of the
waterbody, wakesports must maintain a distance of at least 500 feet from all shorelines and 500 feet
from other users of the lake while recreating.

Thank you for your consideration and saving 12 lakes too small for wakesports activitities

Ronald Hill









| am a native Vermonter and resident of Thetford. My young family enjoys swimming, canoeing, and
paddle boarding on Lake Fairlee all throughout the summer. We also enjoy observing all of the wildlife
that make their home in and around the lake. The high energy waves created by wake boats are only
enjoyable for the handful of people who are engaged in wakeboarding. Otherwise they are a nuisance
and potential hazard for the hundreds (potentially thousands) of others enjoying the lake, whether they
are at one of the 5 summer camps located on the lake, enjoying the waterfront at a private property,
recreating at Treasure Island, or accessing the lake from the public boat launch.

Children playing in the shallows or swimming can be caught unawares by these large waves, which can
be very upsetting as well as dangerous. People using small watercraft such as canoes, kayaks, paddle
boards, sailboats, etc can also face capsizing. The waves can also damage moored and docked boats,
as well as the docks and mooring lines themselves.

Wake boat waves also cause extensive aquatic ecosystem damage by eroding the shoreline, destroying
shallow water habitats and uprooting aquatic vegetation. Fish spawning nests are disrupted, as well as
waterfowl nesting near the shore like loons. Finally, they lower water quality by resuspending sediment,
which reduces oxygen, further harming fish and plants and endangering the future health of the lake.

It seems obvious that the only people who benefit from wake boarding are the few people who
participate in the sport. Otherwise the negative effects, of which | have only been able to detail briefly,
are wide ranging. It seems illogical that this is even up for debate for Lake Fairlee, or any other Vermont
lake for that matter.






| respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 rule changes and urge that science, peer-reviewed research,
and verifiable data guide these important regulatory decisions.

My family and | have watched portions of the wakesports hearings together in order to better
understand how this decision-making process is unfolding. One aspect that concerns me is that the
current rule was only recently implemented, yet additional restrictions are already being proposed.

Based on what | have reviewed, these proposed changes appear to respond to petitions that do not
clearly present supporting scientific evidence. | have always grounded my understanding and trustin
fact-based research, which makes this process difficult to reconcile when that foundation appears to
be lacking in the justification for these changes.

For these reasons, | respectfully oppose:

the 3,000-foot straight run

the 500-foot setback from any object

the 100-acre minimum lake size

| encourage the Department to carefully review its own cited evidence and research. My understanding
is that the same body of information that supported the 2024 rule is being referenced to justify these
additional restrictions, yet the underlying scientific facts have not changed.

This pattern gives the appearance that the current proposalis being driven more by precautionary
concerns and advocacy claims than by demonstrated, duplicated result, peer-reviewed scientific
necessity. In the absence of new supporting science, it is difficult to understand how these claims have
been elevated to the level of regulatory justification.

| respectfully urge the Department to give full and balanced consideration to all perspectives and to
carefully re-examine both its prior findings and the current evidentiary record before advancing

additional restrictions.

Sincerely,
Erin Budlong


















| respectfully submit this comment in opposition to the proposed 2025 wakesports rule changes.

By background, | am not a wakesports participant and do not operate a powerboat. My professional
training is in accounting , where decisions are expected to be grounded in verifiable data, consistent
methodology, and documented need. | am also someone who values Vermont’s tradition of allowing
people to responsibly share public resources.

For that reason, | have tried to review this proposal through a fact-based lens rather than through
personal preference or emotional reaction.

ANR stated on May 1, 2024 that the existing wakeboat rule was science-based and reflected
Vermonters’ shared interests in environmental stewardship and outdoor recreation. Based on the
materials currently available, | have not seen new confirmed environmental evidence demonstrating
that the 2024 framework is no longer sufficient.

What stands out to me is not the emergence of new science, but rather the absence of updated
scientific confirmation supporting the additional restrictions now proposed. In fact, several well-
established, independently vetted studies frequently cited in technical discussions — including work
by Girod & Goudey, MacFarlane, and Daeger — continue to reinforce the importance of depth and
shoreline distance as the primary physical considerations. These studies do not appear to support the
expanded numeric thresholds currently under consideration.

From an analytical standpoint, when a regulatory structure has already been described by the Agency
as science-based, the burden for further expansion typically rests on demonstrating new, material
evidence. | am not seeing that evidentiary step clearly documented in the current proposal.

I am also mindful that several of the petitions referenced in reopening this rulemaking acknowledge
that wakesurf boats are not presently operating on those lakes. From a policy perspective, this
suggests the conversation may be shifting from managing observed conditions toward regulating based
on anticipated future presence.

In financial oversight and risk management, we are cautious about expanding controls in the absence
of demonstrated exposure. Preventative thinking has value, but durable policy generally requires a
clear link between restriction and documented need.

***** | would also like to raise a specific concern regarding the proposed direction of Section 3.7.
From a governance and accountability standpoint, policies work best when they are transparent,
predictable, and tied to clearly defined criteria. As currently structured, Section 3.7 appears to
introduce broader administrative flexibility to adjust wakesports eligibility based on evolving
management considerations.

My concern is not with legitimate, evidence-supported lake management actions. Rather, itis that
without clearly articulated thresholds, timelines, and review standards, this structure could allow
incremental restriction of access without the same level of formal, science-grounded rulemaking that
produced the original 2024 compromise.

For members of the public, including those of us who simply value fair and consistent public policy,
regulatory stability matters.



Even as someone who does not personally participate in wakesports, | believe Vermont’s public waters
should continue to be managed through careful, evidence-based decision making that respects both
environmental protection and reasonable shared use.

At this time, | do not see new, clearly demonstrated scientific confirmation that would warrant
expanding beyond the 2024 framework that ANR previously described as science-based.

For these reasons, | respectfully encourage ANR to:

maintain the existing 2024 rule, and take a careful, transparent look at the evidentiary basis and
guardrails surrounding the proposed changes to Section 3.7

unless and until new, well-supported environmental findings clearly demonstrate the need for further
restrictions

Thank you
Kat
























| have been a landowner on Lake Fairlee for over 10 years with my wife, Kendra Chencus. We chose
Lake Fairlee for its natural beauty, water quality, and tranquil surroundings. Our family uses the lake for
rowing, swimming, paddle boarding, kayaking, sailing, water skiing and tubing. We especially enjoy a
family outing in the motorboat to slowly cruise the lake before sundown. We love the wildlife in and
around the lake. We have tried to be good stewards of the lake by planting dozens and dozens of trees
and shrubs to promote shade and wildlife habitat and to prevent runoff into the lake.

Our motorboat is relatively small (18 feet) and appropriately powered for the size of the lake. When we
use it, we are very aware of our neighbors on the lake, the size of our wake, and our speed. | consider
wake boats to be a particularly good example of the "tyranny of the minority" - where a small group of
users has a disproportionately huge and negative impact on the vast majority of other users of the lake.
Wake boats are designhed and their entire reason for being is to create a monstrous, surf-able wave.
Good fun for the user but look out and take cover for everyone else. | cannot imagine owning and using
such a boat on Lake Fairlee, where my presence would wreck everyone else's enjoyment of the lake. |
have personally withessed paddleboarders knocked off their boards and kayakers swamped and
flipped by the waves from a wake boat. My wife was knocked off her feet while trying to launch her
kayak on our shorefront, seriously injuring her ankle in the process. Waves from a wake boat have been
so high that they have knocked the wooden floorboards out of place on our dock. The waves crash onto
shore, stirring up the sediment and promoting erosion. Boats jerk violently on their dock lines and swim
docks pitch and buck against their mooring lines. Basically, all regular use of the lake has to cease
while the wake boat s in the area. It might as well be Jaws.

Even if the wake boat were alone on the lake, its use has a profoundly negative effect on the
environment. Sediments are stirred up, water quality is diminished, invasive plants are spread, nesting
loons and other wildlife are disturbed, and the shorefront is undercut and eroded. Ocean-sized waves
have no place on a small lake in the woods.

In sum, wake boating on a small lake is one of the most selfish acts you can do. Have more
consideration for your neighbors and the environment and take your boat to a larger lake, please. |
know that we want to accommodate as wide a range of uses on the lake as possible, but this seems
like common sense and a complete no-brainer. Lake Fairlee is just too small.

One other thought. Lake Fairlee is not a natural mecca for wake boats. To my knowledge, it does not
attract wake boats from afar. It is way too small and narrow. To my knowledge, the only persons
regularly using a wake boat on Lake Fairlee are two families that own property on the lake. Anyone else
seeking a fun day on the water in their wake boat will likely be looking elsewhere. As a result, the loss to
the wake boating community at large is minor. Furthermore, the lack of wake boating would not cause
us to forego some economic boom for the town of Fairlee, nor would we be depriving the county or its
inhabitants of some wonderful benefit. On the contrary, we would be preserving Lake Fairlee as a
tranquil and welcoming place, as it always has been for generations of families before wake boats were
invented, and for generations of campers at the five camps on the shores of the lake, which each year
attract hundreds of campers and employees.

Lake Fairlee is a special place. This is a very modest step to keep it that way.

Thank you for your consideration.









| respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports rule changes and offer this comment as someone
who lives directly on a Vermont lake and experiences daily wave activity throughout the boating
season.

My perspective is based on real observation over time, not on assumptions or secondhand reports. |
am on the shoreline regularly and pay close attention to how different types of boat traffic affect
nearshore conditions.

From what | observe, there is significant wave activity on busy summer days from a variety of vessels. In
particular, | do not see a meaningful difference between a typical recreational boat operating closer to
shore — especially one not maintaining the current 200-foot distance — and a wakesurf boat operating
in deeper water and farther offshore in accordance with the existing 2024 rule.

In fact, afternoon cruising traffic with multiple passengers, particularly when operating closer to shore,
often produces noticeable wave action along my shoreline. By comparison, when wakesurf boats are
operating where the current rule places them — in deeper water and set back from shore — the impact
at my property line is not distinguishable in any consistent or measurable way.

Because of this lived experience, | believe it is important that policy decisions remain grounded in
Vermont-specific, fact-based research rather than perception alone.

ANR previously stated on May 1, 2024 that the existing wakeboat rule was science-based and reflected
Vermonters’ shared interests. That rule was understood to be the negotiated middle ground and it
already addresses the key operational factors of depth and shoreline distance.

At this time, | have not seen Vermont-based scientific research demonstrating that the current rule is
insufficient or that the additional proposed restrictions are necessary. Until such Vermont-specific,
fact-backed environmental research is completed and clearly supports further change, | believe the
existing 2024 framework should remain in place.

I am also concerned about the proposed flexibility within Section 3.7. | personally have completed
stone seawall infront of my house, and i would hate for the general people against wakeboats to use
this as ammunition to restrict a user from utilizing the waters indefinently.

As a lakefront resident, consistency and predictability in lake use rules matter. The proposed structure
appears to allow wakesports eligibility to shift through administrative determinations tied to
management activities or research considerations.

My concern is not with legitimate, clearly supported environmental protections. Rather, it is that
without firm, evidence-based triggers and transparent standards, this could allow incremental
restrictions without the same level of statewide scientific review that supported the original rule.

| care deeply about the long-term health of Vermont’s lakes and fully support science-based
stewardship. At the same time, changes that affect lawful lake use should be supported by Vermont-
specific, clearly demonstrated environmental evidence.

Until the State completes and presents its own fact-based research showing that additional
restrictions are warranted, | respectfully believe the 2024 rule — which was described as science-
based and was the product of compromise — should remain in place.






| grew up enjoying several of Vermont’s beautiful lakes, so this matter is especially important and
meaningful to me for several reasons which | detail below.

I am writing in strong support of the Department of Environmental Conservation’s proposed revisions
to the Use of Public Waters Rules. These updates appropriately address growing concerns about
wakesurfing’s impacts on public safety, shoreline erosion, lake ecosystems, and they are vital to
protecting Vermont’s shared public waters.

| support the proposed requirement that wakesports be limited to lakes with a minimum of 100
contiguous acres and a 3,000-foot run, and | urge the DEC to adopt this standard without exception.
Lakes that cannot meet this threshold simply do not provide adequate space for high-displacement
wakesurf boats to operate safely alongside swimmers, paddlers, anglers, rowers, and traditional
boaters.

| also strongly support expanding the required buffer distance from 200 feet to 500 feet from other
users, shorelines, and in-water structures. Modern wakesurf boats are specifically desighed to create
large, powerful wakes that remain forceful far beyond 200 feet. These waves can reach swimmers or
shorelines suddenly and with enough energy to cause significant harm, even when operators believe
they are following existing rules.

