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From a wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) management and hunting perspective, anticipating changes in 

both wildlife management practices and agency policies which need to be considered over the next five 

to 10 years is certainly challenging.  However, with the Public Trust Doctrine (PTD) likely remaining as 

cornerstone for the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, maybe it is time to take a hard look 

at some of these concerns, potential problems and opportunities. The Model is being periodically 

threatened by those who would exploit PTD wildlife resources for personal gain through various 

commercialization and privatization operations, as well as by those who criticize it as being too inclusive,  

with too great a connection and dependence on hunting as the principal driving force. Wild turkeys in 

North America, unlike some native mammals and herps, such as white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 

virginianus) and a variety of reptiles, have not been significantly and directly exploited recently.  

However, with changing demographics, access to hunting opportunities, hunter recruitment concerns, 

progressive loss of suitable habitat, management priorities from population and habitat restoration to 

greater concern about sustainability and balancing populations with hunting opportunities, the 

increasing urban/suburban human/wild turkey conflicts, and the rapidly changing turkey hunting 

technology/gadgetry, maybe our profession needs to re-examine where we are and where we want to 

be in the future.  The objective being to stimulate our thinking about these concerns and opportunities, 

and to better understand how these may impact wild turkey populations, their management, hunting 

interests, and public support in the future.  Some  examples include: (1)  impacts to both target and non-

target wildlife (particularly wild turkeys) caused by supplemental feeding and baiting of wildlife; (2) 

public perception and concerns about what is fair-chase hunting, (exposed via some outdoor videos and 

TV shows, increasing gadgetry, and snuff/shoots); (3) public perception about what is “wildlife” versus 

animals habituated to humans that often become nuisance concerns in areas where they are not 

hunted; (4) changing perceptions of hunters about what is fair-chase turkey hunting, e.g. kill number 

expectations versus memories of great hunts; (5) professional perspectives about population 

peaks/potential population reductions, and realistic hunter expectations, which may necessitate bag 

limit, season length and policy or regulation changes; (6) Increasing conflicts between humans and some 

adaptable species of wildlife (e.g. white-tailed  deer, Canada geese, and wild turkeys) in the increasing 

wildland-urban interface, and (7) The increasing politicization of management decisions ignoring 

credible scientific evidence.  Clearly, none of us would portend to have all the answers to these present 

and future issues regarding wild turkey management and hunting.  In fact, the Tenth National Wild 

Turkey Symposium Theme was “Managing Wild Turkeys In The Face of Uncertainty” and (Porter et al. 

2011) in an invited paper provided an exemplary overview of some of these uncertainties.  However, as 

wildlife managers, administrators, and educators, we need to seriously examine these challenges and 

opportunities and be prepared to address them with the best science and management information we 

have available for the benefit of both present and future generations.  

 



 

Introduction: 

The future of wild turkey management (all  sub-species) within North America, is of great concern to 

wildlife enthusiasts, hunters, private landowners, wildlife watchers, the National Wild Turkey Federation 

(NWTF), the outdoor recreation industry, to wildlife researchers, and especially to the respective state, 

federal and provincial wildlife agencies.  These agencies as trustee’s for public trust wildlife have spent 

decades in developing and implementing restoration and management efforts on behalf of this great 

game bird, aided in the past 30+ years by NWTF, volunteer efforts by its members and cooperators, 

including concerned private landowners and managers. Within the past 60-70 years, because of efforts 

targeted to benefit public trust wildlife species, we have been a part of the greatest restoration of 

wildlife species in history. Much of this can be traced back to the implementation of advancing scientific 

knowledge, development of new management technologies and methodologies, improved habitat 

management on both public and private lands, forward thinking by wildlife educators, professionals, and 

policy-makers, and the adaptability, resilience, and recovery capabilities of the species.  Others have 

documented and reported these exemplary wildlife restoration successes over time, e.g. (Restoring 

