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NOTICE OF ACTION TAKEN BY THE LEGISLATIVE RULE-MAKING REVIEW COMMITTEE

TO: Joe Manchin, Secretary of State, State Register
TO: Deborah Lewis Rodecker

Medicine, WV Board of

101 Dee Drive

Charlestonr, WV 25311
FROM: Legislative Rule-Making Review Committee

Proposed Rule: Licensure, Disciplinary and Complaint Procedures, Continuing Education, Physician
Assistants, 11CSR1B

The Legislative Rule-Making Review Committee recommends that the West Virginia Legislature:

1. Authorize the agency to promulgate the Legislative rule

{a) as originally filed

(b) as modified by the agency “W_____:
2. Authorize the agency to promulgate part of the Legislative rule;

a statement of reasons for such recommendation is attached.

3 Authorize the agency to promulgate the Legislative rule with
certain amendments; amendments and a statement of reasons
for such recommendation is attached.

4. Authorize the agency to promulgate the Legislative rule as
modified with certain amendments; amendments and a
statement of reasons for such recommendation is attached.

5. Recommends that the Legislative rule be withdrawn; a statement
of reasons for such recommendation is attached.




DAG
ANALYSTS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULES
Agency: West Virginia Board of Medicine
Subject: Licensure,

Disciplinary and Complaint Procedures,
Continuing Education, Physician Assistants,

11CSR1B

PERTINENT DATES

Filed for public comment: May 17, 2002
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ABSTRACT

The proposed rule amends a current legislative rule. Former
provisions of W.Va. Code §30-3-16 and the current rule required a
physician assistant to complete 40 hours of continuing education
designated as Category II and 60 hours of continuing education
designated as Category II every 2 years. The Code was revised in
2001 to allow the Board to set the number of hours by rule. Under
the proposed rule, a physician assistant is required to complete 50
hours of continuing education in each category.

AUTHORITY

Statutory authority: W.Va. Code, §30-3-16, which provides, in
: part, as follows:

.. (o) Beginning with the

biennial
renewal forms completed

by physician

assistants and submitted to the board in the




year one thousand nine hundred ninety-three,
as a condition of renewal of physician
assistant license, each physician assistant
shall provide written documentation pursuant
te rules promulgated by the board in
accordance with chapter twenty-nine-a of this
code of participation in and successful
completion during the preceding two-year
period of continuing education, in the number
of hours specified by the board by rule,
designated as Category I by the American
medical association, American academy of
physician assistants or the academy of family
physicians, and continuing education, in the
number of hours specified by the board by
rule, designated as Category II by the
association or either academy .
Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter
to the contrary, failure to timely submit the
required written documentation shall result in

- the automatic suspension of any license as a
physician  assistant until the written
documentation is submitted to and approved by
the board...

ANALYSTIS

HAS THE AGENCY EXCEEDED THE SCOPE OF ITS STATUTORY
AUTHORITY IN APPROVING THE FPROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE?

No.

IS THE PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE IN CONFORMITY WITH THE
INTENT OF THE STATUTE WHICH THE RULE IS INTENDED TO
IMPLEMENT, EXTEND, APPLY, INTERPRET OR MAKE SPECIFIC?

Yes.




III.

IV.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

DOES THE PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE CONFLICT WITH OTHER CODE
PROVISIONS OR WITH ANY OTHER RULE ADOPTED BY THE SAME OR A
DIFFERENT AGENCY?

No.

IS THE PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE NECESSARY TO FULLY
ACCOMPLISH THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STATUTE UNDER WHICH THE
PROPOSED RULE WAS PROMULGATED?

Yes.

IS THE PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE REASONABLE, ESPECIALLY AS
IT AFFECTS THE CONVENIENCE OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC OR OF

PERSONS AFFECTED BY IT?

Yes.

CAN THE PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE BE MADE LESS COMPLEX OR
MORE READILY UNDERSTANDABLE BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC?

No.

WAS THE PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE RULE PROMULGATED IN COMPLIANCE
WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 25A, ARTICLE 3 AND WITH
ANY REQUIREMENTS IMPOSED BY ANY OTHER PROVISIONS OF THE
CODE?

Yes.

OTHER

Counsel has technical modifications to suggest.