Public safety is a critical concern. Large wakes can unexpectedly overwhelm swimmers—particularly
children—and destabilize kayaks, canoes, paddle boarders, fishing boats, and small sailboats. In
addition, wakesurf boats often operate with heavy ballast concentrated toward the stern, lifting the
bow and limiting the operator’s forward visibility. This reduced line of sight greatly increases the danger
of collisions with people in the water or low-profile vessels.

The environmental impacts of these wakes are significant. When large wakes enter shallow water, they
stir up bottom sediments, uproot aquatic plants, and degrade fish habitat. This disturbance increases
water turbidity, reduces water clarity, and can contribute to algae blooms by releasing nutrients
trapped in sediments. These blooms harm wildlife, pets, and people and diminish the overall health
and quality of Vermont’s lakes.

Shoreline erosion caused by repeated high-energy wakes is another serious issue. These wakes
accelerate erosion, damage docks, and undermine natural shorelines. They also threaten sensitive
wildlife habitat. Loon nests, for example, are often built only inches above calm water levels, making
them especially vulnerable to flooding from large wakes during nesting season. This has proven
especially true on Lake Raponda, where | grew up enjoying many summer days on the water.

Because of wakesurfing’s impacts on public safety, shoreline erosion, lake ecosystems, and vital
protection of Vermont’s shared public waters, | strongly support the Department of Environmental
Conservations’s proposed revisions to the Use of Public Waters Rules for this generation, and to ensure
generations to come may enjoy the same activities safely.

Sincerely,
Laura Widness






| respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports rule changes and offer this comment from the
perspective of both a researcher by training and an outdoor sports professional who spends significant
time on Vermont waters and winter venues.

In my professional life as a PhD, | am trained to evaluate claims based on methodology, reproducibility,
and strength of evidence. At home, | am married to an emergency physician whose work depends on
making life-critical decisions grounded strictly in objective data. Between our two professions, we
share a deep respect for disciplined, fact-based decision making.

For that reason, | have tried to review this proposal carefully and without emotion.

ANR stated on May 1, 2024 that the existing wakeboat rule was science-based and reflective of
Vermonters’ shared interests in environmental stewardship and outdoor recreation. From both a
research and practical sports perspective, that conclusion carries weight. The 2024 rule appeared to
reflect a negotiated middle ground informed by the available science at the time.

Since then, | have not identified new Vermont-specific environmental research demonstrating that the
existing framework is insufficient. What appears to have evolved more rapidly is the level of concern
and advocacy requesting additional restrictions.

| am also mindful that several of the petitions cited in reopening this rulemaking acknowledge that
wakesurf boats are not currently operating on those lakes. From a research standpoint, that suggests
the policy discussion may be moving from response to measured conditions toward anticipatory
regulation.

In both scientific research and athletic coaching, we adjust protocols when performance data clearly
demonstrates the need — not simply when concern increases. In ski racing, for example, we modify
training plans based on measurable athlete performance and course data, not on speculation about
what might occur in future races. That same discipline is important in environmental policy.

I would also like to express concern regarding the proposed direction of Section 3.7.

From both a research governance perspective and an instructional standpoint, policies function best
when they are transparent, stable, and tied to clearly defined criteria. The proposed flexibility within
Section 3.7 appears to allow wakesports eligibility to shift through ongoing administrative
determinations tied to management activities or research considerations.

My concern is not with legitimate, evidence-supported lake management. Rather, it is that without
clearly articulated thresholds, timelines, and evidentiary standards, this structure could allow
incremental restriction without the same level of rigorous statewide review that supported the original
2024 rule.

Consistency and clarity matter — both in research environments and in the field when working with
athletes, families, and the public.

From both a scientific and practical outdoor recreation perspective, the existing 2024 rule already
addresses the primary physical factors identified in the literature, particularly water depth and
shoreline setback.





























































































D.R. Eric Chittenden

P.O. Box 369

3865 Waterbury-Stowe Road
Waterbury Center, VT 05677

(c) 802-598-0388; (land) 802-244-8683
e-mail: eric_chittenden@hotmail.com

PERSONAL COMMENTS FOR MY 2/27/26 COMMENTS & VOTE
Vermont’s Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) needs our (Vermont Citizens) support to make and take,
bold, meaningful, best lake protection measures possible for the lakes, habitats and wildlife that
cannot speak for themselves.
This is no time to hesitate. We have been working on this for years. Itis time for lake users, lake
residents, citizens, and ANR to unite in crafting the best, strongest Aquatic Invasive Species (AlS)
regulations and Use of Public Waters guidelines as possible. Failure to do this could ultimately, and
not far down the road, leave us with many “dead” lakes. ANR knows what must be done. Let’s provide
them with the tools they need, and then allow them to do their work. AIS often occupy and dominate
lakes quickly. Once there, they own the lake. | grew up on a dairy farm near Burlington. Local lakes
and ponds, including the shorelines of Lake Champlain are beyond saving. Since zebra mussels were
introduced to Lake Champlain about 60 years ago, swimming, walking along the beach or into the
water has become very unpleasant. As we all are aware, Lake Champlain now has 51 AlS.
| have over 60 years of experience as a merchant mariner around the world - retiring as a licensed
captain on the largest ships in the world.
Several of the very same aquatic microorganisms, pathogens, and invasive species exist in both
oceans and inland lakes around the world and in the U.S., including here in Vermont..
¢ Do world countries take these potential infestations seriously? The answer is a resounding YES!
¢ [n 2004 countries gathered, and International Ballast Water Regulations were adopted, and then
entered into force globally on September 8, 2017.
* Core Objective: To minimize the transfer of aquatic organisms and pathogens via ballast water and
sediments — similar to issues facing wakeboats.
¢ Performance Standards known as D-1 Standard (Exchange): Requires exchanging ballast water at
least 200 nautical miles from land and in 200+ meters depth (about 600 feet). This requirement alone
speaks to the awareness and urgency for action of world agencies.
* There are exceptions in some situations where 200 nautical miles from land and 200 meters depth
cannot be met.
* The “Core Objective” is to minimize the transfer of aquatic organisms and pathogens via ballast water
— similar to issues that wakesports boats have.
e Conversely, and unfortunately, here in Vermont, despite spoken assurances from several pro-
wakesports speakers at ANR’s 1/27/26 hearing, many Lake Bomoseen residents during last week’s ANR
Hearing suggested that it was highly unlikely that wakeboats were responsible for introducing AlS to
Lake Bomoseen. However, later that evening when | researched AlS in Lake Bomoseen, | discovered
that the lake has, by far, more AIS than any other Vermont inland lake. If that prevailing attitude carries
the day, we are headed for a multiple lakes AlS disaster. Not one of my early swimming beaches on
Lake Champlain, including Queen City Park, are swimmable or walkable without rubber boots and
other protection. Are we willing to allow this to happen to our inland lakes? We have nine
grandchildren. Five of them live near the reservoir. All of them support keeping AIS out of the
Waterbury Reservoir.

e [tis important to engage these invasive boats and their users now. I’m not willing to believe that they






| am a long-time property owner in Westmore and would like to express my concern regarding a
potential change in wakeboard rules that could affect Lake Willoughby and other Vermont lakes. |
strongly oppose wakeboard use on VT lakes for the following reasons.

Wakeboards and wakesurfing boats are unhealthy for lakes because they produce massive, high-
energy waves and intense propeller turbulence that, unlike standard boats, reach deep into the lake
bed. These large wakes cause severe shoreline erosion, destroy aquatic plant habitats, and stir up
bottom sediments, releasing nutrients like phosphorus that trigger harmful algal blooms and degrade
water quality.

Sediment Resuspension: The heavy ballast and powerful propellers of wake boats (which can weigh up
to 5,000 lbs) churn up mud and sediment from the bottom, even in depths of 15-25 feet. This reduces
water clarity and stirs up nutrients that cause excessive, sometimes toxic, algae blooms.

Shoreline Erosion and Property Damage: Wake boat waves are up to twice as high and have four times
the energy of other boats, accelerating the erosion of shorelines and damaging docks and, in some
cases, harming loon nests.

Habitat Destruction: The intense turbulence and wave energy damage or uproot aquatic plants, which
are crucial for protecting the shoreline and providing habitats for young fish and other wildlife.

Safety Risks: The large waves created can be dangerous to smaller vessels like kayaks, canoes, and
paddleboards.

Invasive Species Spreading: The increased water circulation and ability to hold water in ballast tanks
can accelerate the spread of aquatic invasive species.

KEEP WAKEBOARDING OFF LAKE WILLOUGHBY!






| am writing in support of the proposed changes to the Vermont Use of Public Waters (VUPW) rules.

| regularly use the Waterbury Reservoir for kayaking and swimming. It is one of the region’s most
accessible and scenic public waters, and | value it as a place for quiet recreation, exercise, and
connection to nature. From that perspective, | strongly support the proposed revisions that would
clarify that Waterbury Reservoir is not eligible for wakesports now or in the future. The proposal would
ensure that they cannot be authorized there going forward by tightening the eligibility criteria for
wakesports zones. | believe this is a prudent and necessary step.

My primary concern is swimmer and small-craft safety.

The Reservoir is heavily used in the summer by families, children, paddlers, anglers, and open-water
swimmers. Kayaks, canoes, and paddleboards sit low in the water and are particularly vulnerable to
large artificial wakes. Even traditional motorboat wakes can create challenging conditions in certain
areas; the much larger and more persistent wakes associated with wakesports would significantly
increase risk.

Waterbury Reservoir has a relatively confined shape, multiple access points, and substantial near-
shore activity. Swimmers often use coves and shoreline areas that feel protected, yet wakes can travel
far beyond the boat’s path and reflect off shorelines, creating unpredictable and chaotic water
conditions. In a busy summer setting, the interaction of large wakes with recreational congestion would
narrow the margin for safety considerably.

From direct experience, | have seen paddlers forced to brace to avoid capsizing during periods of heavy
motorized boat traffic. Introducing a use specifically designed to generate larger waves would amplify
that risk.

Public water policy should prioritize preventing foreseeable hazards. The proposed changes recognize
that wakesports require substantial depth, width, and buffer from shore to minimize impacts. If
Waterbury Reservoir does not meet those more protective criteria, it is appropriate that it not be
considered a suitable location for that activity.

This is not an argument against motorized boating or against wakesports where they can be
accommodated safely. It is an argument for matching higher-impact activities to waterbodies that can
safely support them without compromising the experience and safety of others.

Waterbury Reservoir serves a broad public: campers, hikers, anglers, families, and non-motorized
boaters. Maintaining a safer and calmer environment supports equitable access for a wide range of
users, including older residents, children, and those new to paddling or swimming.

As someone who relies on the Reservoir regularly for kayaking and swimming, | appreciate the
Department’s effort to revisit and strengthen the rules. Clarifying that wakesports will not be permitted
on Waterbury Reservoir helps protect public safety and preserve the character of this important shared
resource.

| urge adoption of the proposed changes.

Sincerely,
Joe Camaratta






As a concerned resident and frquent camper/ paddler on VT lakes, | am writing to strongly urge the
implementation of more stringent regulations—or an outright prohibition—on wake-enhanced boating
activities in our state’s inland lakes. While | understand the appeal of new recreational technologies,
the unique design of wakeboats poses an existential threat to the environmental health, public safety,
and equitable shared use of Vermont’s fragile aquatic ecosystems.

Unlike traditional motorboats, wakeboats are engineered to maximize wave height, often producing
swells of 3 to 5 feet. These "artificial ocean waves" carry a level of energy that Vermont’s narrow,
glacially carved lakes were never meant to absorb.

The scientific and anecdotal evidence is clear: these massive wakes accelerate shoreline erosion at an
alarming rate. Property owners across lakes like Joes Pond and Lake Raponda have reported significant
loss of sand, soil, and rock, which washes back into the water, increasing turbidity and disrupting water
quality. Furthermore, the powerful downward thrust of wakeboat propellers—designed to push the hull
deep into the water—stirs up bottom sediment in depths up to 20 or 30 feet. This reintroduces
phosphorus and other nutrients into the water column, fueling the cyanobacterial (blue-green algae)
blooms that have plagued lakes like Lake Morey in recent years.