America’s Wildlife, FWS, 1986), (An American Crusade for Wildlife, Trefethen, 1975.  However, more 

recently concern about declines in wild turkey populations have been reported, (Status and Distribution 

of The Wild Turkey in 2009, Tapley, et al. 2011). The challenges for our profession become seemingly 

more complex and often controversial as we move forward, and among the most daunting of these are 

how can we sustain the availability of wild things and wild places desired by hunting license buyers, and 

the public with the continuing decline in amounts of habitats that we observe being obligated for other 

uses over time. I suggest that we need to consider how we will deal with the expectations of many who 

anticipate continuing population growth and hunting opportunities when based on changes taking place 

now and in the future, it is unlikely this will occur across North America.  

Discussion: 

Additional challenges to wildlife sustainability include: the long-term trend of declining numbers of 

license-buying hunters; changing economics; demographic changes; accessibility to hunting 

opportunities (public and private); the human dimension aspects of public opinion associated with wild 

turkeys; unrealistic expectations of some hunters; threats of disease epidemics, e.g. West Nile virus,  the 

recent highly pathogenic H5N2 avian influenza virus impact on domestic turkey and  poultry growers, 

and their unknown impact on other avian species; changing priorities by the public (hunters and non-

hunters,) and political changes demanding adoption of supplemental feeding and baiting of wildlife, and 

enabling the expanding exploitation by captive cervid and other wildlife operations.  Although I shudder 

to even think about it, what would happen if the growing anti-firearms/gun control rhetoric resulted in 

loss of our Second Amendment rights to firearms ownership?  Although we may not necessarily enjoy 

having to consider these as serious threats to the future of wildlife management by responsible agencies 

and private landowners, it is better to consider them in a proactive manner than to attempt to recover 

some level of credibility and capability after the fact in a primarily reactive manner. 



Obviously, it would be impossible to effectively address all of these concerns in this paper, as many of 

them are inter-connected, and will require both strenuous and serious collaboration and cooperation 

between agency professionals, conservation organizations, hunters, the non-hunting public, and policy-

makers.   For example hunting access, and hunter recruitment are inexplicably impacted by the 

continuing loss of suitable wildlife habitats, by the economic status of those who seek outdoor 

recreational opportunities, and the economic status of agencies responsible for managing public trust 

wildlife resources. The realization that at this point in time the majority of suitable habitats for wild 

turkeys on both public and private lands across North America have either been stocked with wild 

turkeys from other sources, or populations have expanded their range from other locations is both a 

tribute to agencies and private landowners, and to the resiliency of the species.  However, even if we 

are reluctant to admit it, we must acknowledges that productive wildlife habitat is for the most part not 

likely to increase in the future, and will more likely continue to decrease.  As the old saying goes, “they 

ain’t making any more land” especially that suitable for wild turkey management and sustainability.  The 

bottom line here is that different management policies and changing land uses could improve some of 

the remaining habitat currently being managed for other priorities.  However, another factor we must 

consider is that wild turkey populations are affected by factors we don’t always have control of, e.g. 

severe winters, natural disasters, wet springs during nesting season, and a myriad of other weather and 

environmental factors, as well as changing patterns of land use stimulated by economics and/or public 

policy, and expectations of hunting license buyers, whether realistic or not.  

With the acknowledgement that it is virtually impossible to effectively address all the concerns 

identified earlier in the abstract and introduction, let’s focus on a few concerns that may be both 

extremely challenging and difficult to speculate on but are likely to require serious thought and 

foresight.  One of these that some of you may not yet have addressed, but likely will, if you haven’t 

already with wild turkeys, but your agency or organization likely has recently with white-tailed deer, is  

how do we come to grips with preparing the hunters and the public for population peaks and downturns 

which based on natural occurrences as well as policy and management decisions will occur.  Although 

possibly not identified as “peaking out”, we have observed wild turkey populations in some states 

escalate almost exponentially over a period of time to essentially occupy all suitable habitat, but then 

realize that this level is not likely to be sustainable.  This usually can be predicted when we begin to 

