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Goond Afternoon Teress,

The West Virginia Division of Natural Resources would lke to thank you for submitting your public cornment for the
proposed rule SBOSR21 - Wildife Rehabilitation

Your comments in support of the proposed rule will be reviewed by the agency and recorded for public record.

Helio, My name is Teresa Waters, snG | o whling vou i ragand 16 1he YWidife Rehabilitation. December of 2024, |
contactiad the DMR io see how | could become g rehabber, | was informad that we do not have rehabbers in this stats, |
ended up talkking to a MR, Whitlington, who lold me if | was really inderesied that | should get in fouch with my Bislrict
Senator. Sg, | did, | contacied Senator Brian Helion who took 2 great interest in i1, Mr. Helion contacted other siales to
sae how they operated thelr rehabilitalion cenlers, Needless to say, he ook the bill and passed! There are so many
peapia that iake care of domasticated animals but none for wildlife and P'm hoping | can belp them. | love animals and
vt willing fo halp therm. [ do bave a degras in vet assistant but will be taking the Basic Rahabilitation Course this fall
through the IWRC. | am s0 excited o becorne a rehabber and o belp all of God's creatures. | think this is a good
decision for WV, | thank you so much for all that you doll!

Tharnk You & God Bless, Terssa
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Goud Aftermoon Me Parry Franis,

Tha West Virginia Division of Natural Resources would ke fo thank you for subrmitting your public comiment for the
proposed rule S8CSR21 - Wildiife Rehabiitation.

The agency has raviewed your comments and will incorporale significant changes to the proposed rule. Your comments
will be recorded and bacoms part of the public record.

taken upon creating these rules in an effort to create 2 Wildlife Rehabilitation prograre that will be
beneficial for our state’s native fauna.

> The largest issue we have with this proposed mile is Section 5.9, Tt states that ‘wildlife held for
educational purposes may not be housed in the same facility as wildlife held under any other Division
of Natural Resources permit that allows for possession of wildlife’ as well as *fees may not be collected
to view educational wildlife'. These provisions directly prevent Heritage Farm from being able to house
non-releasable native wildlife as ambassadors for their wild counterparts. Because we hold 2 Roadside
Menagerie permit and will hold & Scientific Collecting permit, these would count as "other permits that
allow for the possession of wildlife". We also coliect an admissions fee to enter our village, which
includes our animals and other attractions. Most any zoological institution or nature center thai is not
state or federally funded must do this to cover the cost of quality animal care and employees. Gur
suggestion is 10 omit section 5.9 in favor of allowing section 5.8 1o suffice ("The director must provide
written approval for non-refeasable wildlife to be retained by a wildlife rehabilitator in accordance with
W.Va. Code 20-2D-6(4) 3

> Cur nexl conoern is that Section 4.2 appears to be too restrictive for assistant/voluniears. Many
surrounding states allow the passing of the IWRC clags as the criteria for becoming a full-fledged
independent wildlife rebabilitator and do not require the full CWR certification. Therefore, if we are
going to require the full certification for indopendent rehabilitators, there will be a greater nead for
volunieer, intern, or assistant gid to cover the volume of wildlife in noed. Another issue is that this
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excludes college students secking degree experience in wildiife rehabilitation from being abie to earn
that undermeath a trained rehabilitator, or trainees seeking the Associate Wildlife Rehabilitator
certification through the IWRC who have not yet received enough hours to take the exam. Perhaps
"asststant” can be broken down into sub-permitiee and volunteer, Sub-permitecs able to work
independently undemeath of the rehabilitator must have a degree or pass that course or director-agreed-
upon equivalent. Voiunteers (such as students) must be under the supervision/Hability of a subpermittee
or the licensed rehabilitator,

> Perhaps Section 3.2.5 could change the reporting time for volunteers, Applicants probably should not
be required to list volunteers at the time of application but rather with the vear end report, logging all
who assisted, their ages and experience/hours of service. Assistants will likely constantly be changing
and ditficalt to cover all up front. This is also not pertinent to the individual’s approval of wildlife
rehabilitetor status. However, they should still have to list sub-penmitices on the application.

> Bection 5.4 prevents Wildlife Damage Control agents from being able 1o bring in animals for
rehabilitation. [ know we discussed these petsons being different from DNR agents but still not sure of
the reason for this ban. What if they find injured or orphaned wildlife? This is one of the best ways
wildlife rebabilitators can help case the burden on wildlife damage control agents instead of them
having euthanasia as the only alternative to leaving sornething to die. Is the reasoning because they have
been identified as "nuisance” animals? Jast wondering.

> Bection 5.7 We are unswre why the limit on transfor to s facility with more room is capped at 24
hours. This could be a beneficial allowance to have at any point in the process of care and would be
properly documentsd in reporting.

> Section 5.11 is not necessary. The mininnim standards guidelines for sapitization soffices for all taxa,
This protocol cited is meant for field equipment. Reptiles can be handled with the same level of care as
other classes set forth by the IWRC. Box turtles are likely to be the only consistent reptiles served,

> Section 6.2 is 100 testrictive for the témporary cénfinement of rehabilitation, especially for neonate
care. Double-walled or fenced enclosures wounld be too expeniive and are not even required of the
USDA for RVS species that are not otherwise classified by them as Dangerous, And cven still, the
double walled enclosures are onky mandatory for permanent public exhibition, Most RVS patients
would be held inside of a cage that is inside of a facility building anyways, which is essentially a double
barrier. Ouly individuals in "pre-release” enclosures outside would not have a double barrier, but TWRE
minimom standards for enclosure guidelines should suffice for pre-release and permanent enclosures.

> Bections 6.7 & 6.8 do not consider the dangers of habituation by keeping orphaned wildlife in
captivity past their weaning stage. These restrictions may cause more animals to be deemed non-
releasable. They should only pertain to RVS showing any signs of illness, not ones that are simply
orphaned or injured.

> Section 6.5 the "Rabies Control Zone” is not defined.

> Minor hittle typo - section should be “587-21-3 instead of “207-21-3

Thank you for your excellent work on crafling these draft rules. We know how hard it is to think of all
the various infricacies of their implication and look forward to discussing these further with vou,
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