Vermont has invested millions of dollars in Access Greeter programs and decontamination stations to
prevent the spread of Aquatic Invasive Species (AlS) like Eurasian watermilfoil. Wakeboats represent a
major loophole in these efforts. Their internal ballast tanks can hold hundreds of gallons of water,
which is nearly impossible to fully drain or inspect. When a wakeboat moves from an infested
waterbody to a pristine one, it carries a "biological ticking time bomb" in its hull, undermining the
tireless work of local lake associations.

Vermont’s lakes are home to sensitive nesting waterfowl, most notably the Common Loon. Loons nest
at the water's edge, often on tiny islands or hummocks just inches above the surface. A single 4-foot
wake from a boat 500 feet away can swamp a nest, drowning eggs and destroying a year’s worth of
reproductive effort. The current 500-foot buffer rule is insufficient; many experts and the group
Responsible Wakes for Vermont Lakes advocate for a minimum 1,000-foot distance to allow these
waves enough room to dissipate safely.

The primary mission of Vermont’s Use of Public Waters Rules is to manage use conflicts. Currently,
wakeboats are "dominating" these spaces to the exclusion of others.

Small Craft Safety: Kayakers, canoeists, and paddleboarders are frequently swamped or capsized by
unexpected wakeboat swells.

Children and Swimmers: Residents have reported having to "rescue" children and pets from the
shoreline when massive waves approach. Open-water swimmers, who are often nearly invisible to
high-speed boaters, are particularly vulnerable to being tossed by these silent, high-energy waves.

Property Damage: Wakes are slamming moored boats into docks and pulling out pilings, causing
thousands of dollars in private property damage.

Vermont’s brand is built on "green" stewardship and natural outdoor experiences. Allowing wakeboats
on small, vulnerable lakesis, as one resident putit, like "someone smoking a cigar in a crowded room". |
urge the ANR to adopt the 1,000-foot buffer requirement at a minimum, or better yet, to prohibit wake-
enhancement technology on all inland lakes under 1,000 acres to ensure these waters remain safe,
clean, and accessible for future generations.






























Dear Agency of Natural Resources and Department of Environmental Conservation,

| am writing as a Vermont resident and longtime user of our public waters to respectfully oppose the
proposed 2025 expansion of the wakesports restrictions and to request that the State maintain the
2024 wake zone rule as currently written.

| use Vermont lakes in multiple ways throughout the season — sometimes behind the wheel of a boat,
other times in a kayak or simply swimming with my family. From that real-world perspective, | strongly
believe our lakes function best when policies reflect balanced, shared access grounded in measurable
conditions rather than broad assumptions.

After reviewing the petition summaries and supporting materials, | was struck by the fact that a
significant portion of the lakes cited in support of further restriction reported little to no established
wakeboat activity. Where concerns are primarily anticipatory rather than based on documented
conflict, expanding a statewide restriction appears premature. Good policy should respond to
demonstrated patterns, not hypothetical ones.

| am also concerned about the mathematical foundation of the proposed 3,000-foot run combined with
the 1,000-foot corridor width. The basic geometry is straightforward:

3,000 ft x 1,000 ft = 3,000,000 square feet
3,000,000 + 43,560 = approximately 68.9 acres

This figure is materially below the proposed 100-acre threshold. When a regulatory standard exceeds
its own modeled footprint by roughly thirty percent, it raises reasonable questions about whether the
least restrictive approach has truly been evaluated.

Equally important is implementation. The State adopted significant wakesports changes in 2024, yet
many boating education channels have not fully integrated those requirements into formal instruction.
Effective regulation depends on clear communication, consistent teaching, and coordinated
enforcement. Before layering additional restrictions, it would be prudent to ensure the current
framework is fully embedded in the State’s own education and outreach systems.

| want to be clear: | support safe and responsible boating of all types. | also support protecting
paddlers, anglers, swimmers, and shoreline resources. Those goals are shared across the boating
community. However, the 2024 rule already represented a meaningful compromise that addressed
depth, distance, and operational concerns while preserving reasonable access.

Rather than expanding statewide limitations at this time, | respectfully recommend the State maintain
the 2024 rule and convene a structured multi-stakeholder roundtable that
includes:paddlers,anglers,wakesports participants,lake associations,enforcement personnel,,and
Agency staff

A collaborative, data-driven monitoring process over the next several seasons would provide Vermont
with real-world evidence across diverse lake conditions. That approach would strengthen public trust
and ensure any future adjustments are clearly supported by documented need.

Vermont’s public waters belong to everyone. Thoughtful, measured stewardship — not rapid expansion
of restrictions — is the path most consistent with that principle.



Thank you for your time and for the opportunity to comment.

Respectfully submitted,
Michael Kenosh
Vermont Resident









Dear ANR and DEC Leadership,

| am writing as a Vermont angler and seasonal lake user who values both conservation and fair access
to public waters. After reviewing the proposed 2025 wakesports amendments, | respectfully oppose
expanding the current restrictions and instead support maintaining the 2024 wake zone rule while the
State gathers more comprehensive real-world data.

| spend most of my time on the water fishing, often in a small motorboat or drifting quietly along
shorelines. Because of that, | pay close attention to how different users interact. In my experience, the
vast majority of boat operators — regardless of vessel type — make reasonable efforts to share space
responsibly when clear rules exist.

What gives me pause about the proposed expansion is the apparent mismatch between documented
activity levels and the scale of the statewide response. Many of the petition materials appear to reflect
precautionary concerns on lakes where wakeboats were rarely or never observed. That distinction
matters. Responsible regulation should be driven primarily by demonstrated patterns of conflict, not by
the possibility that conflicts could occur someday.

The acreage modeling also raises legitimate questions. If the conceptual wakesports corridor is
approximately 3,000 feet long and 1,000 feet wide, the math yields roughly 68.9 acres. Yet the proposed
eligibility threshold is set at 100 contiguous acres. That represents a significant increase beyond the
modeled footprint and could unnecessarily exclude lakes that otherwise function safely under the
currentrule.

From a practical standpoint, | would prefer the State first ensure that the 2024 rule is fully implemented
and understood. Major operational rules work best when they are clearly taught through boating safety
courses, reinforced by consistent messaging, and supported by predictable enforcement. Expanding
restrictions before that foundation is fully in place risks creating confusion among the very users the
State is trying to guide.

| want Vermont to continue protecting water quality, shoreline integrity, and user safety. Those goals are
widely shared. However, the 2024 rule already represented a meaningful compromise that addressed
many of the concerns raised over the past several years.

Rather than moving immediately to further statewide limitations, | respectfully recommend the Agency
convene a multi-season stakeholder roundtable that includes anglers, paddlers, wakesports
participants, lake associations, and enforcement personnel. Monitoring documented incidents across
different lake types would provide Vermont with stronger, Vermont-specific evidence to guide any
future adjustments.

Balanced stewardship requires patience, good data, and open communication. Maintaining the current
rule while continuing collaborative evaluation would best serve Vermont’s long-term interests.

Jeff Robinson









To the Rulemaking Team,

| am a Vermont resident who uses our lakes for family recreation throughout the summer months. Our
household includes swimmers, paddleboarders, anglers, and yes — occasional wakesports
participants when conditions allow. Because we represent the full range of lake users in one family, |
am writing to respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 expansion and support keeping the 2024 rule in
place.

One area that gives me pause is the connection between the petition record and the scale of the
proposed statewide response. Several of the lakes cited appear to have reported little or no
established wakeboat activity. Where concerns are largely precautionary, a measured monitoring
approach may be more appropriate than immediate expansion of restrictions.

The current framework already reflects a meaningful compromise. It addressed shoreline distance,
depth considerations, and operating zones in a way that many of us believed struck a workable middle
ground. Major regulatory changes typically benefit from a multi-year evaluation period before
additional layers are added.

| also encourage the Agency to prioritize education consistency. For families like mine, boating safety
courses are often the primary source of operational knowledge. Ensuring that the existing 2024 rule is
fully and clearly integrated into all instructional channels should be a prerequisite step before
additional restrictions are considered.

The spatial modeling also raises legitimate technical questions. If the conceptual corridor equals
roughly 65 acres (significantly less than the proposed 100-acre minimum) and represents a substantial
increase beyond the calculated footprint. Small adjustments in speed assumptions further reduce the
modeled area. When regulatory thresholds are highly sensitive to input assumptions, it suggests
additional technical review would be beneficial.

Most Vermont families simply want safe, predictable lakes where different users can coexist
respectfully. The 2024 rule moved the State meaningfully in that direction.

Rather than expanding statewide limitations now, | respectfully recommend:
— maintain the current 2024 rule

— monitor real incident data

— improve public education alignment

— convene ongoing stakeholder dialogue

That balanced path would strengthen both safety and fairness across Vermont’s waters.

Thank you
Mark Amoia












Dear ANR,

| am writing as a Vermont small-business employee whose work depends in part on the health of our
lake recreation economy. | respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports expansion and urge the
State to keep the 2024 wake zone rule in place while additional Vermont-specific data is gathered.

Public water policy works best when it is both environmentally responsible and economically realistic.
The current proposal raises concerns on both fronts.

First, the technical modeling behind the acreage threshold appears highly sensitive to assumptions. |
personally have been on wakeboats and regular boats with water skiers. the variables of riders range
highly, and it is noted that the 3,000 is calculated based on the agency best guess at a general speed
and run time. Both of these are highly variable, including myself withessing this while a passenger on
the boats. A 3,000-foot run combined with a 1,000-foot width produces approximately 68.9 acres.
Using a lower bound operating speed produces even smaller footprints. When the proposed eligibility
threshold jumps to 100 acres, it materially changes which lakes remain available for shared use,
however does not follow the thought process of best public use for multi users, safety, or least
restrictive.

Second, implementation sequencing matters. The State adopted significant wakesports changes in
2024. Before expanding further, it would be prudent to confirm that the current rule has been fully
communicated through:

¢ boating safety instruction

e enforcement guidance

e public outreach

¢ and inter-agency coordination

Layering additional restrictions before that process is complete risks creating uneven understanding
among the boating public.

Third, the petition context suggests that documented conflicts may be more limited and localized than
a statewide expansion implies. That does not mean concerns should be ignored — only that they may
be better addressed through targeted monitoring and collaborative management rather than
immediate broad tightening.

| strongly support protecting Vermont’s water quality, shoreline integrity, and user safety. Those goals
are widely shared across the boating and paddling communities.

For these reasons, | respectfully recommend maintaining the 2024 rule while convening a structured,
multi-year roundtable process involving all major lake user groups. Real Vermont data collected over

time will provide a much stronger foundation for any future adjustments that may be warranted.

Thank You Loni and John Wasilewski












| am writing as a frequent multi-lake user and multiboat owner, who values Vermont’s reputation for
balanced, common-sense outdoor management. After reviewing the proposed 2025 wakesports rule
changes, | respectfully oppose the expansion and support maintaining the 2024 rule while additional
collaborative evaluation occurs.

The existing rule already represented a significant policy step. Before moving further, it is reasonable to
ensure the current framework has been fully implemented, consistently taught, and carefully evaluated
using Vermont-specific data. | have a few concerns based on methodology of the wakeboat run, the
education gap, and lastly the petition details.

The spatial modeling further suggests the need for caution. The commonly referenced corridor of 3,000
by 1,000 feet equates is based soley on non tested information, averages of the number the agency
feels is appropriate, when | personally have experience and note that our boat can travel anywhere
from 8 mph to 11 mph, depending on the rider that day. This does not equate to 3,000 feet run and
would be significantly less that 3,000 feet. This alone with recalculate and lower the acreas threshold
proposed. The proposed 100-acre minimum therefore introduces a substantial margin above the
modeled space requirement. Because small changes in speed assumptions produce significantly
different acreage outcomes, additional technical review would strengthen the foundation of any future
rulemaking.

One concern is the apparent reliance on precautionary petition concerns in situations where
documented wakeboat activity was limited or nonexistent. Responsible policymaking typically
distinguishes between observed conflict and hypothetical risk when determining whether statewide
restrictions are warranted, and these petitions directly contradict that, as you cannot consider safety
and conflict concerns for those petitions that stated no wake activity was present on the lake. Lastly,
with this statewide opening of the rule, the new parameters directly pull additional lakes onto the
ineligible list, when they had no petitioned issues or requested changes. This again directly goes
against anything that should be considered for a statewide change.