observe wild turkeys beginning to occupy less than desirable habitats.  During this escalation period you 

have probably heard the hue and cry by hunters and maybe even landowners to expand the season 

length, increase the bag limit, or allow more turkeys to be shot that are being perceived to cause crop or 

property damage.  Clearly, many of you have dealt with these concerns and tried to avoid the knee-jerk 

reactions unless policy-makers dictated otherwise.  However, what is often ignored by those calling for 

change is: 1) that such population peaks are dependent on the amount of available habitat, the bird’s 

adaptability/resiliency and land use changes; 2) Once bag limits have been increased or seasons 

expanded, and then a downturn in the population occurs, it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to 

justify a reduction in bag limit, or length of hunting season in a credible and publicly acceptable manner. 

Many Midwest, some Northeast, Western, and recently several southeastern states are currently facing 

this issue with declining deer populations.  Obviously changing hunter expectations even with 

information dissemination about declining bag limits or a limited season is not always met favorably by 



the hunters or politicians.  However, at the same time, some landowners who have had to deal with 

serious deer damage and insurance agents dealing with increasing deer/vehicle collision claims are likely 

dancing in the aisles. The need for increased human dimension consideration begins to be better 

recognized as one of the tools we should include in our toolbox to effectively address such complex 

issues with a diversity of stakeholders and perceptions about population levels. 

Although ignoring scientific studies and facts about baiting and supplemental feeding of wildlife, it is 

apparent that increasingly state agencies and state legislatures are being challenged by the feed and 

bait (both food and mechanical feeders) manufacturers lobbyists.  Also, they are challenged by some  

hunters and land owners who use the excuse that “my neighbor is feeding and baiting, and if I don’t bait 

and feed on my property my neighbor is going to kill “my deer or my turkey.”  Although we all realize 

that wildlife resources are a public trust, unfortunately that is not how a lot of landowners or those who 

lease land for hunting privileges think about wildlife.  Actually, although there is a significant amount of 

science that documents the hazards to wildlife associated with baiting and feeding, there really is a 

serious gap in our research about the impacts (positive or negative) of baiting and supplemental feeding 

to non-target wildlife species.  For example, several states allow feeding of deer, in a variety of types of 

distribution, from spreading “deer corn” or other feed on the ground, to troughs, to mechanical timed 

feeders and other means of distribution.  Yet very few studies are available that document scientifically 

what kind of impact such feed distribution has on non-target wildlife from song birds to wild turkeys, or 

from rodents, to bears, or to predators, or to the increased infectious disease transmission both inter-

and intra-specific.  There are a few documents that provide references such as the Technical Review 06-

1, (2006) from The Wildlife Society titled “Baiting and Supplemental feeding of Game Wildlife Species” 

which reference studies available at that time which document impacts to both target and non-target 

wildlife.  This review provides information on impacts to turkeys as well as numerous other species, yet 

still there is a significant gap in knowledge about the impacts on non-target species.  Unfortunately it 

seems that regardless the array of negative impacts on wildlife, more and more bait and supplemental 

feed is being disseminated, even in states where it is illegal because of the misperception that it is 

beneficial to selective species of wildlife irrespective of the diversity of other species which might be 

impacted, and the impacts on quality of the habitat. We have reams of professional references that 

indicate the threat of baiting or supplemental feeding to wild turkeys, and to other wildlife, yet year 

after year, wildlife agencies are politically forced to allow or consider baiting and/or artificial feeding.  

Unfortunately those who promote and lobby for allowing it, do not recognize nor consider the extreme 

difficulty of stopping it, once it is legalized, even with definitive indications of significant negative 

impacts, once it has been allowed.  The old saw about “once the mule is out of the barn, it is danged 

near impossible to get him back in again” certainly holds true for this analogy. 