And as | have mentioned in past hearings, equally important is the education component. with all of
these numbers and changes, major operational requirements should be fully integrated into the State’s
boating safety curriculum, handbooks, course testing, and outreach systems. Ensuring the 2024 rule is
consistently taught and understood across all platforms should precede any additional regulatory
expansion.

| believe Vermont can continue protecting water quality, shoreline resources, and user safety while
preserving fair shared access. The boating and paddling communities are not inherently in conflict —
most of us participate in multiple lake activities over the course of a season.

For these reasons, | respectfully recommend:

* Maintain the 2024 wake zone rule

e Monitor real-world data over several seasons before considered the need for expansion
e Strengthen education consistency

This measured approach would produce more durable policy and stronger public confidence in this
process and rule.

Thank you
Tom Burdick









Dear DEC Representatives,

| am writing to oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports restrictions and to urge the State to keep the
2024 wake zone rule in place while Vermont completes a proper evaluation period. | use public waters
for paddling, swimming, and boating, and | want rules that are credible, teachable, and tied to real
conditions rather than to a single corridor diagram that becomes the controlling factor for statewide
eligibility.

The proposal’s “impact zone” design relies on three linked assumptions: a 3-minute ride, a 10-12 mph
speed range, and a 500-foot buffer applied so broadly it becomes a 1,000-foot-wide operational
corridor. The record itself notes that the cited shoreline attenuation studies concern shallow-water
processes and that on-water safety involves conditions in deeper water where hydrodynamic behavior
differs.

That distinction is crucial. A shoreline setback can be justified as shoreline protection. Transforming it
into “500 feet from any object” is a separate policy choice that needs its own justification —
particularly because it can reduce maneuvering room and create congested lanes.

Even if one accepts the “3 minutes” framing, the numbers do not support the 3,000-foot run as a
mathematical consequence. At 10 mph for 180 seconds, the run length is 2,640 feet. (11 which would
be an average of your numbers is 2,940)

The record also recognizes that wakesports speeds can be lower, including around 8 mph, yielding
2,112 feet. (which for the record my boat typically runs 7-10mph for our riders portfolios), which would
be even less than the 2112 feet minimum needed. .

. When those run lengths are used in the same corridor equation, the resulting acreage is far below 100
acres (60.6 acres at 10 mph; 48.5 acres at 8 mph)., and this si not even considering that the 500ft buffer
(which is not proven as needed) inside the zone, will shrink these areas even more.

This is not an abstract math debate. The proposal says wakesports zones under 100 acres can
generally accommodate only one run, and that 100 acres provides space for multiple pathways. But if
the model’s own inputs are variable — and they are — the “multiple pathways” claim shifts with the
assumptions. If a 3-minute run at 7-8 mph is common for some riders, the modeled corridor shrinks,
and the minimum acreage needed to accommodate multiple passes changes dramatically. The record
explicitly explains that small changes in run length, operating speed, and buffer width yield large
changes in acreage outcomes.

In that context, setting a hard statewide number at 100 acres looks less like a safety-derived threshold
and more like a policy outcome selected beyond what the model produces.

The evidentiary basis for the open-water buffer is also weak. The field comparison described in the
record is uncontrolled and unreplicated, involved drift, was measured from a moving platform,
included other boat traffic, and compared only two distances without intermediate testing.

That does not establish a statewide minimum necessary buffer, and it does not show that an “all
objects” buffer is warranted.

Finally, the petition context matters. The petition record indicates that 7 of petition lakes said they have
no wakeboat activity , or 1 boat in 2023.

When the underlying conditions are mixed and often minimal, the appropriate response is not
automatic statewide expansion; it is careful monitoring, education, and targeted management when
conflicts are actually demonstrated.



My request: keep the 2024 rule in place, convene a standing review with lake users, boat owners,
marinas, and Agency staff, and monitor real incidents and AlS concerns over multiple seasons before

tightening restrictions further.

Bob Pearo
Austin's Wharf Canvas






Dear ANR,

After further review of your documents, | write to oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports amendments
on the grounds that the quantitative basis for the 100-acre threshold appears mathematically
overextended relative to the modeled inputs described in the rulemaking record.

Administrative decision-making benefits from clear numerical integrity. Where a rule’s practical effect
is to render additional lakes ineligible, the underlying calculations should reflect measured conditions
rather than conservative rounding choices that compound through the model.

The Agency’s own time-and-speed framing yields materially shorter run lengths than the proposed
3,000 feet. At 10 mph for three minutes, the run is 2,640 feet; at 8 mph, 2,112 feet.

These values are not speculative — they fall squarely within normal operating ranges.

When applied to the same corridor width, the resulting acreage falls well below 100 acres. The record
further explains that the acreage outcome is highly sensitive to assumptions regarding speed, run
length, and buffer width.

In that context, adopting a fixed 100-acre minimum without clearly demonstrating why lower
mathematically supported values are insufficient raises a legitimate least-restrictive-means concern
and bias.

Equally important, the petition summary indicates that a majority of petition lakes did not have
established wakeboat activity.

Expanding eligibility exclusions statewide based on a threshold that exceeds the modeled footprint
risks imposing restrictions on waterbodies that were not the source of the underlying concern.

| also note the record’s distinction between shoreline erosion science and open-water safety
dynamics. The materials acknowledge that relying on shoreline attenuation literature as the primary
factual basis for an all-object buffer may not be directly connected to the asserted safety objective.

For these reasons, | respectfully recommend that the Agency retain the 2024 wake zone rule, OR
rewrite the current rule to show that the minimum threshold would be minimum of 2,112 foot run,
500foot wide buffer(as currently written in 2024), 500 foot shoreline only buffer, or conduct further
controlled analysis before adopting the proposed expansion.

Respectfully,
Joe Stuhmeuller












Dear ANR Lakes and Ponds Program,

| respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports expansion and urge the Agency to retain the 2024
rule until the technical and educational record is more fully developed.

After carefully reviewing the materials, | am concerned that the proposed 100-acre threshold is the
product of stacked assumptions rather than a demonstrated minimum necessary condition grounded
in replicated Vermont-specific analysis.

First, the petition data itself does not reflect uniform statewide conflict. The Agency’s summary
indicates that roughly 7 of petition lakes established NO wakeboat activity.

That fact alone suggests caution before expanding a statewide exclusion framework.

Second, the run-length math does not support the use of 3,000 feet as the natural outcome of a three-
minute ride. At 10 mph, the distance traveled in three minutes is approximately 2,640 feet.

At 8 mph, itis 2,112 feet.

These are not fringe scenarios; they reflect ordinary operating ranges

When those values are used in the same 1,000-foot corridor model, the acreage drops well below the
proposed 100-acre threshold. The record itself confirms the acreage outcome is highly sensitive to
input assumptions.

Third, the width assumption rests heavily on a limited field comparison that the record acknowledges
was not controlled, not replicated, and based on a single observer’s experience under variable
conditions.

From a technical perspective, that type of observation is insufficient to establish a statewide minimum
buffer, particularly one framed as “any object” rather than shoreline-specific.

Fourth, the State’s own boating handbook and instructional ecosystem have not yet fully absorbed the
2024 rule in a clear, standardized way.

Expanding the framework before completing education alignment risks undermining compliance.

For all of these reasons, the prudent course is to maintain the 2024 rule and gather multi-season
Vermont data before tightening eligibility further.

David Hassebroek






To the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources,

| respectfully submit this technical comment opposing the proposed 2025 wakesports amendments
and recommending that the State retain the 2024 wake zone rule pending further empirical validation,
education integration, and multi-season monitoring.

After reviewing the proposal and discussing its practical implications with other Vermont boaters and
paddlers, | am concerned that the current numeric framework is driven by stacked assumptions that
compound into a materially restrictive outcome not clearly supported by replicated evidence.

1. Petition Evidence Reflects Mixed Conditions

The Agency’s own summary indicates that approximately 7 of petition lakes lacked established
wakeboat activity on their lakes.

This is a critical contextual factor. When the majority of petition lakes do not document ongoing
wakeboat presence, expanding statewide eligibility restrictions using an elevated acreage threshold
risks extending beyond the demonstrated factual need.

2. Three-Minute Ride Premise Does Not Yield 3,000 Feet

Using standard kinematic conversion:

Distance = Speed x Time

Where:

* Time =180 seconds

* 1 mph =1.4667 ft/sec

The resulting run lengths are:

* 10 mph > 2,640 feet

* 8 mph~> 2,112 feet

e 7mph ~> 1,848 feet

These values fall well below the proposed 3,000-foot run length. Accordingly, the 3,000-foot figure is
not the mathematical output of the stated three-minute assumption but rather an additional policy
margin layered onto the model.

3. Acreage Requirement Expands Through Assumption Stacking

Applying the same 1,000-foot corridor width:

¢ 2,640 ft > 60.6 acres

2,112 ft> 48.5 acres

® 1,848 ft > ~42.4 acres

The proposed 100-acre minimum therefore substantially exceeds the acreage generated by the
Agency’s own time-based modeling inputs.

The rulemaking record expressly notes that acreage outcomes are highly sensitive to run length, speed,
and buffer assumptions.

When eligibility determinations hinge on a threshold this sensitive, conservative parameter stacking
combined with upward rounding materially affects which lakes remain eligible.

4. Empirical Basis for 500-Foot “Any Object” Buffer Is Limited

The supporting field comparison described in the record is acknowledged to be:
e non-replicated

e conducted under uncontrolled conditions

* based on a single observer

e measured from a moving platform

¢ limited to two discrete distances



The record itself recognizes that these limitations prevent the observation from establishing the
minimum effective safety distance statewide.

Given the significant regulatory consequences of the resulting 1,000-foot corridor width, additional
controlled and replicated analysis would materially strengthen the evidentiary foundation.

5. Education Pipeline Remains Incomplete

The Vermont boating handbook update in 2025 did not fully integrate the wakesports rule into the
structured instructional format used for other operational requirements.

Based on discussions with other lake users, awareness of the 2024 rule remains uneven. Expanding the
regulatory framework before completing education alignment is premature.

Conclusion

In light of:

¢ the mixed petition record,

¢ the mathematical sensitivity of the acreage model,

¢ the non-replicated nature of the field comparison, and

¢ the incomplete education rollout,

| respectfully recommend that the Agency maintain the 2024 wake zone rule while conducting further
Vermont-specific analysis and stakeholder monitoring.






This is my second comment in support of the adoption, forthwith, of the proposed UPW rule on
wakesports. It is important that the proposed rule be in place as soon as possible and in time for the
2026 boating season.

It has been said that the public comment process in rulemaking is not a "popularity contest." If it
were, there is no doubt that the overwhelming public opinion is that wakesports must be regulated as
proposed - or in a more restrictive manner. Having 18 inland lakes in Vermont to enjoy wakesports in a
responsible manner is eminently reasonable. It is an activity of limited access because of its great
expense. In addition to the 18 inland lakes, wakesport enthusiasts have the great expanse of Lakes
Champlain and Memphremagog to enjoy their sport.

The recent introduction of wakesports to Vermont's inland lakes has disrupted the vast majority of
lake users who are anglers, paddlers, swimmers, and sailors. These normal users do not complain
much; they do not call the police or report actual violations. If the incident of police calls were to be the
standard of regulation, perhaps the rule requiring a life preserver on a paddleboard might be
eliminated! Not wearing a life jacket while paddling is a rule that is often violated; at the same time this
violation does not disturb other users in their enjoyment of public waters. Wake surfing close to shore
or close to other users not only violates current rules, it drives normal users off the public waters and
creates safety issues.

The wakeboard heads call for "more education." Education is surely needed - wake surfing damages
shorelines and lake beds. It is a highly destructive sport to the natural environment in shallow waters
and close to shores. Itis also dangerous to other users. Those other users don't call the police; they get
off the lake until the board heads stop.

Economically, all the other pubic uses of our waters are much more valuable to Vermont's economy
than wake surfing. Under the proposed rule, wake surfers will have plenty of venues for surfing - and in
addition, most of then can afford to fly off to Hawaii, Southern California, or Cancun to enjoy "real"
surfing.

Dani Sharpe, Lake Iroquois, Hinesburg









Dear ANR and DEC Rulemaking Team,
| oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports amendments.

I am a regular Vermont lake user who participates in multiple activities — paddling at dawn, fishing
mid-day, and occasionally towing family members at modest speeds. Because | experience the lake
from several perspectives, | support reasonable safety regulation. | also believe strongly that
mathematics used in rulemaking must reflect measured reality, not layered assumptions.

What concerns me in the current proposal is that key numerical thresholds appear to be driven by
assumed inputs rather than observed Vermont operating data.

Petition Statistics Are Being Treated as Predictive:The Agency’s own summary indicates 7 of petition
lakes lacked established wakeboat activity on their lakes as of 2025 season. That is not a trivial data
point. When more than half of the petition lakes report no documented presence, the dataset does not
demonstrate uniform statewide conditions.

Using precautionary concerns from largely unaffected lakes to justify a statewide tightening risks
converting limited observational input into a broad exclusionary outcome. Statistics describing
absence of activity should not be treated as evidence of demonstrated conflict.

The 3,000-Foot Run Is Not the Mathematical Result

Using basic kinematics:

Distance = Speed x Time

For a three-minute (180 second) ride:

* 10 mph > 2,640 feet

* 8 mph~> 2,112 feet

e 7mph ~> 1,848 feet

These are straightforward physical calculations. None produce a 3,000-foot run. Therefore, the 3,000-
foot value is not a mathematical necessity — it is an added policy margin layered onto the model.
When regulatory eligibility depends directly on run length, that distinction matters.

The 1,000-Foot Width Is Also Assumption-Driven: The corridor width flows from applying a 500-foot
buffer on each side. However, the supporting field observation was limited and not replicated across
varied lake conditions. A single observational comparison cannot establish a universal open-water
separation requirement.

Because acreage equals length x width, the model compounds assumptions at both dimensions.
Small changes in either input dramatically change the outcome.

Education Still Lagging Implementation: In discussions with a few of the boating instructors and online
classes (as I rule a boat rental business in Vermont and noted that these new rules are not o the current
tests) this past season, many responsible operators were still learning the specifics of the 2024 rule.
The boating handbook has not yet fully integrated these provisions in the same structured format as
other major rules. Expanding restrictions before completing education alignment is premature.

Recommendation
The prudent pathis clear:
Primary: Maintain the 2024 rule and continue monitoring.


















Supplemental comments - page 2

Other Issues
The agency has ignored or made light of other aspects of wake boats. The agency has done no analysis
of the contribution of greenhouse gases of these large vessels with huge engines.

The agency ignores the noise that sound systems on these boats can produce, a significant of these
craft. Loud music and roaring engines are emblematic of these boats, to the detriment of the peaceful
enjoyment of the lake by other users.

The Agency’s response to these and other issues is — well, there really aren’t that many wake boats.
This response is ridiculous on its face and ignores the potential for growth in wake boat use, as well as
the potential for increase in the size of wake boats. The response has no substance and is capricious.

Enforcement

Enforcement is the Achilles Heel of the rules. In 50 years or more of paddling, | have seen wardens only
a handful of times, and have been stopped perhaps twice to check on a PFD.

If there is no warden or police officer on the lake, there is no way to enforce infractions of the rule.

Some wake boat proponents allege that few complaints are filed — but if there is no warden or police
officer on the lake, to whom, and when, does one complain?

Because the state is incapable of enforcing these public use rules, banning wake boats on all lakes of
Vermont jurisdiction makes sense.

Summary
The proposed amendments are an improvement, but the Agency should make further changes as |
have outlined, The best outcome would be to ban wake boats on all lakes of Vermont jurisdiction.

Respectfully submitted

Stephen Sease
Montpelier






Dear Vermont Water Resources Staff,

| am writing as a Vermont parent who spends many summer days on the water with my family. We
paddle, we swim, we fish, and occasionally we pull our kids on a wakeboard at slower beginner speeds.
Because we use the lake in so many ways, | care deeply about fair and workable safety rules.

| fully supported the changes made in the 2024 rule as a good middle ground comprimise. Those
updates already moved Vermont toward a more structured and cautious framework. What | do not see
is evidence that conditions since then justify a further statewide tightening — especially when the
petition summaries indicate that a majority of petition lakes did not document ongoing wakeboat
activity.

Real-World Operating Speeds

When | am teaching riders, our boat typically runs between 7 and 9 mph. Using the three-minute ride
concept:

7 mph > 1,848 feet
8 mph > 2,112 feet
10 mph > 2,640 feet

These distances fall well below the proposed 3,000-foot assumption. Because acreage equals length x
width, the required lake size changes dramatically depending on which realistic speed you use.

Buffer Expansion Concerns
The proposed 500-foot “any object” buffer appears to be based on limited observational comparison
rather than repeated open-water testing. On smaller or irregular Vermont lakes, increasing the effective

corridor width can actually concentrate traffic into the remaining space.

As someone who paddles regularly, | value separation — but | also value predictable traffic patterns
and sufficient maneuvering room.

Education Still Catching Up
At our lake this past season, several responsible boaters | spoke with were still unclear on the exact
details of the 2024 wake zone requirements. The boating handbook update has not yet fully embedded

these rules into the standard instructional flow.

Before expanding the framework further, the State should ensure the existing rule is fully understood
and consistently taught.

Requested Outcome
Preferred: Maintain the 2024 rule and continue monitoring.

If modified:






Dear Vermont ANR/DEC Rulemaking Staff,

| respectfully oppose the proposed 2025 wakesports rule expansion and request that Vermont keep the
2024 wake zone rule in place while the Agency corrects the record, strengthens education, and
collects replicated data.

| am a Vermont lake user who participates in multiple forms of recreation. | have watched how quickly
misinformation spreads on this topic—especially from individuals and organized stakeholders who do
not actually participate in wakesports towing, do not operate towboats, and therefore may
misunderstand basic operating realities like speeds, rider runs, or safe navigation patterns. When
those misunderstandings enter the record as “common sense,” they can unintentionally steer
rulemaking away from measurable truth.

Petition Record: Weak Foundation for a Statewide Tightening

The Agency’s own summary indicates 7of petition lakes lacked established wakeboat activity.

That is not the profile of a uniform statewide conflict requiring a significantly more restrictive statewide
rule.

Math: Assumptions Cannot Be Upgraded Into Legal Thresholds

If the Agency relies on a 3-minute ride premise, the distance is:

10 mph » 2,640 ft

8 mph~>2,112 ft

7 mph > 1,848 ft

Setting 3,000 ft as a minimum while describing “3 minutes” is internally inconsistent.

Then the model multiplies that length by an assumed 1,000-ft width (from a 500-ft buffer each side)
and uses that to justify 100 acres. The record itself recognizes the acreage outcome is highly sensitive
to these inputs.

That sensitivity demands caution, not escalation.

One-Off Field Observation does not and should not assume Replicated Safety Standard

The practical observation described is not replicated and includes uncontrolled variables.

It does not establish the minimum necessary buffer for open-water safety, and it does not quantify
turning needs (“dog-legging”) across different speeds and riders.

Education: The State Hasn’t Fully Taught the Existing Rule

The handbook update did not clearly integrate wakesports restrictions into standard instruction.












| am a younger Vermont resident who actively participates in wakesurfing and wakeboarding during our
short summer season. | also kayak regularly and spend quiet mornings fishing with my family. | respect
all users on the water and fully understand why the State has worked to improve safety over the past
few years.

| supported the changes made in the 2024 wake zone rule because they created clearer structure and
expectations. From my time on the water since then, | have seen most operators making good-faith
efforts to follow the rules and share space responsibly.

What | do not understand — and what does not make mathematical sense to me — is how the State
has moved from that balanced 2024 framework to a proposed 3,000 ft x 1,000 ft > 100 acre standard
that appears to be built on layered assumptions rather than real observed riding patterns.

Real-World Riding Speeds

As someone who actually rides, | can say firsthand that wakesports speeds vary widely depending on
rider skill, boat setup, and activity. Using the Agency’s own three-minute concept (180 seconds), the
physics are straightforward:

e 7 mph > 1,848 feet

e 83 mph~> 2,112 feet

* 9 mph > 2,376 feet

¢ 10 mph > 2,640 feet

* 11 mph > 2,904 feet

* 12 mph > 3,168 feet

This range reflects real operating conditions | personally see on Vermont lakes.

What stands out is that the commonly cited 3,000-foot run only occurs at the very upper end of the
speed range — and even then only slightly exceeds it. Most beginner, youth, and many recreational surf
sessions occur well below that threshold.

Even if some additional shaping or turning space is considered, the proposal does not provide
replicated field testing that quantifies how much extra distance is actually required across different
boats, riders, and lake geometries. Treating an assumed “dog-leg” or turning allowance as universally
necessary — and then building a statewide acreage threshold from it — appears to be working
backward from a desired number rather than forward from measured data.

Because acreage equals length x width, these assumptions compound quickly. When realistic run
lengths are multiplied by the proposed 1,000-foot corridor, the resulting acreage varies dramatically
and often falls far below 100 acres.

Buffer Width Concerns

| also question the universal 500-foot from any object approach. From real on-water experience, safety
depends heavily on operator awareness, predictable traffic patterns, and having room to maneuver —
not simply maximizing a fixed bubble in every direction.

My understanding is that the field comparison used to support this width was limited and not
replicated under controlled conditions. Before that observation becomes a statewide geometric
requirement, it should be validated across multiple Vermont lake environments.

Petition Record Does Not Show Statewide Need
The Agency’s own summary indicates that majority of the petitioning lakes did not have wakeboat
activity. That does not suggest a uniform statewide conflict requiring another major tightening.

Among people my age who boat, many are still learning the details of the 2024 rule because the boating
handbook and education pipeline have not fully caught up yet,, as we fall in the age that requires a
boating license. . Expanding restrictions while education is still catching up seems premature.



| respectfully ask the Agency to: Keep the 2024 wake zone rule in place and continue monitoring real-
world conditions.

However, If changes move forward anyway:

e Minimum run: 1,848 feet

e Minimum lake size: 50 acres (as currently written)

e Buffer: 205 feet

That would better reflect how wakesports actually operate while still providing a reasonable safety
margin.

Thank you for considering input from someone who actively participates in these activities and cares
deeply about Vermont









| respectfully submit this comment in opposition to the proposed 2025 wakesports amendments and in
support of maintaining the existing 2024 wake zone rule while Vermont completes full evaluation,
education, and multi-season monitoring.

| am a regular Vermont lake user who participates in multiple forms of recreation — including paddling,
swimming, fishing, and occasional towed watersports with family. Because | experience the lake from
different perspectives, | fully support reasonable safety protections and thoughtful management of
shared public waters. | also recognize that meaningful changes were already made in the 2024 rule.

My concern with the current proposal is more fundamental: the rule appears to be advancing ahead of
clearly demonstrated applied science and internally consistent mathematics.

The Agency’s own petition summary indicates that a majority of petition lakes — approximately seven
of eleven — reported no established wakeboat activity while simultaneously expressing precautionary
safety concerns.

This creates an important analytical question.

If a lake reports that the activity in question is not occurring in any meaningful way, then precautionary
concern alone does not demonstrate an active conflict requiring a statewide regulatory escalation. At
minimum, this mixed record suggests that conditions vary significantly across waterbodies and that
the factual basis for uniform statewide tightening may not yet be fully developed.

The current proposal does not appear to reconcile this internal inconsistency.

Run-Length Mathematics Does Not Cleanly Support the Threshold

The proposal repeatedly references a three-minute ride concept. Basic kinematics show:

Distance = Speed x Time

Using realistic wakesport speeds:

* 9 mph » ~2,376 feet

* 10 mph > ~2,640 feet

* 11 mph > ~2,904 feet

Only at the extreme upper end of the speed range does a run exceed 3,000 feet.

Because the acreage model multiplies run length by width, small changes in these assumptions
produce large differences in required lake size. The rulemaking materials themselves acknowledge this
sensitivity. When a regulatory cutoff is highly assumption-dependent.

The proposed 500-foot “any object” buffer — which produces the 1,000-foot corridor — appears to rely
in part on limited observational comparison rather than replicated, -water testing across varied
Vermont conditions.

That distinction matters. as it does not establish the minimum necessary statewide separation
distance.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask to : Maintain the 2024 wake zone rule
If the Agency determines changes must proceed: consider a more measured framework such as
Minimum run length: 2,200 feet, ® Minimum lake size: 50 acres, , and Buffer of 225 feet

thank you again,
Julia Michel












| am writing as a Vermont lake user and personal watercraft owner who truly loves and respects our
state’s waters. | spend a lot of my summer on the lake, and like many Vermonters, that time on the
water is one of the things my family and | look forward to all year.

| want to be clear from the start — | understand that some restrictions are necessary. Not every lake
can support every activity, and | respect the State’s responsibility to manage our waters carefully. | have
always tried to operate responsibly, be aware of others around me, and follow the rules that are in
place.