We clearly understand as wildlife professionals and natural resource managers the fact that native 

wildlife resources belong to the public, as defined in the Public Trust Doctrine.  However, that fact is 

largely ignored by those who have been for some time exploiting, and would exploit even more these 

public trust resources if ways and means to do so can be developed or legislated into being and legalized 

to benefit the privatization of these resources. Obviously, one of the ways this could be accomplished is 

to legislatively decree that these native wildlife resources should not be acknowledged and managed as 



wildlife, but rather be considered as livestock/alternative livestock or domesticated poultry to be raised 

in confinement for individual profit.  This is what has already happened with deer and captive cervids in 

several states and the authority for management and monitoring these facilities has been transferred 

away from state Wildlife agencies to the state departments of Agriculture who consider these not public 

trust wildlife resources, but domestic livestock. 

The issue in relation to the potential for this to happen with wild turkey exploitation may at this point be 

considered somewhat a stretch by wildlife professionals.  However, there are a few of us old-timers who 

can remember the earlier efforts to restore wild turkey populations by releasing pen-raised turkeys in 

the hope that this would stimulate restoration and afford hunting opportunities. Further if we consider 

how prevalent the pen-raised game bird stocking for shooting preserves, and public hunting in some 

states is, there should be some trepidation regarding the potential exploitation of wild turkeys.  In 

addition in some places across the U.S., pen-reared mallards (Anas platyrhynchos) are released from 

flight pens for supplementing wild populations, and increasing hunter opportunities.  We need to 

consider that it may not be too far a stretch to imagine that somewhere right now, there are exploiters, 

or would-be exploiters, thinking about how they can further exploit and commercialize wild turkeys for 

profit. Clearly, we recognize the significant economic impact that hunting for wild turkey has stimulated 

within the outdoor recreation industry.  That obviously includes those who sell seed for planting of food 

plots, as well as those who mistakenly recommend supplemental feeding or baiting of wild turkeys.  If 

we examine the growing recent trends in wild turkey hunting paraphernalia and sales of specialized 

widgets and gadgets that have been developed for turkey hunting, it should be abundantly clear that 

wild turkey hunting has become big business.     

Whether we recognize it or not, if you take a look at the glossy hundreds of pages in outdoor catalogs 

we get weekly that highlight new gadgets or technologies supposedly to make us better hunters, or the 

magazine articles and advertisements for guided hunts, new motorized and remote controlled decoys, 

the latest innovations in calls, pop-up blinds, wildlife attractants, clothing, special firearms, ammunition, 

and other products, we might want to consider just who is being exploited.  It amazes me the gadgets 

and gimmicks that are being marketed to hunters now, from advertised scent-free clothing, to wind 

direction machines, ozone machines, to motorized and remote controlled decoys, to pop-up blinds of all 

sizes and camo patterns, to artificial tail fans for “fanning”.  I guarantee you that there are folks working 

diligently right at this moment to come up with the next new gadget or gizmo that can be marketed to 

turkey hunters, experienced and novice, and doing their best to get it featured in the next multi-colored 

pages of outdoor catalogs, and displayed at the next NWTF Conference or outdoor sports show. 

Understand, I am not suggesting that we ignore the new technologies and equipment that is available, 

however, I do suggest we remember to be somewhat cautious in regard to safety implications, and to 

resources sustainability, and that we consider just how much of this new gadgetry do we need to have a 

successful fair-chase hunt. Let alone how much of this can we physically carry or haul around on the 

ATV’s that seem to be more and more utilized by turkey hunters and others each spring during gobbler 

season.  Some of you old timers probably remember our early gobbler hunting days when there was no 

camo clothing, we only had a few 2 & ¾”high-brass #6 shotgun shells, an old Model 12 Winchester, or 

870 Remington pump gun, and a Lynch box or slate and peg call.  That was the sum total of our hunting 



gear, and believe it or not, we killed gobblers every spring for many years without a fancy vest, multiple 

calls, expensive decoys, a specialized and camoflaged shotgun with specialized aftermarket choke tubes 

designed just for turkeys, or $6.00-$10.00 per shell special turkey loads. 

Exploitation Considerations: 

With some concern that I might be crawling out on a limb in trying to address the issues of exploitation, 

I reviewed carefully previous National Wild Turkey Symposium presentations from the 1st to the 10th, to 

try to determine if previous speakers at these symposiums had addressed concerns about wildlife 

exploitation.  I did find a very few references that related in one way or the other to framing the issue.  

The first of these was by an old friend now departed, Kit Shaffer from Lynchburg, Virginia in the Third 

Symposium proceedings in 1975.  Kit said “The esthetic appeal of wild turkey hunting stems from its 

ability to satisfy our needs for the total experience—companionship, challenge, anticipation, test of skills, 

anxiety, success, rewards, all in an environment that produces the right stimulus to all the senses.”   Then 

in the Sixth Symposium, the statement was made in the Symposium Summary that “The popularity of 

turkey hunting and innovations in hunting equipment will challenge hunter education programs.”   In the 

Eighth Symposium Proceedings, the statement was made “Turkey populations and harvests are likely to 

stabilize in the near future because most of the available habitat is now occupied.”   

Although these earlier statements may not appear to be germane to the concern about exploitation, in 

my opinion, I think it is past time for us to begin to address this issue of exploitation, not only of wildlife 

resources but of hunters.  Aldo Leopold (1943) was one of the first to address this concern when he 

wrote: “Then came the gadgeteer, otherwise known as the sporting goods dealer.  He has draped the 

American outdoorsman with an infinity of contraptions, all offered as aids to self-reliance, hardihood, 

woodcraft, or marksmanship, but too often functioning as substitutes for them. Gadgets fill the pockets, 

they dangle from neck and belt.  The overflow fills the auto-trunk, and also the trailer.  Each item of 

outdoor equipment grows lighter and often better, but the aggregate poundage becomes tonnage.  The 

traffic in gadgets adds up to astronomical sums, which are soberly published as representing ‘the 

economic value of wildlife.’  But what of cultural values.”?  Aldo elaborates, but summarizes with the 

following statements: “I have the impression that the American sportsman is puzzled; he doesn’t 

understand what is happening to him. Bigger and better gadgets are good for industry, so why not for 

outdoor recreation? The sportsman has no leaders to tell him what is wrong.   The sporting press no 

longer represents sport; it has turned billboard for the gadgeteer.” 

Now with these concerned statements from the 1940’s, let’s examine some more recent statements by 

those with similar concerns, for example, renowned author Tom Kelly whom most turkey hunters have 

either read or heard about via his classic books like the Tenth Legion (1973), and others.  In a more 

recent book, “The Season (1996) he states: “Turkey hunting is not a game that needs a score or a score 

keeper and does not require the production of a dead turkey to qualify as a success. Done properly and 

unscored, it is about as close to even as anything can be when one of the participants has a loaded 

shotgun, and the other has not.”  Then he elaborates about the ethics and sportsmanship of turkey 

hunting with the statement: “A chufa patch does the same thing for turkeys that a green patch does for 

deer, only more so.  Once a turkey has been introduced to chufas he becomes positively irrational.---A 



person with unlimited patience—about the equivalent of that of a deer hunter who can sit and look at 

the same green patch from 1:30 till dark—can shoot a lot of turkeys.”  Now that is Tom’s more recent 

opinions, but earlier in the Tenth Legion (1973) he states: “Turkeys, though are rarely shot to eat. They 

are shot primarily for the pride of possession. There seems to be something about reducing one to the 

hand that appeals to some men to such a degree that in order to do so they will stoop to any meanness. 

Turkeys are not shot from boats or car windows simply to eat.  They are shot to show, to talk about and 

to brag over.” 