What is becoming harder to understand is why the rules keep expanding.

From where | sit as someone actually using the water, it feels like Vermont already made meaningful
changes with the 2024 wake zone rule. People have been adjusting. Behavior has been changing. Many
of us are still learning the details and trying to do things the right way.

But now, before that rule has even fully settled in, we are looking at another significant expansion.

Concern About How We Got Here, as one thing that worries me is the growing sense that this process is
being driven more by the volume of advocacy than by clear, consistent evidence from the water itself.

| have listened to a lot of the public discussion around this issue, and it is obvious that some of the
loudest voices pushing for additional restrictions are not people who actually participate in these
activities. Everyone absolutely has the right to share concerns — | respect that — but when policy
starts moving based on secondhand assumptions or worst-case perceptions rather than balanced
real-world experience, it risks going too far.

Itis especially confusing to see that several of the lakes raising safety concerns have also indicated
that wakeboats are not even present in meaningful numbers on their waters. As an everyday lake user,
that disconnectis hard to ignore.

A Feeling of Moving Goalposts, As someone who already understands what it means to be restricted on
certain lakes with a personal watercraft, | accepted those limits because they were clear and
established.

What is concerning now is the pattern. If rules continue to tighten each time new pressure is applied —
without clear evidence that the previous changes were insufficient — it starts to feel less like careful

management and more like an ever-moving target for responsible boaters.

That kind of uncertainty matters to families who invest in boats, who plan their summers around these
lakes, and who are genuinely trying to follow the rules.

| respectfully oppose the 2025 rule as currently written.

| believe Vermont has already taken significant steps with the 2024 framework, and the State should
allow time for education, adjustment, and real-world monitoring before considering further expansion.

If the Agency ultimately feels changes are necessary, | strongly encourage a more measured and
balanced approach that reflects how these waters are actually being used today.



At the end of the day, most of us out here — whether we are on jet skis, kayaks, fishing boats, or
towboats — want the same thing: safe, shared lakes that remain accessible and fair for everyone.

I hope the final decision reflects that balance.









| am writing to express my opposition to the proposed 2025 wakesports rule as currently drafted and to
respectfully ask the Agency to pause and carefully reconcile the underlying record before moving
forward.

After spending time reviewing the supporting materials, petition summaries, and the structure of the
proposed rule itself, | find myself genuinely confused about how the process arrived at this point. My
concernis not rooted in opposition to safety — | fully support reasonable, evidence-based protections
on Vermont waters — but rather in the apparent disconnect between the stated factual basis and the
scope of the proposed changes.

The Petition Record Appears Internally Mixed From the materials provided on the anr site, it appears
that among the lakes that petitioned:

some reported no established wakeboat presence, andothers expressed precautionary safety
concerns, yet there is limited indication in the record of documented incidents, verified conflicts, or
enforcement data demonstrating a widespread operational problem.

This creates an important analytical tension.When a waterbody reports that the activity in question is
not meaningfully occurring, precautionary concern alone may not demonstrate the type of active
conflict that typically supports broad statewide structural changes. At the same time, where concerns
are expressed, the absence of clearly documented incident data makes it difficult to understand the
scale and immediacy of the problem being addressed.

Taken together, the petition landscape appears more varied and localized than uniform.The Scope of
the Proposed Rule Appears to Extend Beyond the Petitions

Another point of confusion is that the proposed changes to acreage thresholds and wakesports zone
structure appear to originate primarily from Agency modeling rather than from a direct, consistent
request across the petitioning lakes.

In other words, the rule as written seems to move beyond simply responding to specific local concerns
and instead establishes a broader geometric framework that materially affects lake eligibility

statewide.

If that is the Agency’s intent, it would be helpful for the record to clearly explain the evidentiary bridge
between the petition inputs and the chosen statewide numerical thresholds.

Alignment Between Math, Science, and Safety Is Not Clearly Demonstrated

Perhaps most importantly, when reviewing the materials, it is difficult to see a clean alignment between
these as;

the mathematical assumptions used to construct the corridor model,
the scientific literature cited regarding wake effects, and
the practical safety outcomes the rule is intended to achieve.

Each of these elements appears to exist in the record, but the connection among them is not always















| have spent decades working directly with Vermont boating families, lake associations, and state
regulators. Our business has always supported thoughtful stewardship of Vermont waters, responsible
boating practices, and reasonable regulation that is grounded in real-world conditions.

| am writing today to express my opposition to the proposed 2025 wakesports rule as currently drafted
and, more importantly, to speak to how we arrived at this point.

The Process Has Lacked Sustained, Open Dialogue

Over many years in this industry, | have learned that durable water policy only works when all affected
groups are consistently at the same table — not just during formal hearings or occasional private
meetings, but through ongoing, transparent dialogue where concerns can be tested against real
operating facts.

Had there been a sustained working group that included:

¢ lake residents,

e paddlers,

e wakesports participants,

* marine businesses, and

¢ Agency staff

| believe much of the current tension and confusion could have been avoided.

What we are seeing now appears to be driven in part by fear on some lakes about what may come in the
future, rather than by consistently documented conditions across the state. Those concerns deserve to
be heard — but they also need to be examined alongside actual usage patterns, enforcement
experience, and the adjustments that have already occurred under the 2024 rule.

Evolution Works Only When It Is Balanced

Regulation, like the boating industry itself, evolves. Sometimes forward. Sometimes in ways that
require adjustment. Sometimes larger, sometimes more refined.

But sustainable evolution only happens when the process brings people along together.

When change moves ahead without that balance, one group inevitably feels left behind. At this
moment, many in the wakesports community — including responsible operators and families who have
invested in compliant equipment — feel exactly that.

That outcome does not reflect Vermont’s long tradition of practical, community-based problem
solving.

The Record Shows Mixed Conditions

The petition materials themselves reflect varied conditions across lakes, including situations where
wakeboat activity was not documented as an established presence. At the same time, the 2024 wake
zone rule already implemented meaningful structural changes that many boaters and businesses are
still working to fully absorb and educate around.

Before expanding the framework further, it would be prudent to allow:

e full education alignment,

¢ multi-season monitoring of the 2024 rule, and

e structured stakeholder dialogue focused on real Vermont data.

A Better Path Forward

| respectfully urge the Agency to pause the proposed 2025 expansion and maintain the current 2024
framework while convening a true roundtable process that includes all affected users in a consistent,
transparent forum.

If additional refinements are ultimately needed, they should emerge from:

¢ shared data,

e replicated field understanding, and

e collaborative problem-solving.

That is how Vermont has historically found durable solutions that stand the test of time.




































WAKESPORTS PHYSICS AND WAVE DYNAMICS
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) Wakesports February 3, 2026

Dear Vermont Wakesports environment guardians,
| am a recently-retired University Physics professor, and | am pleased to see scientifically-backed
considerations applied in serious decision making — especially decision making that impacts
water safety and environmental preservation. Very serious to all Vermonters is the determining of
safe & sustainable management rules for keeping wake boat use well back from the shorelines
and the shallows of Vermont’s glacially carved small lakes.
Some studies suggest that the wake-boat created waves stay far enough from shorelines to never
exceed the shore-washing wave height of the highest wind-blown waves measured on the lake.
That is a good place to start, but it ignores the fact that wind-blown waves generally maximize
only for a small section of lake at the end of a large fetch (the distance of water the wind blows
over) and then only for the times when the prevailing wind direction lines up with the long fetch.
Conversely, wake boats create waves in every direction and wash away banks and nesting areas
for shorebirds (e.g., loons), mammals and even fish and fish eggs. Many native fish create
circular nests on lake bottom shallows where they lay eggs and guard them. Those nests are
displaced by wake boats. Sadly, attempts by landowners to preserve banks & coves from wake-
boat wave onslaught by adding rock and other barriers have not been effective (and may even
further damage the ecology of the lake.)
In addition to the many obvious safety issues before us with large enhanced wake boat waves, we
should also consider how wake boat waves differ from wind-blown waves, and how the adverse
effects become pronounced in steep rising shorelines of glacially carved small lakes. Vermont
lakeshores are physically very different from the gradually-sloping shores found in Florida, for
example.
Waves on Vermont lakes will encounter steeply rising floors (sometimes cliff-like, e.g.,
Willoughby Lake) and must therefore react much more suddenly & significantly to maintain total
wave energy when impacting on quick rising shores. Unfortunately, this issue was not addressed
in the 2024 rules nor is it addressed in the rules currently under consideration.
Wave energy drives a process called shoaling as the bottoms of waves encounter a rising lake
floor. Interaction with the floor both slows the bottom of the wave and shortens its wavelength.
The physics relationship of speed, wavelength, and amplitude requires that total wave energy
stay unchanged - and the incoming wave maintains this by sharply raising its amplitude (its
height).
Let us consider what happens — and how forcefully — as strong waves hit the sudden inflections of
Vermont lake beds. Damaging waves reach way up onto shore and wash shoreline back into the
lake. High waves also stir away the egg-laying and fertilizing circles which lake fish prepare near
shorelines. Similarly, quick rising waves destroy loon nests, typically located only 2 to 8 inches
above the waterline. etc. The rare and precious ecology of our lakes is defenseless against such
onslaught.
Human safety is also threatened when waves rise suddenly. Along the shore is where small
children swim and most kayaking, canoeing, paddleboarding, etc. takes place.
Energy does not go away but it does convert to work. The “work” of high amplitude waves is often
extremely damaging. Consider the “work” of a tsunami.
A tsunami, of course, is not created by wind blowing over a fetch. Its source of energy lies deep
underwater. Wake boats also create deep-water effects.

**continued in (4) below** Wake boats inject high speed jets of water deep into lakes and
some of this energy certainly rises immediately to create “surf” behind the boat. However, other
wake-boat-generated energy becomes longitudinal (in the deep water) and transverse (at the air-









launch. As it stands now, calling on the Marine Division of State Police or game wardens who are
spread too thinly to respond quickly enough to prevent those that feel entitled to break the rules
doesn’t work. Greeters deal with belligerence and outright defiance so clearly there is not
sufficient oversight. | was frankly astounded that the state removed the decontamination
requirement simply because they couldn’t afford it. Invasive species clean will be more
expensive than prevention strategies and if you think otherwise, then prohibit these boats
altogether.

My second concern is safety. In an analysis by St. Anthony Falls Laboratory, wakeboat wave
energy equals that of a ski boat ONLY after traveling more than about 600 feet—well beyond the
proposed 500-foot buffer. The regulations need to be strengthened to reflect this. As for
enforcement of this on Willoughby where | have no cell service, | would have no way to call if a
wakeboat is a problem or danger.

Finally, I’ve listened to too many of the wakeboat supporters read from the same playbook.

Most common is: “there have been few or no reports of problems”. To them and the state, I’d point
out that the reporting system isn’t functional. If people don’t know how to report and if there’s no
cell service, how can people report? Just because we can’t get their registration number or call to
report doesn’t mean there isn’t a problem, as many swimmers, boaters and paddleboarders have
attested in sometimes terrifying detail.

What is the process for reporting?

When do we get adequate cell service to call for help?

To the “we should collect data before limiting wakeboats” the state needs to tell them that
studies elsewhere ( was it Minnesota? Michigan?) apply. Water is water, for heaven’s sake. As was
aptly put yesterday by a physicist, the physics of water don’t change from state to state. Waiting
to collect data increases chance of invasive contamination. Never mind you folks having to
explain the failure of these regulations; the bigger problem will be “what now???” and “How
much will it cost??”

To the “education will take care of safety risk and other boaters are a threat, too” argument | have
only to say that bigger waves means bigger threat. This is not our usual and customary This is not
our usual and customary wave so a statement identifying the purpose of ballast is to create a
surfing wave that is outside the norm should be included so that we don’t have to listen to this
argument anymore. To the “fishing boats are a threat for spread of invasives, too” please state
that cleaning out the smaller bilges is at least possible without a decontamination facility while
wakeboat bilge cleaning is not. | read the evidence on this somewhere. Do | need to find it? To the
question of equity- that public water is everyone’s right : well, do | get to throw contaminants into
our lakes? Contamination is not aright. There is a fine for dumping anything that harms our public
recreation water and land. Fines reflect the cost for clean up. What if there is no possibility of
complete clean up as is the case with some of these invasives? The answer should be that our
state has and uses the maximum resource to prevent it in the first place. This is no place to cut
corners. To wakeboat owners and operators: if you claim to love our lakes , that you are
responsible stewards of our public waters and resent the pushback to your presence on the water
then put your energy into doing everything to ensure health and safety rather than insisting on
you entitlement at the expense of everyone else. Sarah Page Brattleboro and Westmore, VT
























¢ and the increase in minimum lake size from 50 acres to 100 acres —

¢ and to address the related argument that wakesports constitute a “non-normal

use” of Vermont public waters.

® Section 3.7 and 4.3 Rule Changes

1) Opposition to a 3,000-Foot Straight-Run Requirement

There is no peer-reviewed environmental or boating-safety research establishing 3,000
feet as a required minimum run length for safe wakesurf operation. The wake studies
most often cited address wake characteristics, wave attenuation, and potential
environmental effects. They do not prescribe a minimum straight-run distance.

The 3,000-foot number appears primarily as an operational description of a typical ride
length and as an assumption used in geometric modeling of space. This reflects boating
practice and zoning math, not measured hydrodynamic necessity.

Conclusion: Because no scientific or environmental study establishes a need for a
3,000-foot straight run, this is a policy choice. It should not be characterized as science-
based without a peer-reviewed study demonstrating necessity.

2) Opposition to “500 Feet From Any Object” Within the Wakesports Zone

Vermont already operates under a statewide boating safety structure built around a 200-
foot framework related to swimmers, shorelines, and other vessels. Major wakesurf
research discussions focus on wake energy and wave attenuation, not on collision
envelopes or separation bubbles from “any object.”

For example, work from the University of Minnesota and St. Anthony Falls Laboratory
examines distances needed for wake characteristics to diminish. That is a wake-
behavior question, not proof that 500 feet from all objects is required for safe operation.
Requiring 500 feet from shore and 500 feet from other vessels or swimmers creates a
large moving exclusion zone. In normal lake use, this can make compliance impractical,
converting theoretical allowance into practical prohibition.

Conclusion: Without a boating-safety or collision-risk study supporting 500 feet from
other vessels or swimmers, this reads as a policy restriction rather than a science-
based safety threshold.

3) Opposition to Increasing Minimum Zone Size from 50 Acres to 100 Acres

Acreage is not a direct scientific variable. Area thresholds are derived from assumed run
length, wake width, and setbacks — geometry, not hydrodynamics.

Vermont’s current rule already requires at least 50 acres, along with shoreline setbacks
and depth requirements. Increasing to 100 acres will remove additional waterbodies by
definition. That is a policy outcome and should be acknowledged as such.

Conclusion: Absent a study showing that 50 acres with existing safeguards is
insufficient and 100 acres is necessary, this change functions as a policy lever to restrict
access.

Section 3.7 and 4.3

Overall Scientific Context

Vermont’s existing wakesports zone definition is already restrictive and codified. The
broader research landscape on wake attenuation is mixed and condition-dependent.
Vermont has not produced Vermont-specific hydrodynamic field research in this record
demonstrating that the escalated numerical thresholds are necessary statewide.

Final Conclusion

| oppose the additional restrictions because:

1. 3,000 feet is not shown to be required by scientific research; it is an operational
assumption.

2. 3. 4.500 feet from any object is not supported by wake attenuation science and












we study water quality in these watersheds.

Artificially enhanced wakes, created by wake boats and wake-enhancing devices, cause
environmental damage, degrade water quality, create safety hazards for people in or on the water,
and cause physical damage to shorelines and property.

Because of our focus on water quality and non-native invasive species, LCA is particularly
concerned with environmental impacts. Wakeboats are damaging to our smaller water bodies by
increasing erosion, and increasing the chances of aquatic invasive species being spread. In our
focus watershed areas, we are concerned about environmental impacts of wakeboats to Lake
Iroquois, Bristol Pond, and Monkton Pond. Some of these waterbodies have rare, threatened &
endangered species and are ecologically sensitive areas that could be very negatively impacted
by the introduction of aquatic invasive species, or by increased wakes and shoreline erosion. We
strongly support the changes in this proposed rule that would prohibit wake boat use on these
water bodies, and the 100-acre zone that will provide more room for boats and offer greater
protection for other users.

However, we feel that these changes don’t go far enough, especially as relates to the transport of
aquatic invasive species, impacts to bottom sediment/scour, and threats to shorelines, nesting
loons, and other users. We will touch on each of these below.

We do not support the proposal to remove the Home Lake rule. It will be challenging to enforce
decontamination of boats moving between lakes. We (including LCA through our boat launch
steward program) spend tens of thousands every year in funding to station greeters / boat launch
stewards at many of our public water bodies, to prevent the spread of aquatic invasive species.
Why would we allow boats to be able to move between water bodies without certifying that
they’ve been decontaminated? The home lake rule, along with required decontamination (ideally
with proof to show the greeter on duty), would provide stronger protection for our waterbodies.

We support a minimum 30-foot water depth, as suggested by the Lake Waramaug Wave Impact
Study final report (2024), to minimize the bottom scouring effect of these boats, which could stir
up legacy phosphorus stored in bottom sediments in many of our lakes. Anything less than 30 feet
will potentially cause increased phosphorus pollution in our lakes, something we are currently
spending millions to try to reduce and clean up.

We encourage a 700-foot setback from shorelines, loon nests, and other lake users, which will
allow both wave height and power to dissipate before reaching these areas. 500 feet is inadequate
for decreasing wave power, as shown in the St. Anthony Falls Laboratory study. DEC staff
themselves recommended changing the distance to 600 feet in their memo dated 9/18/23. A
buffer of 700 feet is a precautionary measure (see below). Finally, we recommend including two
important statements to the rules: 1) a statement that wakesports are not a normal use. The
current rules did not anticipate the development of wake boats. Wake boats require special rules
that differ from those normal (traditional) uses. Without this statement, traditional users of the
lakes will likely be limited in their use of the waters, as they don’t know who to report conflicts to,
and do not feel safe on the water when these boats are out. 2) a statement of the precautionary
principle: When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment,
precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause-and-effect relationships are not
fully established scientifically. In conclusion we strongly support these rule changes and the
improvements they make, but suggest that now is the time to make these rules even stronger to
protect our local waterbodies from further degradation, and costly future clean-up efforts as
shorelines erode further and bottom sediments are stirred up. Thank you, Kate Kelly, On behalf of
the LCA Board



























I would like to commend the DEC on proposing changes to the Vermont Use of Public Water Rules
regulating wake sports. As an avid recreational rower, paddler and sailor on Lake Iroquois, |
support these changes that increase safety and protection of the environment by increasing the
size of the wake sport safety zone, run criteria, and safety buffer.

Most of the objections to these proposed rule changes stem from frustration over more regulation
of what is perceived as simply a fun sport. However, it is important to keep common sense in
mind. No one is saying to ban wake sports. The DEC is simply limiting wake sports on smaller
lakes that should not accommodate them for reasons of safety and environment. The rationale is
really no different than the basic tenets of establishing safe driving speeds on the road. The US
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration* includes many considerations
when conducting an engineering speed study, among which are the following that have direct
analogy to boating activities:

¢ Traffic volume - how many boats are expected on the body of water?

¢ Roadway type - what is the size of the body of water?

¢ Roadway features - are there islands, inlets, obstacles on the water?

¢ Sight distances — how far can the boater see both in front and around them?

* Pedestrian activity - what other types of water activities are taking place, like swimming,
kayaking, sailing, fishing?

¢ “Special conditions” (school zones, work zones) — are there unique features or specific lakes

that
warrant additional constraints on use of wake boats?

How do these principles relate to the current DEC proposed rule changes? The increase in size of
the wake sport safety zone (100 acres), wake sport run (3000 ft), and safety buffer (500 ft) all
address the key principles related to traffic volume, lake size and features, sight distances and
boater/swimmer activity. In addition, these changes address the special condition that lakes are
part of larger ecological systems, so these changes also provide ecological benefits by reducing
shoreline and bottom erosion and impact on plant and animal habitats. Given that we can never
know the true safe levels of any human activity, | appreciate the DEC recognizing the
“precautionary principle” by advocating for conservative regulations to enhance safety and
environmental protection.

In summary, | support the current DEC proposed rule changes. Just as drivers are asked to obey
speed limits when they are out on the road, wake sport enthusiasts are encouraged to enjoy their
activities, but only in areas deemed reasonably safe from a public and ecological point of view.

* https://highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-management/speed-limit-basics
None.
























Vermont Agency of Natural Resources

Department of Environmental Conservation

Attn: Lakes and Ponds Management Protection Program
1 National Life Drive, Davis 3

Montpelier, VT 05620

RE: Technical and Scientific Rebuttal to Proposed 2026 Use of Public Waters Rule Amendments
To the ANR and Lakes & Ponds Program Staff:

| am submitting this formal comment to oppose the proposed 2026 revisions to the Wakesports
Rules. | specifically contest the 100-acre lake threshold, the 3,000-foot straight-run requirement,
and the expanded "any object" buffer.

As a stakeholder, | contend that these proposals lack a rational basis in the cited literature and

represent an arbitrary expansion of regulatory power. Below is a detailed analysis of the scientific
and procedural failures of the 2026 proposal.

l. The "Translation Gap": Misapplication of Mechanical Data

¢ The Department relies heavily on Marr et al. (2022) [St. Anthony Falls Laboratory (SAFL)] to
justify increased setbacks. However, the proposed rules apply these findings in ways the authors
explicitly did not authorize or report. Additionally, his research not recognized as being peer
reviewed, and should not be taken as that.

* Non-Empirical Thresholds (3,000-Foot Rule): The proposed 3,000-foot linear requirement is an
operational description of a "ride length,” not an environmental metric. Marr et al. (2022) focus on
wave attenuation over distance (transverse and divergent waves) and depth-to-wave-height
ratios. There is no data in the SAFL report, or the Lake Waramaug Task Force (2024) study, linking
uninterrupted run length to shoreline erosion or phosphorus resuspension. In the absence of
such data, the 3,000-foot rule is an arbitrary geometric construct with no ecological foundation.
Again, this research not recognized as being peer reviewed, and should not be taken as that.

* The Acreage Fallacy (100-Acre Rule): Geometric modeling of "modeled run length" is being used
to justify the 100-acre threshold. However, SAFL (2022) confirms that wave energy dissipation is a
function of distance from the source, not the total surface area of the waterbody. A 500-foot
buffer functions identically on a 50-acre lake as it does on a 100-acre lake. Closing 92% of
Vermont's inland water based on total acreage ignores the mechanical reality of wave decay
described in the cited literature. Lastly, the SAFL is not peer reviewed, and should not be taken as
that.

Il. Conflict with Biological Success Data (The "Loon Boom")

A core justification for the rule is the protection of the Common Loon (Gavia immer). However, the
State’s own monitoring data contradicts the need for increased restrictions.

* Record-Breaking Recovery: According to the Vermont Center for Ecostudies (VCE) 2024 Loon
Season Summary, Vermont recorded a record-high 157 territorial pairs and 123 nesting pairs in



2024. This historic peakin loon population occurred concurrently with the active use of
wakeboats under the 2024 standards.

* Biologist Testimony: Lead loon biologist Eric Hanson (VCE) has stated that near-shore
disturbances from paddlers and anglers represent a more frequent and direct threat to nesting
loons than wakesports occurring 500+ feet from shore. (Source: VTDigger, June 2025).

* The "Zero Violation" Record: The Vermont State Police Marine Division has reported zero
citations for wakezone violations since the 2024 rules were implemented. Implementing stricter
rules when current rules show 100% compliance and record wildlife success is the definition of
arbitrary and capricious rulemaking.

****SEE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS IN THE OPTION ADDITIONAL SPACE BELOW Ill. The
Snowboarding Parallel: Cultural Friction vs. "Normal Use" The attempt to classify wakesports as
a "non-normal use" under Vermont’s Public Waters framework because of technological changes
post-1993 is a legal misreach. ¢ Technological Evolution: Wakesurfing and wakeboarding are
evolutions of inboard towed watersports, an activity category that predates 1993. ¢ The
Precedent of Friction: This mirrors the 1980s opposition to snowboarding on Vermont mountains.
Opponents used "environmental" claims (soil compaction/erosion) to justify bans, which were
later proven to be based on cultural friction. Just as snowboarding was integrated through trail
management, wakesports are managed through the 2024 offsets. To declare an evolution of a
sport "non-normal” is an attempt to freeze boating technology at a 1993 level, a standard not
applied to any other recreational activity in Vermont.