Most of us long addicted to spring gobbler hunting share these sentiments and feel that when turkey 

hunting ceases to be exhilarating, challenging, and difficult to accomplish via (self-imposed) fair-chase 

hunting, we will likely take up some other endeavor.  Tom Kelly stated it more eloquently in the Tenth 

Legion: “The first turkey that ever came to me on the ground did it a long time ago.  I sat there with my 

hands shaking and my breath short and my heart hammering so hard I could not understand why he 

could not hear it.  The last turkey that came to me last spring had exactly the same effect, and the day 

this does not happen to me is the day I quit.”   

The point is we as hunters, mentors and stewards need to do a little self-examination about 

exploitation.  If you watch most of the outdoor hunting shows or video’s about hunting, particularly deer 

and turkey hunting, you surely recognize that when the hunters are videoed in a pop-up blind and the 

deer or turkeys come across the field or pasture directly to the decoy, or walk up directly in front of the 

blind and begin pecking or feeding on the ground, this isn’t really how turkey or deer hunting stimulates 

the passion, most of us suffer from.  However, on TV that is the way it is depicted to happen most of the 

time.  Does it cross anyone’s mind that in effect these are just “snuff films” that are totally dependent 

on having a turkey or multiple turkeys killed on camera, regardless of the ethics or even the legality of 

the shoot. Or the buck that has been timed on video camera coming to the same green field or feeder 

every day at between 5:30 and 5:45 p.m. is likely named old “Ben” or old “Spooky or “Sticker” because 

he has been videoed 8000+ times over the past several months.  Think about what skill, or lack thereof, 

it took to find a place to ambush that buck, anyone who can sit still and quiet in a tree stand, shooting 

house or a pop-up blind could be severely deficient in acquired hunting skills and still shoot that 

“trophy” buck.  Let’s take a moment and think about this, has all the new technology and gadgetry made 

us a better killer or a better hunter? Is it all about the numbers and immediate gratification, or does 

experience and learned skills have a place?  Is piling up numbers via immediate gratification without 

learned skills and anticipation likely to instill the passion required to become a long-time hunter who 

recognizes the challenges and buys a license every year?  Admittedly, there are those who would argue 

that these concerns are not really worth consideration, that it makes no difference to the turkey or deer  

how they are killed,  and that we shouldn’t be wasting time talking about these concerns.  

Most of us receive a bunch (sometimes 6-10 per week) of glossy, multi-colored outdoor gear catalogs, 

and a recent Archery Catalog that was 223 pages in size when reviewed showed: 2 pages of GPS units; 1 

page of knives; 9 pages of deer feed and feeders; 2 pages of attractants (bait); 4 pages of seed for food 

plots; 6 pages of scent/urine, etc.; 6 pages of pop-up blinds; 16 pages of trail cameras; 11 pages of 

crossbows;  8 pages of compound bows; and 4 pages of decoys; the rest being devoted to clothing, 

boots, arrows, and related equipment. Where’s the money being made and who is being exploited?  



Next winter when we receive the plethora of spring turkey hunting catalogs, look through them and 

decide how many additional gadgets and gizmo’s you need to buy to pursue and kill a turkey (in your 

opinion) ethically.  If it becomes easier and less challenging with this new bunch of gadgets and gizmo’s 

think about how you will feel about the anticipation, challenge, skills required, and the fair-chase 

enjoyment of the hunt before spending hard-earned bucks on more new gadgets, motorized decoys, 

pop-up blinds, etc..   Although we try to avoid imposing our personal ethics on anyone, when we mentor 

new hunters should we encourage them to become ethical stewards once they learn some skills and 

gain some hunting experience, or just weigh them down with more gadgets to make it easier to shoot a 

turkey?  However, we should give serious thought about who is being exploited here. When the day 

comes that to kill a turkey gobbler requires me to sit in a pop-up blind, with bait or feed in the vicinity, 

use a motorized decoy and an electronic call, or simply ambush a turkey from the road, or as Tom says 

to set over a chufa field, it is time for the pursuit of other more rewarding activities. For those who hunt 

turkeys from a pop-up blind, have you ever considered that by doing so you have eliminated the turkeys 

first line of senses and survivability, their vision.  Does it matter? That is your ethical decision to make. 

However, as mentioned earlier, there are those who take the position that it doesn’t make any 

difference how a turkey is killed, but if that is so why should we be concerned if strutting gobblers are 

ambushed from the road with a rifle, or why should we restrict the type of firearm, ammunition or other 

instrument used to take a gobbler, or why have seasons and bag limits? 

Another threat, lest we forget, because wild turkeys are finding easy pickings in the urban/suburban 

interface where they often become habituated to bird feeders, and to people, there is no hunting 

pressure, and few if any major predators, it is inevitable that conflicts will arise between people and 

turkeys.  A new chapter for the future revision of the “Handbook on Prevention and Control of Wildlife 

Damage” (1994) about such human/turkey conflicts was recently written and submitted, outlining legal 

and appropriate methods of reducing these conflicts.  Although numerous studies have been done in 

the past examining damage to agricultural crops and property from wild turkeys, e.g. (Payer and Craven 

1995), (Miller, et al., 2000), (Humberg, et al., 2005), and (Gregonis, et al., 2011) most of these and others 

have revealed after careful examination that only very minor damage to agricultural crops is attributable 

to wild turkeys, with the majority of actual damage usually caused by one or more mammalian species . 

However, recent surveys (Gregonis, et al. 2011) have shown a marked increase in human wildlife 

conflicts caused by wild turkeys in urban-suburban communities.  In a survey of 49 U.S. states, and the 

province of Ontario, 82% of wildlife biologists surveyed reported wild turkey--human conflicts in 

urban/suburban communities.  This increasing frequency of human/wild turkey conflicts in urban-

suburban communities will necessitate addressing such conflicts.  Wildlife researchers and managers will 

have to more carefully monitor these conflicts, find efficacious and proactive methods and technologies 

that do not exceed the tolerance level of people to resolve these conflicts, and develop educational 

tools to ameliorate such conflicts. For example, in the Fall 2014 issue of The Wildlife Professional 

magazine (Duke, 2014), there is an article highlighting the problems being encountered in urban areas of 

Massachusetts because of increasing wild turkey populations. It is noted in this article that “After several 

encounters with turkeys in the Boston suburb of Brookline in 2012, one local headline read, ‘Turkey 

Gangs Terrorize Boston Suburb.’”  It was also noted in this article that in April, 2014 a 25-pound gobbler 



crashed through the side window of a school bus and although no one was injured except the gobbler, 

the incident shocked residents of the suburb of Ashland.  If wildlife managers are hesitant or reticent in 

addressing these human/turkey encounters, public action by concerned citizens will force the issue.  

Otherwise we will likely observe a change in perspective of how the public perceives wild turkeys from 

one of a species highly valued for its intrinsic and sporting challenge to something similar to how people 

in areas of overabundant deer or resident Canada geese perceive them as nuisance and problem species 

that they have little to no respect for. 

Conclusion: 

As a hunter for the past 70 years now, I have strong concern for the future of fair-chase hunting because 

of a number of changing demographic and public attitudes about the need and values both of, and for, 

hunting in today’s modern technology world.  As an afflicted and addicted wild turkey hunter since 

1958, who anticipates the start of spring gobbler season basically from the end of the last season to the 

start of the next, I hope the complex and controversial threats I have identified in this presentation are 

not incapable of being appropriately addressed and resolved by those of you today and in the future 

who will undertake these challenges.  Clearly, it is within the best interest of sustaining our public trust 

wildlife resources, and the opportunity of fair-chase hunting that we understand and attempt to address 

these threats, issues, and conflicts. Apathy, political correctness, and sitting on the bench will not get 

the job done.  No one said our jobs would always be easy, nor always fair, but for those whose passion is 

the sustainability of wild things and wild places for future generations to enjoy as we have, I wish you 

God speed.  The challenge for maintaining our public trust wildlife resources will likely forever be 

daunting, however, like the Apostle Paul said in II Timothy 4:7, we need to continue to fight the good 

fight.  
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