IV. Unintended
Consequences: The "Sacrifice Lake" Effect The proposed rules would reduce eligible inland lakes
from 30 to 18. This violates the Universal Public Waters (UPW) mandate to manage use conflicts
using the "least restrictive approach." e Constructive Interference: By forcing 100% of the state's
wakeboats onto 8% of the available water, the DEC is creating "pressure cookers." Concentrating
activity increases the frequency of waves and the likelihood of "additive wave heights," where
multiple wakes combine to exceed the energy of a single boat. This will cause greater
environmental impact on the 18 remaining lakes than if the activity were distributed according to
the 2024 500-foot/20-foot standards. V. Administrative Overreach (Sections 3.7 and 4.3) The
language in Section 4.3 allowing for temporary restrictions for "other good cause" is
unconstitutionally vague. ¢ Discretionary Removal: Combined with the Secretary’s authority to
add or remove lakes from the "eligible list" based on "research considerations," this creates a de
facto pathway for permanent exclusion without formal rulemaking. e Scientific Necessity: |
request that the rule be amended to require written scientific findings for any suspension, a limit
of one boating season, and a requirement for formal rulemaking review for any extension.

Conclusion The
2026 proposal represents an attempt to solve a "perception of conflict"” rather than a documented
environmental crisis. The Marr et al. (2022) and Lake Waramaug (2024) studies do not provide a
scientific basis for the 3,000-foot or 100-acre thresholds. Furthermore, the record-breaking
success of Vermont's loon population and the 100% compliance rate of boaters prove that the
2024 rules are the appropriate, science-based, and least-restrictive management tool. |
respectfully urge the ANR to maintain the 2024 rule structure. Sincerely, Greg Woodard Key
Citations Included: 1. Marr et al., 2022 (SAFL): Used to highlight that the study does not link run-
length to erosion. (non peer reviewed) 2. Lake Waramaug Task Force, 2024: Used to show that
wave energy research focuses on distance-from-shore, not total lake acreage. 3. VCE Loon
Summary, 2024: Used to prove that wildlife is thriving under current rules. 4. Hanson (VCE), 2025:
















The new regulations were lightly enforced beginning in 2025 and there has been little to no
education to the wake boat community. The current boating safety curriculum taught to students
in 2025 has not caught up with the new regulations. Materials did not change for instructors and
students. It has been left up to the individual instructor, if the class was taught in person and not
online, to explain these new rules. The definitions such as home lake’s for wake boats and
cleaning and draining procedures can be confusing and have not been in place long enough for
even the instructors to have time to learn and explain to their students.

During my time as a Game Warden | have seen the rise of many different controversial watercraft
and conflicts between different users of our waterways. | spent time working with all users to find
compromise. | believed that all users should have equitable use of our natural resources, even
when one group does not support the use of the other.

Jet skis were small, loud and fast. With time the operators were educated on the ethical use of
their machines and current laws were enforced. These machines are now common on our lakes
and have no greater violations than any other motor boat.

Bass boats then entered the scene. These were again very loud and extremely fast. | myself was
almost hit by a bass boat operating at over 60 mph on Lake Champaign. Through education with
the bass fishing community and enforcement these boats have become common place.
Regulations take time to be in before we can see if they are working.

| encountered countless boating and watercraft violations in my years protecting Vermont’s
waterways. The majority of these violations were lack of life jackets and boating within 200 feet of
shore and persons in the water. These violations were spread across all watercraft and rarely if
ever Wake boaters. Wake boats in wake mode operate at a slow speed and rarely operated within
200 feet of other boats or shore. When distance violations occurred and were the most
dangerous, it was from fast operated motor boats not related to wake boating at all.

I was involved with several drownings in our Vermont waters. These drownings could have been
prevented if these people had simply been wearing a life jacket. The two drownings that come to
mind involved a canoe and a kayak respectively. The majority of life jacket violations that | issued
were to small boats and paddle craft, yet these users are at greater risk of drowning than any
other watercraft. Wake boats, jet skis and bass boats were almost always in compliance with
these laws and regulations.

In conclusion | ask that the VT Water Resources Board pause on expanding the current 2024 Wake
boat rule and give the current regulation an opportunity to be taught and enforced. After several
years it would be prudent to re examine the law to see if conflicts have ben resolved and the
effects of the current law have done what was intended by their creation. Robert Sterling Retired
VT State Game Warden and boating safety instructor (802)287-1419 Sterling942@icloud.com















When these empirically reasonable speeds are inserted into the same 1,000-foot corridor model,
the resulting acreage falls materially below the proposed 100-acre threshold (approximately 60.6
acres at 10 mph and 48.5 acres at 8 mph).

Importantly, the record itself acknowledges that modest adjustments to run length, speed
assumptions, and buffer width produce dramatically different acreage outcomes and directly
affect lake eligibility determinations.

Where a regulatory threshold is this sensitive to selected inputs, administrative prudence
generally favors careful justification of why the chosen value represents the minimum necessary
restriction rather than one of several plausible modeling outcomes.

2. Open-Water Application of the 500-Foot Buffer
The proposed rule effectively converts a shoreline-based attenuation concept into a uniform “500
feet from any object” operational requirement, thereby creating the 1,000-foot corridor width.

However, the technical discussion in the record distinguishes:
shoreline erosion processes in shallow water, and on-water user safety conditions in deeper
water.

The materials note that relying on shoreline attenuation literature as the primary factual basis for
an “all objects” safety buffer may not be rationally connected to the asserted safety objective.

From an administrative law perspective, this distinction is significant. Converting a shoreline
protection distance into a universal open-water separation standard is a policy step that warrants
its own evidentiary support, particularly where the rule materially affects lake eligibility
statewide.

3. Limitations of the Field Comparison Evidence The record references a practical field
comparison used to inform the buffer determination. However, the documented conditions
indicate the observation was: ® conducted from a moving platform, ® subject to wind and drift, e
influenced by other vessel traffic, ® not replicated across lakes or days, and ¢ limited to only two
measured distances. These factors introduce multiple uncontrolled variables and prevent the
comparison from isolating the wakeboat’s wake under controlled conditions. The record itself
notes that the observation does not establish the minimum effective safety distance and does
not demonstrate that a uniform 500-foot buffer is necessary statewide. Given the statewide
regulatory consequences of the proposed buffer, additional controlled and replicated analysis
would materially strengthen the rule’s technical foundation.

4. Petition Context and Proportional Response The
petition summary indicates that approximately 55% of petition lakes lacked established
wakeboat activity. While precautionary concerns are legitimate inputs to policymaking, broad
statewide restrictions are typically strongest when closely alighed with demonstrated patterns of
conflict. The current record suggests a mixed factual landscape that may benefit from further
monitoring under the existing 2024 framework. 5.
Recommended Path Forward In my professional judgment, the Agency would be on firmer
administrative footing by: 1. Maintaining the 2024 wake zone rule during a multi-season
evaluation period; 2. Completing full integration of the existing rule into boating education and
enforcement guidance; 3. Conducting or commissioning controlled, replicated open-water safety



















the direct mathematical consequence of the stated premise.
Acreage Outcome Is Highly Assumption-Dependent

When these realistic run lengths are applied to the proposed 1,000-foot corridor width (derived
from the 500-foot buffer on each side), the resulting acreage varies substantially:

2,640 x 1,000 + 43,560 = 60.6 acres
2,112 x 1,000 + 43,560 = 48.5 acres
1,848 x 1,000 + 43,560 ~ 42.4 acres

Yet the proposed eligibility threshold is 100 contiguous acres, significantly above any of the
modeled results generated using the Agency’s own time framework.

Importantly, the rulemaking materials explicitly acknowledge that modest adjustments to run
length, operating speed, and buffer width produce dramatically different acreage outcomes and
eligibility determinations.

Where a regulatory cutoff is this sensitive to input selection, the choice of conservative
assumptions combined with upward rounding is not mathematically neutral — it directly
determines which lakes remain eligible and which are excluded.

Width and Buffer Determination Relies on Limited Observation

The 1,000-foot corridor width is anchored to a 500-foot “any object” buffer. However, the
supporting field comparison described in the record contains acknowledged methodological
limitations:

moving measurement platform

wind and drift effects

presence of other vessel traffic

single-observer subjective reporting

no replication across lakes or days

only two distances evaluated (200 ft and 500 ft)

The record itself notes that these conditions introduce uncontrolled variables and do not
establish the minimum effective safety distance statewide.

From an evidentiary standpoint, a single, non-replicated observational comparison cannot
reasonably support a uniform statewide operational buffer that materially affects lake eligibility.

Education and Handbook Integration Remain Incomplete Equally significant is the
implementation sequence. The Vermont boating safety handbook was updated in 2025, yet the
wakesports restrictions have not been fully integrated into the structured instructional
framework used for other major boating rules. Supplimental Comment 3000ft run... In
discussions with fellow boaters over the past season, many responsible operators remain
uncertain about the specifics of the 2024 rule. This indicates the State is still in the education
phase of implementation. Expanding regulatory requirements while the education pipeline
remains incomplete risks uneven awareness and inconsistent compliance. Recommended
Administrative Path For these reasons, | respectfully recommend the Agency: ¢ Maintain the









calculated footprint and unnecessarily eliminating otherwise suitable waterbodies.

Buffer Distance Concerns

The proposed 1,000-foot corridor is derived from a 500-foot buffer from any object. However, the
State’s long-standing 200-foot rule has historically governed safe separation from other vessels
and objects and already exceeds comparable distances in neighboring states such as New York
and New Hampshire.

Before doubling or more than doubling that effective operating envelope, the record should
clearly demonstrate why the existing standard is insufficient. At present, that showing does not
appear fully developed.

Section 5.18 Definition Raises Discrimination Concerns Finally, Section 5.18 warrants careful
reconsideration. As currently structured, the definition risks capturing a broad range of behind-
the-boat activities that are not dependent on ballasted wakeboats. Modern watersports —
including hydrofoiling and certain surf-style activities — can occur behind non-ballasted vessels
and, in some cases, without a traditional tow rope once underway. If the definition is not carefully
refined, it may unintentionally regulate or restrict activities and vessel types beyond the apparent
intent of the rule, creating potential inequities among users. Economic Impact Analysis Does Not
Reflect Direct Industry Data | am also concerned by the ICAR economic discussion. The filing
acknowledges that further restrictions “could potentially decrease the sale of these vessels in
Vermont,” yet ultimately concludes that impacts to small business are negligible. Supplimental
Public Comment Eco... At the same time, the Agency states the analysis relied in part on feedback
from boat dealers. However, despite our long-standing involvement in this issue and our position
as a leading wakesports dealer in the state, our business was never contacted during
development of that economic review. That disconnect is significant. Our documented
experience shows measurable contraction in wakeboat sales and related service activity
following implementation of the 2024 rule, including: ® approximately 75% decline in wakeboat
unit sales ® reduced pro shop revenue ¢ decreased service and storage demand ® measurable
State Sales and Use Tax losses tied to this segment These are not theoretical impacts — they are
reflected in actual operating data. The economic record would benefit from direct verification
with the businesses most affected. Education and Implementation Gaps Remain As a certified
Vermont boating safety instructor, | am also concerned that the State’s own education pipeline
has not fully integrated the 2024 wakesports requirements. The current boating handbook and
certified online course pathways have not consistently embedded these operational rules into
the core instructional framework. supplimental education and regu... Advancing additional
restrictions while the existing rule is still working its way through education and enforcement
channels creates unnecessary confusion for the boating public. Request for Clarification and
Course Correction Given the concerns outlined above, | respectfully request that the Agency: ¢
pause the proposed 2025 expansion, ® maintain the 2024 rule while full implementation and
education occur, ® conduct direct outreach to Vermont marine dealers regarding economic
impact, and e clearly identify for the record which boat dealers were consulted in the ICAR
analysis. Transparent engagement with directly affected stakeholders will strengthen both the
rulemaking record and public confidence in the process. Request For the reasons outlined
above, | respectfully request that the Agency: ® maintain the 2024 wake zone rule at this time, ®
conduct additional Vermont-specific operational analysis, ® clarify which marine dealers were
consulted for the ICAR economic review, and ¢ refine Section 5.18 to avoid unintended
overbreadth. The wakesports community stands ready to participate constructively in a
collaborative, data-driven process. Durable policy will come from alighment of real-world
operation, sound mathematics, and inclusive stakeholder engagement. Thank you for your
consideration. And if the rule must move forward with new language | request additionally that
the changes are 2,640 foot minimum run x 200ft x 50 acres. Respectfully submitted,











